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AGENCY COMMENTS 

Comment 1: Harvey Tran, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (December 23, 2025) 
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Response 1:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Compliance with Fish and Game Code section 1600 is referenced 

within the Biological Resources section on pages 33, 38, and 47 of the IS/MND as well as in BIO-

1 through BIO-5 regarding impacts to Waters of the State and riparian habitat. A Section 1602 

Streambed Alteration Agreement will be obtained during final design.  Final mitigation 

requirements will be determined in coordination with CDFW during the acquisition of the1602 

Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. 
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Comment 2: Liz Bellas, Director of Regional Parks, Sacramento County 
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GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

Comment 3: Joseph Wilson and Rebekah Reynolds, Resources for Independent Living (December 

31, 2025) 
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Response 3:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore 

implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, 

many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-range planning support for new 

access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 
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Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 
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Comment 4: Jeff Thom, ACB Capital Chapter of the California Council of the Blind (December 

11, 2025) 
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Response 4:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore 

implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, 
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many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-range planning support for new 

access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 
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Comment 5: Paul Miller, Sacramento Audubon Society (December 29, 2025) 
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Response 5:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Limiting access to a single ADA-compliant trail connection to 

Sutter’s Landing Beach was evaluated but determined to be infeasible due to safety, operational, 

and long-term use considerations. The provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely 

accommodate different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. 

During early public outreach, members of the public specifically requested a separate pedestrian 

access route due to safety concerns associated with existing conditions along the Two Rivers Trail. 

The Two Rivers Trail is a regional multi-use facility that supports bicycles traveling at relatively 

high speeds in addition to pedestrians. Planned future trail connections are anticipated to increase 

overall trail use, which would further elevate the potential for user conflicts if all pedestrian access 

to the beach were funneled through a single connection point. 

 

In addition to recreational use, the existing access corridor is used periodically by maintenance 

and service vehicles associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the adjacent railroad. 

These activities can involve large truck traffic that is incompatible with shared pedestrian-only 

access. A single access point would require pedestrians, cyclists, and maintenance vehicles to use 

the same route, increasing the risk of safety conflicts and limiting the City’s ability to manage 

access during maintenance or emergency activities. 
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Providing two access points allows the City to functionally separate pedestrian access from vehicle 

and operational access where feasible, improving safety for all users. This design approach is 

consistent with best management practices for multi-use trail systems, particularly in high-use 

areas where bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles intersect. 

 

While the City recognizes the value of a direct eastern connection to the existing Two Rivers Trail, 

design constraints were identified in that area, including proximity to an existing elderberry shrub 

and underground utilities. These constraints limit the ability to rely exclusively on a single eastern 

access point without creating additional environmental impacts or operational limitations. As a 

result, a second access point is needed to maintain safe and reliable access while allowing 

flexibility in trail design and ongoing maintenance activities. Both access points will be 

constructed according to ADA standards.  
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Comment 6: Sergio Diaz, Attorney (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 6:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(a), the lead agency is 

the public agency with the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. In this 

case, the City is the public agency funding the project and is responsible for project planning, 

design, and implementation. The project is being undertaken to fulfill City policy objectives related 

to park access, trail connectivity, and ADA compliance as established in the City’s adopted plans 

and programs. As such, the City exercises the greatest level of control and discretion over the 

project’s scope, design features, construction, and mitigation measures. Sacramento County’s role 

is limited to that of a landowner and cooperating or responsible agency, with jurisdiction over the 

American River Parkway. County approvals, if required, would be discretionary or ministerial in 

nature and would rely on the environmental analysis prepared by the lead agency. CEQA does not 

require land ownership to determine lead agency status; rather, it prioritizes which agency has 

primary responsibility for carrying out or approving the project. Accordingly, consistent with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(a), the City of Sacramento is properly designated as the CEQA 

lead agency because it is the agency principally responsible for carrying out the proposed project, 

while Sacramento County acts as a responsible agency under CEQA. The City will establish a 

maintenance agreement with the County for maintenance of the ADA access trail in perpetuity. 
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Comment 7: Andrea Willey, Waterbird Habitat Project (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 7:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The project site is also explicitly supported 

by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and related policy documents. The Central City 

Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, 

Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park 

with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General Plan further emphasizes expanding 

equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies collaboration with Sacramento 

County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers Trail. The proposed ADA-

compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by improving inclusive access at a 

location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Limiting access to a single ADA-compliant trail connection to Sutter’s Landing Beach was 

evaluated but determined to be infeasible due to safety, operational, and long-term use 

considerations. The provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely accommodate 

different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts.  

 

As required under Policy 7.22 of the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP), the trail design will 

utilize appropriate colors, textures, and scale to blend into the setting and minimize potential 

contrast with the natural and recreational character of the Parkway while still meeting ADA 

requirements.  
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Comment 8: Mark Berry, President, Save the American River Association (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 8A:  

 

The IS/MND identifies that the proposed ADA-compliant pedestrian access trail would extend 

from Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, cross the levee, and descend to Sutter’s Landing Beach 

within the American River corridor. The environmental setting sections (including Aesthetics and 

Land Use) acknowledge that the riverbank area north of the levee is within the American River 

Parkway and subject to the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP). The document recognizes that 

this portion of the project area is subject to Sacramento County jurisdiction and applicable 

Parkway policies. 

 

While the City of Sacramento is the CEQA Lead Agency for the project, implementation within 

the Parkway will require coordination with Sacramento County and compliance with all applicable 

County regulations and the ARPP. The IS/MND does not assume sole City regulatory authority 

over the entire footprint. 

 

Consistency with the American River Parkway Plan 

The project does not propose a new recreational use, land use designation, or expansion of park 

intensity within the Parkway. The project provides a formalized, ADA-compliant connection to an 

existing and long-used river access point at Sutter’s Landing Beach. Public access to this beach 

area already occurs via informal and noncompliant paths. The proposed trail consolidates and 

formalizes this access in a manner consistent with Parkway management objectives, including 

controlled circulation, erosion reduction, and accessibility improvements. All applicable ARPP 

policies will be adhered to. The IS/MND addresses these policies in the Aesthetics and Land Use 

sections, including policies related to scenic resources, protection of natural features, and 

compatibility with the Parkway’s Protected Area designation. The project’s limited footprint, 

ADA-compliant design, and avoidance of expanded programmed facilities ensure consistency 

with the Parkway’s environmental protection framework. 

 

CEQA Baseline and Prior Environmental Review 

CEQA requires analysis against existing physical conditions and applicable regulatory constraints. 

The IS/MND evaluates the project in light of current site conditions which includes an existing 

informal access route and an actively used river access point while also acknowledging the 

Parkway’s regulatory context. The river access trail represents implementation of previously 

approved planning actions, including: 

 

• The 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan; 

• The 2008 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated 

Negative Declaration; and 

• The 2025 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update was analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento 

General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report which evaluated park improvements and 

supporting infrastructure at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, 

accessibility upgrades, and river access features including this ADA access trail. The ADA- trail 

does not introduce a new or intensified use beyond what has previously been contemplated and 
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environmentally evaluated. Instead, it implements long-planned improvements to provide safe and 

accessible public access consistent with adopted plans. 

 

Response 8B:  

 

The Project description has been updated to reflect that:  

 

The river access trail is a long-planned park circulation and access improvement intended to 

support public use of existing and planned park amenities. This improvement was previously 

approved and evaluated through multiple City planning and environmental review actions, 

including the 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan, the 2008 Sutter’s Landing 

Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the 2025 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. The Site Amenities Plan Update was 

analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento General Plan Master Environmental 

Impact Report (City of Sacramento 2024a), which evaluated park improvements and associated 

supporting infrastructure at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, 

accessibility upgrades, and river access features. As such, construction of the ADA-compliant river 

access trail represents implementation of previously approved plans and does not constitute a new 

or expanded park use beyond what was already analyzed under CEQA.  

 

Response 8C:  

1. CEQA Requirements for Alternatives in an MND 

Under CEQA, a detailed alternatives analysis is required in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 

when a project may result in significant environmental effects (Public Resources Code §21002; 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6). An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is prepared when 

the Lead Agency determines that the project would not result in significant impacts with mitigation 

incorporated (CEQA Guidelines §15070). 

 

There is no requirement under CEQA to include an alternatives analysis in an IS/MND. In this 

case, the Initial Study determined that the ADA-compliant access trail would not result in 

significant environmental effects with mitigation. Accordingly, the preparation of a formal 

alternatives analysis is not required. 

 

2. Project Location and Long-Range Planning Context 

As mentioned in response 8A, the selected location is not arbitrary and was not newly identified 

for this project. The river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously 

planned and evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents.  

 

3. Project Purpose and Scope 

The purpose of the project is to provide an ADA-compliant pedestrian access route to Sutter’s 

Landing Beach, replacing informal and noncompliant paths with a safe, accessible facility. The 

project does not include construction of a boat launch, floating dock, marina facility, or in-

water structure. It does not intensify river use, alter river hydrology, or introduce motorized 

boating activity. The IS/MND analyzes the project based on this defined scope.  
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4. Consideration of Alternative Concepts 

CEQA does not require a Lead Agency to analyze wholly different projects that are inconsistent 

with the defined objectives of implementing previously approved plans at an existing access point, 

particularly where the proposed project would not result in significant environmental impacts. 

 

Response 8D:  

See Response 8B. The existing unpaved access path to the beach is not considered ADA-compliant 

pursuant to state standards. 

 

Response 8E:  

The purpose of the project is to provide an ADA-compliant pedestrian access route to Sutter’s 

Landing Beach, replacing informal and noncompliant paths with a safe, accessible facility. The 

project does not include construction of a boat launch, floating dock, marina facility, or in-

water structure (see Figure 3 of the Draft ISMND). No impacts within the ordinary high water 

mark of the river would occur. All applicable ARPP policies will be adhered to. The IS/MND 

addresses these policies in the Aesthetics and Land Use sections, including policies related to 

scenic resources, protection of natural features, and compatibility with the Parkway’s Protected 

Area designation. The project’s limited footprint, ADA-compliant design, and avoidance of 

expanded programmed facilities ensure consistency with the Parkway’s environmental protection 

framework. Further, the selected location is not arbitrary and was not newly identified for this 

project. The river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned and 

evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents. 

 

Response 8F:  

The City will be amending the American River Parkway Plan map to include the ADA access path. 

The Recreation section of the IS/MND has been updated to include relevant policies from the 

American River Parkway Plan.   

 

Response 8G:  

1. Public Outreach and Early Coordination 

The City conducted extensive public outreach during the 2025 draft design phase, consistent with 

both the American River Parkway Plan’s implementation framework and standard public agency 

practice. Outreach efforts included: 

 

• Presentation to the American River Parkway Advisory Commission (ARPAC); 

• Presentation to the City of Sacramento Disabilities Advisory Commission; 

• Presentation to the County of Sacramento Disabilities Advisory Commission; 

• Two publicly noticed Community Open House meetings; 

• Presentation to the Sacramento County Recreation and Parks Commission; and 

• Multiple site visits attended by stakeholders, including members of the Save the American 

River Association (SARA). 

 

These outreach activities occurred during the conceptual and draft design stages. The project was 

not approved, nor was construction authorized, prior to public review. Securing grant funding 

(including from the Wildlife Conservation Board) does not constitute CEQA approval and does 

not limit the Lead Agency’s discretion to modify or deny the project following environmental 
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review. Stakeholders, commissions, accessibility advocates, and environmental groups were 

provided multiple opportunities to review and comment on the project prior to completion of the 

Draft IS/MND. 

 

2. CEQA and Early Notification Procedures 

CEQA establishes specific statutory obligations for environmental review, public circulation, and 

comment on a Draft IS/MND. The City has complied with all CEQA noticing, circulation, and 

review requirements. While the ARPP includes implementation provisions encouraging 

coordination, CEQA does not require a separate “concept-stage” alternatives process outside the 

statutory environmental review framework.  

 

3. Consistency with the American River Parkway Plan 

The project is consistent with the American River Parkway Plan. The proposed project: 

 

• Does not redesignate land use within the Parkway; 

• Does not introduce a new recreational use; 

• Does not construct in-water facilities or alter river hydrology; and 

• Formalizes an existing, heavily used informal access route. 

 

The project’s limited footprint and ADA-compliant design improve controlled access, reduce 

erosion associated with informal trails, and enhance public safety. These outcomes are consistent 

with Parkway objectives related to resource protection, managed public access, and scenic 

preservation. The IS/MND evaluates consistency with applicable ARPP policies in the Land Use 

and Aesthetics sections.  

 

4. Alternatives and the “Fair Argument” Standard 

As stated in prior responses, CEQA requires a detailed alternatives analysis only in an 

Environmental Impact Report (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6). An IS/MND is appropriate where 

the Initial Study demonstrates that the project would not result in significant environmental effects 

with mitigation incorporated. The Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to land use, biological 

resources, aesthetics, and other resource areas and concluded that impacts would be less than 

significant with mitigation. Disagreement over project location or preference for a different 

recreational configuration does not constitute substantial evidence of a significant environmental 

impact. 

 

Further, as referenced in Response 8A the selected location is not arbitrary and was not newly 

identified for this project. The river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been 

previously planned and evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review 

documents. 

 

Response 8H:  

1. Characterization of Existing Conditions 

The IS/MND describes portions of the immediate project footprint, specifically the existing 

informal levee path and beach access point, as disturbed and largely devoid of vegetation due to 

intensive recreational use. This description applies to the currently worn access corridor and beach 

interface and does not characterize the entirety of the 8.37-acre Biological Study Area (BSA) as 
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urban. The document clearly identifies the surrounding mosaic of habitats within the BSA, 

including riparian woodland, riverine habitat, and associated upland areas. The purpose of 

identifying disturbed areas is to establish the CEQA baseline of existing physical conditions and 

to distinguish between previously altered areas and intact habitat communities. The IS/MND does 

not state that the broader Parkway setting lacks ecological value but differentiates between: 

 

• The narrow, heavily used informal access route; and 

• Adjacent riparian and riverine habitats that were evaluated for potential direct and indirect 

impacts. 

 

2. Riparian Woodland Impacts 

The IS/MND acknowledges that approximately 0.05 acre of riparian woodland vegetation would 

be permanently affected by construction of the ADA-compliant access trail. These impacts were 

quantified and analyzed in the Biological Resources section. The document concludes that impacts 

to riparian habitat would be less than significant with mitigation, based on: 

 

• The relatively small and linear footprint of permanent disturbance; 

• Avoidance and minimization measures incorporated into project design; 

• Compliance with applicable regulatory permitting requirements; and 

• Compensatory mitigation, where required, consistent with agency standards. 

 

The fact that the project occurs within a “Protected Area” designation under the American River 

Parkway Plan does not automatically render any vegetation removal significant under CEQA.  

 

3. Temporary Mats 

The IS/MND acknowledges that temporary mats may be used to facilitate mobility access to the 

water’s edge. The mats would be temporary and removable, placed seasonally, and would not be 

designed to involve grading, excavation, or permanent shoreline alteration. 

 

Because these elements would not involve permanent fill, structural foundations, or hydrologic 

modification, their potential environmental effects are limited and temporary in nature. The 

IS/MND evaluates potential temporary construction and operational disturbances, including 

impacts to shoreline habitat. CEQA permits agencies to analyze impacts at a level of detail 

appropriate to the stage of project design (CEQA Guidelines § 15146). The project description 

contains sufficient detail to evaluate the type and extent of shoreline interaction. The absence of 

final placement coordinates for removable mats does not prevent meaningful environmental 

review because the footprint would occur within an already disturbed and actively used beach area, 

no permanent shoreline modification is proposed and any placement would remain subject to 

regulatory permitting and environmental protection requirements. 

 

4. Temporary Construction Impacts 

Temporary construction impacts to biological resources are evaluated in the IS/MND and 

mitigated through standard measures, including pre-construction surveys, worker environmental 

awareness training, biological monitoring where required, and seasonal work restrictions if 

applicable. With implementation of mitigation measures, temporary impacts are reduced to less 

than significant levels. 
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Response 8I:  

1. Regional Corridor vs. Site-Specific Impact 

The American River Parkway functions as a regional riparian corridor connecting upstream and 

downstream habitats. However, the addition of a limited, ADA-compliant trail segment at an 

existing, heavily used access point would not substantially interfere with wildlife movement as it 

formalizes an existing informal pedestrian path that is already currently being used. The 

incremental change associated with paving and formalizing a narrow access route does not create 

a new structural barrier to wildlife movement. 

 

2. Special-Status Species 

The IS/MND evaluates potential impacts to special-status species, including: 

 

• Swainson’s hawk; 

• White-tailed kite; 

• Burrowing owl; 

• Valley elderberry longhorn beetle; and 

• Other sensitive species with potential to occur in the Biological Study Area. 

 

Focused surveys, database review, and habitat assessments were conducted to determine species 

presence and habitat suitability. The analysis concludes that, with mitigation (including pre-

construction surveys, avoidance buffers where required, and compliance with regulatory 

permitting), impacts to special-status species would be less than significant. The project does not 

remove extensive riparian canopy, eliminate nesting territories, or degrade large contiguous habitat 

patches that support corridor functionality. 

 

3. Aquatic and Shoreline Habitat 

The project does not include in-water construction, bank armoring, or channel modification. 

Shaded riverine aquatic habitat would remain intact except for limited, localized vegetation 

removal where necessary for the trail footprint. Any such removal is addressed through mitigation 

and regulatory compliance. Temporary or removable beach access features do not involve 

permanent fill or structural encroachment into the river. Therefore, the project would not impact 

aquatic habitat connectivity or fish passage. 

 

4. Human Disturbance as a “Barrier” 

While human activity can influence wildlife behavior, CEQA significance requires substantial 

evidence that the project would cause a significant adverse physical impact. Currently the site 

already experiences substantial recreational activity. The proposed project does not expand the 

overall park footprint, does not include new lighting or nighttime activity and the trail width and 

alignment are limited and linear. The incremental increase in formalized access at an already 

disturbed location does not rise to the level of corridor fragmentation or significant interference 

with regional wildlife movement. 

 

Response 8J:  

The City acknowledges that the project site is located within the floodplain and subject to periodic 

inundation. A project-specific hydraulic analysis will be prepared during final design, when 
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grading limits, structural details, and material specifications are finalized. That analysis will 

evaluate potential changes to base flood elevations, confirm maintenance of a no-rise condition, 

and inform design refinements as necessary. At the current draft design stage, construction-level 

hydraulic calculations and final engineering specifications are not yet available. 

 

Because the project is within the regulated floodplain, all design features, including trail surfacing, 

stairs, landings, grading, and restoration elements, will be subject to review and approval by the 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board through the encroachment permitting process. The Board 

requires demonstration that the project will not impede flood conveyance, create berm effects, 

adversely affect levee or flood control infrastructure, or introduce debris hazards. The project 

cannot proceed without satisfying these requirements. 

 

Consistent with Parkway Plan policies and standard practice for improvements within the 

American River floodplain, the final design will incorporate flood-resilient materials and 

construction methods appropriate for periodic inundation. The IS/MND appropriately discloses 

the floodplain setting and commits to compliance with applicable floodplain regulations; detailed 

hydraulic modeling and construction-level specifications will be completed and approved during 

the final design and permitting phase. 

 

Response 8K:  

The IS/MND acknowledges that the Lower American River is designated critical habitat for 

Central Valley steelhead and spring-run Chinook salmon and supports additional anadromous fish 

species. However, the project does not include in-water construction and will not place permanent 

fill in the river. Potential temporary construction-related impacts (e.g., erosion, sedimentation) are 

addressed through mitigation measures, including erosion and sediment control, work timing 

restrictions, and regulatory permitting compliance. Because the project does not permanently 

modify aquatic habitat or alter instream conditions, long-term operational impacts to critical 

habitat are less than significant. 

 

Raptors and Terrestrial Special-Status Species 

The Biological Resources section of the IS/MND evaluates habitat suitability for Swainson’s 

hawk, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, western pond turtle, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and 

other special-status species. The project footprint is limited and linear. It does not remove large 

tracts of foraging habitat, eliminate nesting trees, or fragment substantial habitat blocks. Mitigation 

measures, including pre-construction nesting bird surveys, buffers if active nests are found, and 

avoidance protocols, address potential construction-period impacts. The site already experiences 

substantial human presence; therefore, the incremental change associated with formalizing an 

existing access route does not constitute a significant increase in disturbance sufficient to reduce 

regional habitat function. 

 

Response 8L:  

As discussed in the Biological Resources section, the project formalizes an existing, heavily used 

informal access route to Sutter’s Landing Beach. The CEQA baseline includes ongoing 

recreational activity, vegetation trampling, and shoreline use. Because the recreational use already 

exists, the project is not anticipated to substantially increase foot traffic other than what was 

already planned for in the City’s planning documents.  
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Further, the project will obtain a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) pursuant to 

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code from the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW). Because the project occurs adjacent to the Lower American River and may 

involve activities within CDFW jurisdiction, consultation with CDFW is required. Through the 

Section 1602 permitting process CDFW will review final design plans and compensatory 

mitigation will be required for any permanent impacts to riparian or jurisdictional resources under 

CDFW authority. The LSAA process provides an additional layer of biological review beyond 

CEQA and ensures that impacts to fish and wildlife resources are appropriately mitigated. Any 

additional restoration elements included as part of grant implementation will be developed through 

final design and permitting and may supplement required mitigation. The adequacy of restoration 

components will be reviewed and approved by responsible agencies, including CDFW, as part of 

the permitting process. 
 
Response 8M: 

The project is located within an existing urban park setting that already includes levees, paved 

trails, and informal access routes; it does not convert a pristine or undeveloped landscape. Instead, 

it formalizes an existing, heavily used informal path within a limited footprint while enabling 

restoration of surrounding social trails. The ADA access trail will be designed with materials, 

colors, and textures that are compatible with the American River Parkway Plan and intended to 

visually blend with the surrounding environment, thereby minimizing visual contrast and intrusion 

consistent with applicable Parkway policies. While the project introduces a defined access feature, 

it does not include large vertical structures, lighting, or expansive hardscape, and the beach area 

will remain predominantly natural in character. With respect to recreation, the project does not 

introduce a new use such as a boat launch or commercial facility, nor does it expand park 

capacity or add new parking (see Figure 3). It provides ADA-compliant access to an already 

heavily used beach.  
 
Response 8N:  

The project does not include construction of a boat launch, floating dock, marina facility, or 

in-water structure (see Figure 3 of the Draft ISMND). The 2.04 BSA was established to ensure 

an adequate study area was established; however, no work within the riverbank is being 

undertaken; therefore, a lease from State Lands Commission will not be required. 

 

Response 8O:  

The purpose of the project is to provide an ADA-compliant pedestrian access route to Sutter’s 

Landing Beach, replacing informal and noncompliant paths with a safe, accessible facility. The 

project does not include construction of a boat launch, floating dock, marina facility, or in-

water structure (see Figure 3 of the Draft ISMND). No impacts within the ordinary high water 

mark of the river would occur. All applicable ARPP policies will be adhered to. The IS/MND 

addresses these policies in the Aesthetics and Land Use sections, including policies related to 

scenic resources, protection of natural features, and compatibility with the Parkway’s Protected 

Area designation. The project’s limited footprint, ADA-compliant design, and avoidance of 

expanded programmed facilities ensure consistency with the Parkway’s environmental protection 

framework. Further, the selected location is not arbitrary and was not newly identified for this 

project. The river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned 
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and evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents (see 

Response 8A).  

 

Response 8P:  

As mentioned in Response 8A, the proposed Project and associated park access improvements 

were previously planned and programmatically evaluated as part of the City’s 2025 Sutter’s 

Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update, which was analyzed within the scope of the 

City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (City of 

Sacramento 2024a). That prior environmental review assessed the cumulative effects of park 

improvements, access facilities, and supporting infrastructure within Sutter’s Landing Regional 

Park in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. 

The Project would formalize an existing, heavily used informal access route to Sutter’s Landing 

Beach. Numerous social trails and informal paths currently exist in the project area and 

contribute to vegetation trampling and erosion on the levee slope and riverbank. The proposed 

ADA access trail would consolidate these unmanaged access points into a single defined route 

and facilitate closure and restoration of redundant social trails. Because the beach area is already 

actively used by the public, the Project would not introduce a new recreational destination or 

substantially increase the intensity of use beyond the existing baseline conditions analyzed in the 

Master EIR. 

 

The ADA access trail would be constructed within the American River Parkway concurrently 

with the Two Rivers Trail project, which may result in temporary and limited impacts to 

biological resources during construction. However, the Two Rivers Trail project and associated 

bicycle and pedestrian improvements were likewise planned and approved under the City of 

Sacramento Bicycle Master Plan and the City of Sacramento General Plan, and their 

environmental effects were analyzed at a programmatic level in the General Plan Master 

Environmental Impact Report. The Master EIR evaluated cumulative impacts to biological 

resources within the American River Parkway resulting from implementation of multiple trail, 

access, and recreation projects over time. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update also conceptually identifies a potential future concession facility 

within Sutter’s Landing Regional Park. However, the specific nature, size, and operation of any 

concession use are currently unknown. The building has been designed to include a ranger 

station, restrooms, and a flexible space that may be used as storage or a concession space. 

Because the nature and scope of future concessions, if any, is unknown, any potential interaction 

between a future concession facility and the ADA access trail, including whether the proximity 

of the trail to a future concession could increase pedestrian use, would be speculative at this time 

and cannot meaningfully contribute to a cumulative impact analysis. 

The ADA access trail would be spatially limited, would incorporate avoidance, minimization, 

and restoration measures, and would not increase the overall intensity or geographic extent of 

impacts beyond what was analyzed in the Master EIR and subsequent tiered environmental 

documents. When considered together with the Two Rivers Trail project and other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the American River Parkway, the Project’s 

incremental contribution would be minor and would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Accordingly, the Project would not result in cumulatively significant impacts under CEQA. The 

Cumulative Impacts section of the ISMND has been updated with the above information.   
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Comment 9: Chuck Watson* (December 31, 2025) *Due to the length of the letter, attachments 

are not included.  

 
Date: December 31, 2025 

 

To: Charles Tschudin, Senior Planner 

Department of Youth, Parks,  

and Community Enhancement, 

City of Sacramento 

915 I St, 3rd Floor, 

Sacramento, CA 95811 

Email; ctschudin@cityofsacramento.org 

Tel: (916) 308-8145 

 

Project: Sutter’s Landing ADA River Access Trail Project (L19913000) 

 

Subject: Written comments regarding the Draft Initial Study/Notice of intent to adopt a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration 

 

RE: Comments by Chuck Watson on Sutter’s Landing ADA River Access Trail Mitigated Negative 

Declaration. 

 

 

               

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City’s Draft Initial Study/Notice of intent to 

adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for this proposed project. 

 

 

By way of introduction to my comments, I am a private citizen, representing no agency, entity, or 

organization.  My review of this document and my comments on it are based on my, some 45 years of 

consulting experience in river and river-corridor recreation management and planning for a variety of 

clients including various federal, state, and local agencies, hydro-based utilities, and private land 

developers throughout California and in parts of Oregon.  I am an experienced canoeist and have boated 

the Lower American River (LAR) regularly since the late 1970s, and over the past 20 years or so have 

used Sutter’s Landing irregularly for canoe access perhaps once or twice a year.  While not a member of 

Friends of Sutter’s Landing, over the past several years, I have occasionally assisted them in their native 

plant activities. 

 

While my comments in the main body of this letter can be very detailed and address issues on a 

point-by-point basis, I provide a very brief summary of the most salient points at the end of the letter. 

 

 

A:  Overview to comments: 

 

My review of this Mitigated Negative Declaration (Neg Dec) and my comments on it were 

developed based on; 1) my river and river-corridor recreation management and planning experience, 2) 

my occasional use of Sutter’s Landing for canoeing access to the Lower American River (LAR), and 3) 

an initial assessment of patterns of existing user and user-group access to “Sutter’s Landing Beach” 

(Attachment B) which I prepared in July 2025 after some members of Friends Sutter’s Landing told me of 

mailto:ctschudin@cityofsacramento.org
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the City’s interest in improving access by installing ADA-compliant facilities, and my initial 

apprehension that the possible intended facilities could adversely affect the existing users of the site.    

 

In my consulting experiences, often entailing contentious user-group conflict situations and/or 

when expert testimony issues are involved, I have developed a conceptual approach which I use to guide 

my studies and project assessments such that, through full-disclosure, I can be assured that they are 

adequate with respect to possible critical review and critique by interested third parties: I refer to this 

concept as “fully-constrained defensibility;” or generally “defensibility.”   

 

Defensibility has two aspects, perhaps two sides of the same coin, which together constitute fully-

constrained defensibility (see Attachment A for details).  The two aspects are summarized as: 

 
Defensibility; Simply means that any assessment result and any conclusions or recommendations can be 

defended explicitly by the study and its documentation.  It does not imply that there is an expectation for 

prefect knowledge in any particular aspect or that there is no possibility for error.  The essence of 

defensibility is that there is full-disclosure such that any third party can objectively evaluate assessment 

methods and results, and can clearly find the thread of reasoning and rationale from assessment to 

conclusions.  This entails such attributes as all assumptions are made explicit, all background studies used 

are objectively evaluated for veracity and applicability and are applied appropriately, and all known 

uncertainties are made explicit.  The intent is to avoid unstated and perhaps pre-judgmental assumptions 

and assumed or subconscious but unsupported speculation. 

 

Fully-constrained; Simply means that any findings, conclusions, or recommendations do not exceed the 

informational limitations of a defensible assessment. 

 

 

In my view, in the context of developing and responding to a NegDec, proposed as justification 

for substituting this process for developing a full EIR analysis, “fully-constrained defensibility” should 

entail the presentation of enough information such that: 

 

1) The demand, need, and justification for the project is fully explained understandable, 

2) It is explicitly demonstrated that the proposed project features are required to meet 

presently unmet needs under existing conditions,  

3) The individual project features, required to address presently unmet needs, are 

described in sufficient detail such that impacts of these features can be defensibly 

determined and justified, 

- and for full disclosure and defensibility, these descriptions should include not 

only their installed conditions, but also; 

- the nature and extent of installation activities,  

- O&M activities [annual and occasional] activities, and  

- the methods and processes for feature decommissioning activities 

should the project (or specific project features) prove to be over-built 

with respect to actual realized demand or unmanageable ongoing O&M 

costs, 

4) The nature of existing conditions is analyzed and described in sufficient detail and 

rigor, and variably within significant condition categories, such that a defensible 

assessment of possible impacts due the proposed project features (including installation 

actions, post-installation feature presence, ongoing [regular & occasional] O&M actions, 

and decommissioning actions) can be developed, 

5) The categories of “Standards of Significance” used to evaluate impacts and identify 

needed mitigation are appropriate to the actual possible impacts of the project and all 

aspects of its individual project features, 
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6) An objective and thorough analyses for project feature impacts can be developed and 

are presented such that the findings and conclusions can be clearly traced and evaluated 

by third-party reviewers backwards through the analyses and assessments, including 

explication of any founding assumptions and any determined uncertainties,   

7) The reasoning and rationale which defensibly demonstrate the proposed project and its 

features represent the most optimal configuration for realizing the justified unmet needs 

with the least mitigable and unmitigable impact consequences, 

8) Possible but rejected alternatives are realistic possibilities, and their rejection(s) are 

justified by objective assessments such that the preferred and rejected alternative are 

evaluated on equal footings. 

 

I conclude from my review of this NegDec for this proposed project that it does not meet my 

criteria for a full-disclosure, “fully-constrained defensible” document. 

 

 

 

B:  Comments: 

 

This section contains my comments of this NegDec document and follows its section format and 

its pagination. 

 

 

Section I: Background (p.2-3): 

 

 Discussion: 

 

It is stated that this NegDec was to identify any potential new or additional Project-

specific significant environmental effects that were not analyzed in the 2040 General Master Plan 

EIR and to identify any mitigation measures and alternatives that may avoid or mitigate the 

identified effects to a level of insignificance, if any. 

 

 

Comment: 

 

 

Section II: Project Description (p.4-12) 

 

 

 A: Project Location: (p.4) 

 

 

 B: Surrounding Land Uses: (p.4) 

 

 

 C: Project Description: (p.4) 

 

 

 D: Purpose and Need: (p.4) 

 

  Discussion: 
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It is stated that the purpose of the proposed project is to provide safe access to 

Sutter’s Landing Beach for recreational users of all ages and abilities.  There is no 

reference to the need for the Project. 

 

 

  Comments: 

 

-a) Project purpose: There are several aspects of Project purpose which are of concern 

and which should be considered by this NegDec document: 

 

1)  While the origin for the proposed ADA access development at Sutter’s 

Landing Park to the Lower American River Parkway was with the Sutter’s 

Landing Revised Park Site Amenities Plan Update document (2025), I find no 

general or specific statement in that document which indicates that ADA-

compliant access will, or is intended to, meet the needs of “users of all ages and 

abilities.”   

 

Surely there is some set of potential access users with disabilities that 

could be different from, and perhaps more debilitating with respect to activities 

within an undeveloped portion of the Parkway (e.g. the sight-impaired) than the 

wheelchair-bound which seems to be the emphasis of this proposed project.  In 

addition, there could be disabled users whose limitations do not reach the level 

by which a wheelchair is required for mobility (e.g. the very young in strollers, or 

injured or more elder individuals requiring walkers, etc).  Access for these users 

could be made more difficult and effort-demanding if the access routes are 

limited to either steep stairs for the fit, or exceptionally long ADA-compliant 

low-gradient routes. 

 

As a result, it seems that the mix of proposed project features of this 

proposed project could be significantly different depending on the stated goals of 

ADA access versus access for “users of all ages and abilities.”  Which of these is 

the actual goal of this proposal?  If it is for wheelchair-based ADA access, then 

what are the impacts to other disabled users (all ages/abilities); if it is all age, all 

ability access, then what facilities are required in addition to wheelchair-based 

ADA-compliant features? 

  

 

2) While the origin for the proposed ADA access development at Sutter’s 

Landing Park to the Lower American River Parkway was with the Sutter’s 

Landing Revised Park Site Amenities Plan Update document (2025), I find no 

general or specific statement in that document which directs this access is to be 

provided to “Sutter’s Landing Beach.”  

 

As I understand it, this objective to provide ADA access to “Sutter’s 

Landing Beach” and then on to the “river’s edge” originated in the City’s grant 

proposal to the Wildlife Conservation Board which appears to be largely 

predicated on the desire to pair the proposed ADA river access with a possible 

commercial paddleboard and kayak rental concession operation in the City’s 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park.  While a Concession Building is delineated in 

Fig 6 “Site Amenities Plan” of the Sutter’s Landing Revised Park Site Amenities 

Plan Update document (2025), I find no general or specific statement in that 
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document which indicates that concession operation was to include providing 

paddleboard and kayak rentals.  Therefore, I interpret this ADA access to the 

“river’s edge” as an ad hoc purpose-expansion of this proposed project beyond 

that contained in the Sutter’s Landing Revised Park Site Amenities Plan Update 

document (2025). 

 

 The possibility of a viable ADA/disability paddleboard and kayak rental 

operation in conjunction with these activities along the Lower American River at 

this location is inherently questionable given the travel distances between the 

proposed concession building, which would also be the location of other 

ADA/disability support facilities such as restrooms, etc, and the river.  Using Fig 

6 and Google Maps I estimate the distance from the indicated location of the 

Concession Building to the southern edge of the proximal parking area near 

Sutter’s Landing Beach as about 130 ft and the distance to the levee top at the 

location of the head of the proposed “Stairs” project feature as about 350 ft.   

Therefore, the total travel distance from the Concession Building to a typical 

summer season waterline along the proposed westward downstream ADA access 

route is about 1,200 ft, and about 1,425 ft along the proposed eastward upstream 

ADA access route.  These distances should make the use of the Sutter’s Landing 

Beach area by ADA/disability users very uncomfortable and problematic, and 

could create significant downward pressure on any potential and actual demand.  

 

As I understand it, the present viability-status of this possible 

commercial paddleboard and kayak concession rental is very problematic.  I 

understand that feedback to the City from several potential rental operation 

venders was that they anticipated that rental demand here would not be sufficient 

to warrant their time and effort.  In light of these responses, it is possible that to 

save the overall intent of the City’s proposed project, in the absence of 

commercial venders, the City may elect to take on the paddleboard and kayak 

rental operation itself.  However, in the face of likely very low demand, I think it 

inevitable that the City would operate this concession in the red, and sooner or 

later will abandon operations to cut costs. 

 

Since the paddleboard and kayak rental leg of this paired proposed 

project as described in the grant proposal is likely to fail, the remaining leg, the 

need for the proposed ADA access to the “river’s edge,” is in some question.  

Without ADA-based paddleboarding and kayaking activities, is ADA access to 

the “river’s edge” as proposed in the NegDec necessary?  If not, what is an 

appropriate and reasonable destination target for ADA/disability access to the 

Parkway and/or “Sutter’s Landing Beach” (e.g. the waterline, the entrance to the 

“beach” area, to points in the Parkway where the “river setting” and environment 

could be incorporated into their desired recreational experiences, etc)? 

 

Not only would the absence of a viable paddleboard and kayak rental 

operation call into question the appropriate and reasonable ADA/disability access 

destinations, but also would call into question the elaborate and extensive ADA 

access facilities of the proposed project in this NegDec.  

 

 

It is concluded here that in light of the problematic nature of paddleboard and 

kayak rental operations viability, proceeding with the proposed access plan presented in 

A 
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this NegDec is not reasonable.  This is particularly true when considering the significant 

impacts the access project features of this project may have on the existing mix of 

shoreline and boating users, as discussed in detail below.  Therefore, there needs to be an 

objective, defensible, and fully-disclosed reevaluation of project purposes using 

appropriately rigorous methods which should result in explicit statements as to the 

disabled community to be served, and the recreational experiences, ambiance settings, 

and activities of these users to be accommodated. 

 

  

-b) Review of Project need: Any evaluation of project need should start with the 

defensibly established goals and objectives (discussed above), and then should develop 

an objective, defensible, and fully-disclosed demonstration of;  

 

1) how existing site conditions both can and cannot meet the identified 

goals and objectives,  

 

2) how other local facilities (those within a reasonable travel distance 

from the users to be served) both can and cannot meet the identified 

goals and objectives,  

 

3) the potential demand and visitation of the intended users at the project 

site, and  

 

4) the required type and capacity of on-site facilities necessary to meet 

any unmet demand and visitation from the intended users considering 

other capacity limiting site factors. 

 

 

It is concluded here that no effort has been made to establish the need for the 

proposed project.  As a result no specific needs for, or the capacity of, any of the 

individual project features described below, nor for the proposed mix of all the proposed 

project features to Sutter’s Landing Beach are provided in the NegDec.  Therefore, there 

should to be an objective, defensible, and fully-disclosed reevaluation of proposed project 

needs using appropriately rigorous methods.  

 

 

 

  

E: Project Features: (p.4) 

 

In this section I discuss in detail the potential adverse consequences for each of the 

project feature identified in Section II 2 of the NegDec.  I only summarize these impacts in my 

comments in Section III.  Here, along with impact assessments, I discuss possible impact-

reducing alternatives, as appropriate. The order of project features discussed are based on the 

order they were presented in the NegDec discussion. 

 

1) Stairs: 

 

 Discussion: 
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This feature is described as a set of concrete stairs down the face of the levee, 

and is depicted on Fig 5 “Project Features” and Fig 8 “Project Impacts” in plan-view.  

The indicated position is shown with a head-location directly across the levee top from an 

informal access location (Access Point B in Attachment B) with the toe-location depicted 

as extending under the canopy and within the drip-line of a valley oak, and connected to 

the “Concrete Landing” by a short diagonal concrete trail segment (estimated at about 15 

ft long from Fig 5).  

 

While this NegDec document does not contain important stairway design 

configuration details which could influence existing and possible future recreational 

access conditions, Fig 5 and 8 indicate the “Stairs” are to be composed of a set of wide 

steps with two mid-slope landings.  Some other salient design details were presented 

during at least one of the public outreach sessions.  Those “Stairs” details included 

several elements; 1) a set of steps with a rise over run equal to the 33% fall-line slope of 

this levee face  [possibly with 6 inch risers and 18 inch runs, such as is found at the steps 

on the water-side 3:1 levee face slope at the Ashton Access to the Parkway, or something 

similar), and 2) a set of rollers adjacent to the steps by which various hard-shell 

recreational watercraft could be lowered and raised along the levee face slope.  In 

addition, to my knowledge there has been no consideration of a smooth ramp element in 

the stairway on a 3:1 slope to accommodate wheeled access devices (which presumably 

would be considered unsafe), and it is unclear if a handrail element will be included.  The 

following comments on the possible consequences of this project feature are predicated 

on the plan-view presented in this NegDec and on the details of the stairway 

configuration presented during public outreach sessions on the presumption that this 

configuration is still under active consideration. 

 

Also not included in this NegDec document is any information on existing users 

and existing access use activity patterns that may be affected by this project feature, nor 

any indication that any assessment of existing recreational patterns had been developed 

for this proposed project at all.  Any ‘best fit’ access plan for Sutter’s Landing Beach area 

should be predicated on a thorough understanding of the existing users and their access 

user patterns and behaviors, and that understanding is also necessary to evaluate the 

potential impacts any proposed access improvement plan could have on existing users.   

 

While the findings of my initial 2025 assessment of user access and activity 

patterns (Attachment B at the end of these comments [all references to Access Points and 

Access Routes in these comments are described in detail, and all statements concerning 

user activity patterns found in these comments are presented in Attachment B]) for that 

portion of the Sutter’s Landing addressed by this NegDec, can only be considered as 

preliminary and subject to refinement by way of suitably regimented application of 

appropriate protocols, they apparently are all that is presently available for the purposes 

of adequately evaluating possible project impacts.  Assuming that the first approximation 

findings for existing user access patterns in the proposed project area of Sutter’s Landing 

developed in Attachment B are reasonable, it appears that this project feature is intended 

to replace existing informal Access Routes 3 and 4 which are presently used for access by 

about 90% of total recreational users including about 99% of all boaters, and will be 

placed such as to be physically adjacent to Access Route 3 and to physically overlay 

upon Access Route 4.   

 

 

 Comments: 
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- a) General comments: 

 

(1) While the location and plan-view of this project feature are depicted in this 

document, it may not include all the salient attributes of this stairway which 

could importantly determine its functionality with respect to existing and 

expected future recreational users.  As such, this project feature may not be 

described in sufficient detail and specification such that an adequately thorough 

discussion of possible consequences could be developed.   

 

(2) In addition, this document does not provide any evidence that the existing and 

potential recreational user and activity patterns along various access routes 

between the parking areas and Sutter’s Landing Beach have been assessed by the 

project proponent either in the form of detailed site field observations and/or 

detailed user interviews.   Such assessments are necessary to develop an 

understanding of important user pattern attributes which could allow for the 

analysis of potential adverse consequences of this project feature.  The absence 

of adequate information of existing user patterns precludes the possibility that an 

adequately thorough analysis of possible adverse impacts of this project feature 

and appropriate mitigation actions, could be developed.  Of particular importance 

is the existing user patterns associated with how the existing levee face is 

negotiated by users and user patterns of different user-groups (particularly 

Access Routes 3 and 4, but also Access Routes 1, 2, and 5 as discussed in 

Attachment B). 

 

3) Therefore, the following specific comments are based on; a) a project feature 

description that lacks sufficient details for a full analysis of possible impacts, and 

b) only an initial assessment (Attachment B) of existing recreational access user 

patterns and behavior which was not developed by the project proponent.   

 

 

   

- b) Likely adverse impacts on shoreline users and access: Since this project feature 

will eliminate exiting unformal Access Routes 3 and 4 which presently are used by about 

90% of the Sutter’s Landing Beach shoreline users, it may be an expectation of the 

project proponent that after installation the “Stairs,” with a set of steps, will continue to 

provide access for about 90% of these users in the future.  There are two attributes of 

existing shoreline users and user group configurations which indicate that this project 

feature could result in adverse effects to existing uses and users; 1) a significant 

proportion of shoreline users rely on various wheeled transport devices to move 

recreational equipment between the parking areas and Sutter’s Landing Beach, and 2) a 

smaller proportion of shoreline users, those older, younger, and weaker individuals, or 

those hand-carrying loads of recreational equipment to the beach area may be adversely 

affected by the imposition of the set of steps themselves. 

1) Since it is estimated that about 75% of shoreline users access Sutter’s Landing 

Beach employ various forms of wheeled transport devices (small wagons, rolling 

coolers, strollers, etc), and about 99% of all shoreline users with wheeled access 

device use the existing informal Access Routes 3 and 4, it is likely that this 

project feature could affect essentially all shoreline users who employ wheeled 
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access devices at Sutter’s Landing, and about 90% of all Sutter’s Landing Beach 

shoreline users, those who presently use informal Access Routes 3 and 4. 

 

The existing use of various wheeled access devices by shoreline users 

who use informal Access Routes 3 and 4 currently reflects the most efficacious 

access pattern to Sutter’s Landing Beach given the user groups involved and their 

desired recreational accoutrements within the premises of the Principle of Least 

Action (PLA: see Introduction section in Attachment B for details).  Given that 

these wheeled access devices are inherently incompatible with the steps, it 

appears that this project feature will make access to Sutter’s Landing Beach more 

difficult for these users and thier continued access will be significantly adversely 

impacted by this project feature.   

 

It is concluded here that the intended project feature design will not 

improve the accessibility conditions for essentially all of the shoreline users that 

employ wheeled access transport devices, and will in fact actually make their 

access to the beach area more difficult.  Because the demonstrated preference for 

the use of these wheeled devices is due to the distances between the parking areas 

and the beach and the transport of young children in strollers, and because of the 

demonstrated desire of many groups to use the beach with a wide range of 

accoutrements (e.g. chairs, tables, coolers, food, drink, floatation devices, etc), it 

is assumed here that these users will not change their use pattern and abandon the 

use of wheeled access devices simply because the set of steps will preclude 

access via this route; nor is it likely that they will hand-carry these loaded 

wheeled devices through the set of steps.  It is also assumed here that these 

wheeled access device users will continue to be attracted to Sutter’s Landing 

Beach for its recreational resource values in spite of reduced accessibility 

entailed by this project feature as designed. 

 

Based on the forgoing observations and assumptions, it is here concluded 

that the adjustments to the adverse accessibility impacts of the “Stairs” on 

shoreline users employing wheeled access devices will be in the form of 

dislocation to alternative access routes.  From Fig 5 and 8 and employing Google 

Maps, I estimate the distance from the levee top at the head of the “Stairs” to the 

end of “Concrete Path/Trail” at the entrance to Sutter’s Landing Beach via the 

“Stairs” at about 250 ft, about 670 ft via the “West (downstream) ADA trail” 

project feature, and about 1075 ft via the “East (upstream) ADA trail” project 

feature.  Given these relative distances, and following the premise PLA, it is 

expected that user access route dislocation from the “Stairs,” entailed by the 

proposed project, will likely occur in two phases: 

 

i) Initial access route dislocation phase will likely entail the use 

of the “West (downstream) ADA trail” project feature because at about 

670 ft long it is about half the length of the “East (upstream) ADA trail” 

project feature (~1,075 ft long). 

 

ii) Following close in time from the start of initial access route 

dislocation, a second phase will likely begin to develop.  Because the 

most likely initially adopted alternative access route is about three times 

the length of the “Stairs” access route (~ 670 ft vs ~250 ft) and about 

three times the existing informal and organically developed access routes 
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currently in use (Access Routes 3 and 4), and because the installed slope 

(<5%) of this ADA route will be far too shallow to warrant their use of 

this route in its entirety, and following PLA, it is likely that a series of 

informal cut-off trails will develop on the fill-slope placed to support this 

ADA trail, such that the proposed long switchback loop of the ADA trail 

is avoided.  It is possible that over time any series of individual informal 

cut-off trails which may develop, will eventually evolve to a single 

informal cut-off trail.  While the location and configuration of any final 

informal cut-off trail cannot be firmly defined prior to its organic 

development, there is every reason to anticipate that the final form of any 

cut-off trail which develops in response to the proposed project and 

project features, and within the framework of PLA, will most likely 

closely replicate the present configuration of the existing diagonally 

oriented Access Route 4.  If so, it will likely develop so as to transit the 

new fill-body slope from the toe of the “Stairs,” diagonally upslope in a 

downstream direction to intersect with the “West (downstream) ADA 

trail” at a point possibly about 25 ft from the head of that ADA trail at 

the top of the levee. 

 

It is further anticipated that once this possible PLA alternative 

organically developed access trail becomes well established, many if not 

most shoreline users will adopt it for access as it would represent the 

most effort-minimizing route, all things considered, for nearly all 

shoreline users who presently use existing informal Access Routes 3 and 

4. 

 

Over time, the organic development of this informal access route 

will induce erosion at the edge of the ADA trail where the routes 

bifurcate leading to higher than anticipated maintenance requirements 

necessary to maintain the integrity of the ADA trail and to reduce erosion 

of the newly placed levee fill material. 

 

 

2) There is a smaller segment of shoreline users (not specifically discriminated in 

Attachment B) who could be adversely affected by the imposition of the set of 

steps of this project feature, replacing the organically developed inform access 

routes (Access Routes 3 and 4).  These users include those who may be a few 

members of larger user groups who may be older, younger, injured, or weaker 

individuals, or those otherwise normally fit individuals hand-carrying 

recreational equipment to the beach area (where elevated safety risks may be in 

the form of reduced or occluded visual access to individual step risers, and 

tripping, balance, and recovery uncertainties).  However, due to limited 

information it is presently uncertain what the proportion these users are of the 

total shoreline users or what the proportion of groups to which these individuals 

may belong are of the total shoreline user groups.  For these users, some may be 

deterred from using the set of steps due to the imposition of discrete, likely 6” 

step risers which constitute dead-left efforts to both descend and ascend these 

stairs.  These risers, although relatively low, could be viewed by these few 

individuals as entailing too much effort or too high degree of safety risk to use 

for access, and further, the step risers impose a fixed discrete lift-height, whereas 

on a continuous ramp surface, such as on Access Routes 3 and 4, there is the 
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flexibility for users to adjust step-length and thus lift-height along a continuum 

such as to meet their particular needs and desires.  Therefore, these users, and 

likely the entire user group of which they may be a part, may be dislocated to 

other access routes.  Similar to the dynamics discussed above for shoreline users 

employing wheeled access devices, given the relative lengths the proposed 

project alternative access routes, and following the premise of PLA, it is expected 

that access route dislocation from the “Stairs” by these users will occur in two 

phases, essentially the same as for shoreline users employing wheeled access 

devices, discussed above, including: 

 

i) Initial access route dislocation phase, which should be the 

same as for shoreline users employing wheeled access devices discussed 

above. 

 

ii) Following close in time from the start of initial access route 

dislocation, a second phase of trail consolidation will likely occur 

resulting in possibly a single informal trail which should be the same as 

for shoreline users employing wheeled access devices discussed above. 

 

It is further anticipated that once this possible PLA alternative 

organically developed access trail becomes well established, many if not 

most shoreline users will adopt it for access as it would represent the 

most effort-minimizing route, all things considered, for nearly all 

shoreline users who presently use existing informal Access Routes 3 and 

4. 

 

 

It is concluded here that the intended project feature design will not improve 

the accessibility conditions for many of the shoreline users, and will in fact actually make 

access to Sutter’s Landing Beach more difficult for both that proportion of shoreline 

users that employ wheeled access transport devices and many of that proportion of users 

that do not employ wheeled access devices.  It is likely that eventually many if not most 

of all shoreline users will dislocate from the “Stairs” project feature due to increased 

access difficulties imposed by it, and will adopt an alternative informal route to minimize 

overall effort which is likely to develop adjacent to the proposed stairway.  Thus, it is 

concluded here that this project feature will have significant impacts on existing and 

future shoreline user access. 

 

 

 

- c) Likely adverse impacts on boating users and access:  As discussed in Attachment 

B boating activities include paddleboarding, kayaking, and canoeing.  As a group these 

users are roughly estimated to be about 10% of the total general Sutter’s Landing Beach 

area recreational uses.  Of all the boaters the initial access assessment (Attachment B) 

concluded that about 60% are paddleboarders, 30% are kayakers, and about 10% are 

canoeists.  Further it was estimated that no paddleboarders utilized wheeled access 

devices while about 10% of kayakers and about 50% of canoeists use these devices 

therefore it is estimated that about 8% of all boaters use wheeled access devices [(0.60 x 

0.0 = 0.0) + (0.30 x 0.10 = 0.03) + (0,10 x 0.50 = 0.05) = 0.08].  Since this project 

feature, presumed here to include both a set of steps and a set of rollers, it was likely 

proposed with the intent that the rollers would be used by boaters using hard-shelled 

B 
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watercraft, while others, mostly paddleboarders, most kayakers, and some canoeists, 

would hand-carry their boats using the steps.  Also, the location and design of this project 

feature will eliminate the exiting informal Access Routes 3 and 4 which are presently 

used by ~99% of all boater, so it has the potential to affect accessibility for essentially all 

boating users to the LAR at Sutter’s Landing. 

 

1) Since it is estimated that about 10% (~8%) of boating users access Sutter’s 

Landing Beach employ various forms of wheeled transport devices and about 

99% of all boating users with wheeled access devices use the existing informal 

Access Routes 3 and 4, it is likely that this project feature could affect essentially 

all boating users who employ wheeled access devices at Sutter’s Landing.  

Further, since it is estimated that about 99% of all boaters presently use the 

informal Access Routes 3 and 4, this project feature, in potentially impacting that 

8% which use wheeled access devices, could affect about 8% [0.99 x 0.08 = 

0.079] of all Sutter’s Landing Beach boating users.  

 

The use of various wheeled access devices by boaters using the existing 

informal Access Routes 3 and 4 currently reflects the most efficacious access 

pattern to the LAR given craft type and weight etc in accord with PLA.  It 

appears that it is assumed by the project proponent that these users will either use 

the set of rollers or the set of steps for negotiating this project feature.  

  

i) If the set of rollers were to be used by those that employ 

wheeled access devices then; 1) the wheeled access devices would have 

to be removed at the start of the rollers, 2) boats would have to lifted on 

to the set of rollers, 3) a line would have to be attached so that boats 

could be lowered or raised through the set of rollers,  4) at the end of the 

set of rollers, boats would have to be lifted off the rollers and placed on 

the ground, and 5) the wheeled access device would have to be re-

attached to complete the access process.  Comparing this sequence to the 

existing access conditions of a continuous ramp slope along the informal 

Access Route 4, the use of the rollers would represent a significant 

increase in access effort.   

 

ii) If the set of steps were to be used by those with wheeled 

access devices then either; 1) they would have to follow the above 

approach for the use of the set of rollers except after detaching the 

wheeled devices at the start of the steps they would have to hand-carry 

the watercraft and the wheeled devices through the set of steps in 

separate trips and re-attach them at the end of the set of steps, or 2) they 

would have to  hand-carry the watercraft through the steps with the 

wheeled access devices still attached.  Even for fit individuals, hand-

carrying of watercraft, which were otherwise transported by wheeled 

devices, could result in elevated safety risks in the form of reduced or 

occluded visual access to individual step risers, and tripping, balance, 

and recovery uncertainties.  For these users, some may be deterred from 

using the set of steps due to the imposition of discrete, likely 6” step 

risers which constitute dead-left efforts to both descend and ascend these 

stairs.  These risers, although relatively low, could be viewed by these 

few individuals as entailing too much effort or entailing too high a 

degree of safety risk to use for access.  Further, the step risers impose a 
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fixed discrete lift-height, whereas on a continuous ramp surface, such as 

on Access Routes 3 and 4, there is the flexibility for users to adjust step-

length and thus lift-height along a continuum such as to meet their 

particular needs and desires.    

 

In either the case of using the set of rollers or the set of steps, the access 

transit of boats on wheeled devices between the parking areas and the river 

represents a significant increase in access effort and reduced access efficacy.  

Therefore, given the premises of PLA it is not at all likely that these users will 

use either the set of rollers or the set of steps of this project feature.  

  

It is concluded here that the intended project feature design will not 

improve the accessibility conditions for about 10% (~8%) of that proportion of 

boating users that employ wheeled access transport devices these users, and will 

in fact actually make their access to the beach area more difficult.  Because the 

use of these wheeled devices is due to both the type and weight of watercraft 

used, and the distances between the parking areas and the river, it is assumed 

here that these users will not change their use pattern and will not abandon the 

use of wheeled access devices simply because these rollers and steps entail a 

much greater level of effort required on the part of these users to access Sutter’s 

Landing Beach.  It is also assumed here that these wheeled access device users 

will continue to be attracted to Sutter’s Landing Beach for its proximity to the 

recreational resource value of the LAR in spite of reduced accessibility entailed 

by this project feature as designed. 

 

Based on the forgoing observations and assumptions, it is here concluded 

that the adjustments to the adverse accessibility impacts induced by these steps 

and rollers to those boaters employing wheeled access devices will be in the form 

of dislocation to alternative access routes.  The distance to the levee top at the 

head of the “Stairs” to the end of “Concrete Path/Trail” project feature via the 

“Stairs” route is about 250 ft, about 670 ft via the “West (downstream) ADA 

trail” project feature, and about 1,075 ft via the “East (upstream) ADA trail” 

project feature.  Given these relative distances, and following the premise of 

PLA, it is expected that user access route dislocation from the roller and step 

elements included in the “Stairs,” entailed by the proposed project, will occur in 

two phases: 

 

i) Initial access route dislocation phase will likely entail the use 

of the “West (downstream) ADA trail” project feature because at about 

670 ft long it is about half the length of the “East (upstream) ADA trail” 

project feature (~1,075 ft long). 

 

ii) Following close in time from the start of initial access route 

dislocation, a second phase will likely begin to develop.  Because the 

most likely initially adopted alternative access route is about three times 

the length of the “Stairs” access route (~ 670 ft vs ~250 ft) and about 

three times the existing informal and organically developed access routes 

currently in use (Access Routes 3 and 4), and because the installed slope 

(<5%) of this route will be far too shallow to warrant their use of this 

route in its entirety, and following PLA, it is likely that a series of 

informal cut-off trails will develop on the fill-slope placed to support this 



77 

 

ADA trail, such that the proposed long switchback loop of the ADA trail 

is avoided.  It is possible that over time any series of individual informal 

cut-off trails which may develop will eventually evolve to a single 

informal cut-off trail.  While the location and configuration of any final 

cut-off trail cannot be firmly defined prior to its organic development, 

there is every reason to anticipate that the final form of any cut-off trail 

which develops in response to the proposed project and project features, 

and within the framework of PLA, will most likely closely replicate the 

present configuration of the existing diagonally oriented Access Route 4.  

If so, it will likely develop so as to transit the new fill-body slope from 

the toe of the “Stairs,” diagonally upslope in a downstream direction to 

intersect with the “West (downstream) ADA ramp and trail” at a point 

possibly about 25 ft from the head of that ADA trail at the top of the 

levee. 

 

It is further anticipated that once this possible PLA alternative 

organically developed access trail becomes well established, many if not 

most other boating users will adopt it as an access route as it would 

represent the most effort-minimizing route, all things considered, for 

nearly all boating users who presently use existing informal Access 

Routes 3 and 4. 

 

Over time, the organic development of this informal access route 

will induce erosion at the edge of the ADA trail where the routes 

bifurcate leading to higher than anticipated maintenance requirements 

necessary to maintain the integrity of the ADA trail and to reduce erosion 

of the newly placed levee fill material. 

 

 

2) Following from the above discussion of wheeled access device boating uses, 

and the finding of the initial access assessment (Attachment B) it is estimated 

that about 90% (~92%) of all boaters hand-carry their watercraft to and from the 

parking areas and the river, and since 100% of those boaters use the existing 

informal Access Routes 3 and 4, this project feature could affect access 

conditions of all hand-carry boating uses to Sutter’s Landing Beach.  Also, from 

the initial access assessment (Attachment B) the likelihood of hand-carrying 

varies by watercraft type and weight, etc: It was estimated that hand-carrying 

occurred for 100% of paddleboarders, about 90% of kayakers, and about 50% of 

canoeists.   

 

Boating access by way of hand-carrying watercraft using the existing 

informal Access Routes 3 and 4 currently reflects the most efficacious access 

pattern to the LAR given craft type and weight etc within the premises of PLA.  

However, given the PLA, it is not at all clear if these users would use or prefer to 

use either the roller or the step elements of this project feature.   

 

i) If the set of rollers were to be used; 1) boats would have to be 

lowered to and placed on the rollers at the start of the set of rollers, 2) 

then a line would have to be used to either raise or lower the boats 

through the rollers, and 3) boats would have to picked back up at the end 

of the set of rollers to complete the access back and forth between the 
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parking areas and the river.  Comparing this sequence to the existing 

access conditions of a smooth ramp slope along the informal Access 

Route 4, the use of the rollers would to represent a significant increase in 

access effort.  This increased effort would be substantially aggravated 

when canoe hand-carrying is by way of overhead transport in which the 

greatest increment of effort is in picking up and setting down the canoe 

which would be multiplied by using the rollers.  

ii) If the set of steps were to be used for hand-carrying watercraft 

then there is some concern for safety.  Even for fit individuals, hand-

carrying of watercraft could result in elevated safety risks in the form of 

reduced or occluded visual access to individual step risers, and tripping, 

balance, and recovery uncertainties; this is particularly true for kayakers 

and canoeists.  For these users, some may be deterred from using the set 

of steps due to the imposition of discrete, likely 6” step risers which 

constitute dead-left efforts to both descend and ascend these stairs.  

These risers, although relatively low, could be viewed by these few 

individuals as entailing too much effort or entailing too high a degree of 

safety risk to use for access.  Further, the step risers impose a fixed 

discrete lift-height, whereas on a continuous ramp surface, such as on 

existing Access Routes 3 and 4, there is the flexibility for users to adjust 

step-length and thus lift-height along a continuum such as to meet their 

particular needs and desires.    

 

Whether hand-carry boaters use the set of rollers or the set of steps, it 

appears that the “Stairs” project feature, as currently designed, will represent an 

increase in access effort and in safety insecurity compared to the existing 

informal Access Routes 3 and 4.  Therefore, similar to the dynamics discussed 

above for boaters employing wheeled access devices, given the relative lengths 

the proposed project alternative access routes, and following the premises of 

PLA, it is expected that access route dislocation from the stairs by these users 

will likely occur and occur in two phases, essentially the same as for boatrs 

employing wheeled access devices, discussed above, including: 

 

i) Initial access route dislocation phase, which should be the 

same as for boating users employing wheeled access devices discussed 

above. 

 

ii) Following close in time from the start of initial access route 

dislocation, a second phase of informal trail consolidation will likely 

occur resulting in possibly a single informal trail which should be the 

same as for boating users employing wheeled access devices discussed 

above. 

 

It is further anticipated that once this possible PLA alternative 

organically developed access trail becomes well established, many if not 

most boater users will adopt it for access as it would represent the most 

effort-minimizing route, all things considered, for nearly all boating 

users who presently use existing informal Access Routes 3 and 4. 
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It is concluded here that the intended project feature design will not improve 

the accessibility conditions for any of the boating users, and will in fact actually make 

access to the river more difficult for both that proportion of boaters that employ wheeled 

access transport devices and that proportion that hand-carry boats and equipment.  It is 

likely that eventually nearly all boaters will dislocate from the “Stairs” project feature 

due to increased access difficulties, and will adopt an alternative informal route to 

minimize overall effort which is likely to develop adjacent to the proposed stairway.  

Thus, it is concluded here that this project feature will have significant impacts to 

existing and potential future boating access. 

 

 

 

- d) Likely unintended adjustments of user access behavior patterns and possible 

adverse impacts: In the above discussions of shoreline and boating user access behavior 

patterns and their likely response to the proposed “Stairs” project feature, as based on the 

premises of the PLA, it is concluded here that; 1) most of these users will eventually 

abandon the use of the “Stairs” as designed in favor of one or more informal organically 

developed trails in order to reduce the aggravated level of access effort imposed by the 

proposed “Stairs” design, 2) these informal trails will be on the newly placed fill-slope 

under the “West (downstream) ADA trail” (discussed below) and, in accord with the 

PLA, will be oriented such as to cut-off the long switchback loop intended for this ADA 

trail alignment so as to shorten the overall access distance to Sutter’s Landing Beach, 3) 

initially there could be several informal cut-off trails based on both the individual needs 

of users with varying physical capabilities and the use of wheeled access devices or loads 

hand-carried by users, and 4) it is possible that the several initial informal trails will over 

time evolve to the use of a single informal organically develop trail which is likely to 

closely replicate the existing configuration of the existing diagonally oriented Access 

Route 4.   

 

If this single informal trail develops, it will likely develop so as to transit the 

levee face slope from the toe of the “Stairs,” diagonally upslope in a downstream 

direction to intersect with the “West (downstream) ADA trail” at a point possibly about 

25 ft from the head of that ADA trail at the top of the levee.  Over time, the organic 

development of this informal access route will induce erosion at the edge of the ADA 

trail where the routes bifurcate, leading to higher than anticipated maintenance 

requirements necessary to maintain the integrity of the ADA trail and to reduce erosion of 

the newly placed levee fill material.   

 

On the other hand, if the several initial cut-off trails do not evolve into a single 

trail, each will become more prominent over time and each will be subject to erosion 

eventually leading to increase O&M requirements in the form of on-trail erosion 

protection and sediment production, repair and protection along the edge of the ADA trail 

where the head of the informal trails bifurcate, and sediment management on the surface 

of the ADA trail at the base of the informal trails where eroded material is delivered.  It is 

even possible that these individual informal cut-off trails could develop into minor gullies 

as they become the preferential route for excess runoff from the impermeable ADA trail 

surface (which is currently occurring along the existing bike trail portion of the “East 

(upstream) ADA trail” project feature). 

 

It is concluded here that the user access dislocation from the designed “Stairs” 

to alternative informally developed trails, in accord with the precepts of PLA, will result C 
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in either about the same degree of levee face erosion as is presently the case (if a single 

informal trail develops), or greater levels of levee face erosion if several informal trails 

develop and remain in long-term use. 

 

 

 

- e) Possible impacts to vegetation:  Although not discussed in any detail in the NegDec 

document, the “Stairs” is depicted on Fig 5 “Project Features” and Fig 8 “Project 

Impacts” in plan-view.  The indicated position of the “Stairs” is shown with a head-

location directly across the levee top from an informal access location (Access Point B in 

Attachment B), the toe-location is depicted to extend under the canopy and within the 

drip-line of a valley oak, and is shown to be connected to the “Concrete Landing” by a 

short diagonal concrete trail segment (estimated at about 15 ft long from Fig 3). 

 

It is concluded here that given the proximity of these “Stairs” components to 

this valley oak it is uncertain to what degree the proposed project feature will impact this 

tree nor what long-term adverse impacts the roots of this tree could have on the integrity 

of the concrete portions of the “Stairs” and associated pathways.  It does appear that these 

potential impact issues are addressed by the NegDec.  

 

 

 

- f) Possible impacts existing petroleum pipeline:  Based on Fig 5 and 8, and ground-

truthing the site, it appears that the alignment of the “Stairs” overlaps a buried petroleum 

pipeline.  Covering this pipeline with the permanently built concrete “Stairs” would seem 

to significantly aggravate any maintenance or repair operations on this pipeline.   

 

It is concluded here that this could represent a significant impact of the “Stairs” 

should at any time excavation of the pipeline would be required.  This is not addressed by 

this NegDec document.  It does not appear that these potential impact issues are 

addressed by the NegDec.  

 

 

 

- g) Possible impact-reducing alternative:  It is assumed here that the intended purpose 

of the “Stairs” project features was to enhance access to Sutter’s Landing Beach for those  

shoreline and boating users who may not require ADA-level facilities, and also to reduce 

foot-traffic erosion impacts to the levee face along the existing informal access routes 

(primarily Access Routes 3 and 4).  However, it is the conclusion of the above comments 

that this project feature will actually lead overall to an increase in access effort on the part 

of these users.  Therefore, in the context of PLA, these users will become displaced from 

this feature and will adopt the use of alternative organically formed informal access 

routes which would result in the reduction of access effort essentially back to those under 

the existing, non-project conditions, however, this would also induce foot-traffic levee 

face erosion similar that which presently exists.  The “Stairs,” as presently configured, 

would also adversely impact the existing large valley oak tree, and could significantly 

adversely impact the existing petroleum pipeline should it ever need to be excavated for 

maintenance or repair actions. 

 

Considering the foregoing discussion, and the analyses of likely user access 

behavior pattern responses to the design of the “Stairs” project feature, it seems that there 

D 
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may be an easily installed alternative design approach which could achieve the assumed 

intended objectives of the project proponent for the “Stairs” while reducing the impacts 

and unintended consequences entailed by the design of the “Stairs” as presently 

conceived to nearly zero.  This alternative approach would be to reconstruct, improve, 

and “formalize” the existing diagonal sloping Access Route 4, which in the context of 

PLA, presently represents the most efficacious access route for the existing recreational 

user population by; 

 

- Constructing a new (about five feet wide) access trail pad basically following 

the existing diagonal Access Route 4 alignment along the levee face which 

currently has about a 20% slope, 

 

- Relocating the head location of this trail at the levee-top in a downstream 

direction 10-15 ft so that the head of this new trail is centered on Access Point C, 

the main access into the Sutter’s Landing Beach area, which would lower the 

slope of this new trail to about 18%, 

 

- Underlaying and supporting this new constructed trail pad with a thin (~2 ft 

thick [5 / 3 = 1.67 ft]) prism of fill against the levee face such that the new trail 

surface cross-section could be nearly level instead of the existing trail out-sloping 

surface of ~33%. 

 

- Surfacing this new access trail with manufactured relatively fine grained open-

celled plastic box-forms and in-filled with compacted fractured rock, such that 

the surface is permeably and malleable so that rainfall runoff at its surface is 

minimized, and is resilient to minor settling within the thin fill-prism, allowing 

the fill-prism to be placed with minimal compaction, further enhancing rainfall 

infiltration with attendant reductions in potential erosion 

 

 

 

2)  East (upstream) ADA trail: 

 

Discussion: 

 

This project feature is described as an ADA-compliant concrete trail to the east 

of the “Stairs,” and is depicted on Fig 5 “Project Features,” and Fig 8 “Project Impacts” 

in plan-view.  In Fig 5 and Fig 8, this ADA access route appears to entail two segments: 

1) the use of about 480 ft of an existing bike trail surface in an upstream direction from a 

point at the top of the “Stairs” to the levee toe, which includes about a 380 ft long 

diagonal run of the existing bike trail across the levee slope face at a slope which has a 

slope apparently suitable for ADA activities; and 2) the installation of about 440 ft of 

ADA-compliant 8-foot concrete trail segment, “designed to accommodate pedestrians 

only,” in a downstream direction along the levee toe to the “Concrete Landing,” enroute 

to the entrance to the Sutter’s Landing Beach.  From Fig 8 and Google Maps, the total 

length of this proposed ADA access route is estimated here to be about 1075 ft 

(“Concrete Landing” plus “Concrete Path/Trail” = ~155 ft) from the top of the “Stairs” at 

the levee crest to the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” at the entrance to Sutter’s Landing 

Beach. 
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Details on Fig 5 and Fig 8 indicate that the only newly proposed element of this 

project feature is an 8 ft wide concrete trail surface on an elevated fill surface, with no 

changes to the existing bike trail ramp between the levee top and toe.  Based the 

delineation in Fig 8, and the scale-bar provided, it appears that this fill element is to 

extend about 10 ft from the edge of the proposed concrete trail surface and, assuming that 

there is the intent for a finished 3:1 slope, a fill height of about 3 ft is inferred.  Together 

this proposed trail segment and the associated fill material, as depicted on Fig 8, and 

using its scale-bar, this fill-body may extend about 20 ft from the existing levee toe 

location along about 440 ft of levee face, and, since the proposed trail is a rigid concrete 

element, it is assumed here that the proposed placed fill will be mechanically compacted 

such that sufficient support is provided.   

 

 

Comments: 

 

-a) Possible installation work area impacts:  In general, project installation and 

construction methods and processes are not addressed in this NegDec document. 

Comparing Figs 5 “Project Features” and 8 “Project Impacts” it appears that the extent of 

impacts associated with this project feature in the NegDec only considers the extent of 

the fill-body footprint and does not include construction activities outside that perimeter.  

Since there is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation activities are to be 

limited to the installed project footprint, and no discussion as to how that would actually 

be accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with many other similar projects, installation 

activities will extend beyond the project footprint.   

 

These impacts could be significant particularly considering that the bounding 

vegetation along this newly proposed element, as delineate on Fig 7 “Vegetation 

Communities,” includes about 240 ft of “Native Planting Area” about 140 ft of “Annual 

Grassland” (which is actually an area of native plantings installed and is maintained by 

Friends of Sutter’s Landing), and two large un-delineated blue elderberry shrub complex 

crowns totaling about 60 linear feet.  All of these vegetation zones should be considered 

as environmentally sensitive and if impacted by construction activities these impacts 

would be considered as significant adverse consequences. 

 

What, then, is the likely spatial extent of construction activities outside the 

project feature footprint, what is the like degree of construction-related site disturbance in 

that area, and what site restoration actions and the restoration success standards will be 

required for that disturbed area? 

 

It is concluded here that there are significant unaccounted for impacts 

associated with project construction-related activities outside the project footprint 

which apparently are not considered for mitigation or restoration.  There needs to 

be appropriate disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, 

at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation.  It appears these 

issues are not addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

 

 

-b) Possible erosion impacts:  It can be anticipated that this project feature as designed 

will induce erosion mostly due to the 8-foot wide concrete surface of this trail will be 

impermeable and will generate excess rainfall runoff, and may be edged with narrow (~2 

F 
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ft wide) strips composed of decomposed granite (DG).  As this trail will likely be gently 

out-sloped, any rainfall runoff generated in its surface will flow across it to the 

downslope edge onto the DG strip material which, when saturated, is easily eroded by 

surface-flowing water.  This has been the experience at existing bike and ADA trails in 

the American River Parkway with similar configurations such as the upstream oriented 

bike trail at Sutter’s Landing as it descends the levee face, or the newly installed ADA 

ramp at Glenn Hall Park. 

 

The outcome of this runoff and erosional process will be sheetflow across trail 

surface onto the outboard DG strip surface, the rapid development of rills and gullying in 

that DG material as the excess runoff flows directly down the adjacent fill-body slope, 

and the gullying can head-cut into the trail’s DG strips, and left unattended, could 

eventually head-cut into the trail itself. 

 

The upslope side of the trail is composed of the compacted levee slope material 

which results in reduced rainfall permeability and excess rainfall runoff and erosoin, 

which is empirically demonstrated.  While the excess rainfall runoff on the levee slope 

causes some erosion of the surface and will deliver eroded material to the upslope DG 

strip along the trail, the main effect will be the delivery of surface runoff water to the DG 

surface.  The excess runoff will flow across the DG strip, and along with sediment, across 

the trail to the outboard DG strip.  Therefore, these upslope levee slope runoff and 

erosion processes exacerbate the erosional processes downslope of the trail. 

 

It is concluded here that this project feature will likely induce significant 

erosion if constructed similarly to other bike and ADA trail ramps in similar situations, 

and will require regular and annual O&M attention to arrest ongoing erosional dynamics, 

to avoid long-term damage of this project feature, and to regularly remove sediment from 

the trail surface during the winter season. 

 

 

 

-c) Possible biking user conflict impacts: The use of this access route by ADA visitors 

entails two distinct project elements which could result in conflicts with biking users; 1) 

conflicts associate with the co-use of the existing unmodified bike trail between the levee 

top and the levee toe, and 2) conflicts associated with the co-use of the new ADA trail 

element along the levee toe to the “Concrete Landing.” 

 

1) For ADA/disability access use on the existing and unmodified Two Rivers 

Bike Trail segment between the levee top and toe, it is assumed here that the 

project proponent expects these users are to co-share this trail with the full range 

of existing user-groups and their activities including bikers.  This trail is about 12 

ft wide, paved with asphalt, and bordered with 2-ft wide decomposed granite 

(DG) and small-gravel strips.  Given its present configuration it seems that co-

use of this bike trail segment would represent a real and perceived safety risk to 

the ADA/disability community, and if ADA/disability use levels were high 

enough, its use by these users would probably be considered an imposition by the 

biking community. 

 

2) For the new ADA trail element along the levee toe, while the NegDec 

describes this 8-ft wide concrete ADA trail as “designed to accommodate 

pedestrians only,” there is no discussion has to how other users, such as bikers, 
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will be precluded from incorporating it into their recreational experiences.  

Absent some physical barrier that precludes biking uses, this new concrete trail 

segment is likely to be adopted as an extension of the presently installed Two 

Rivers Bike Trail, and may also be used as an access route for the existing but 

unauthorized off-designated trail biking uses of the Parkway area at Sutter’s 

Landing.  Whether or not the “West (downstream) ADA trail” is installed, there 

will be some portion of the biking community who adopt this newly proposed 

ADA trail as part of their recreational experience, at least to access the proposed 

picnic tables of the “Concrete Path/Trail” project feature.  

 

While it may be uncertain what level of biking uses this project element 

could experience in the future, short of some kind of an effective physical bike-

barrier, its use for that purpose can be assured.  As a result, with this co-use, there 

will be potential conflicts (e.g. conflicting recreational experience expectations) 

and safety issues between the ADA/disability users of varying degrees and kinds 

(i.e. “recreational users of all ages and abilities”), and biking users.  I have 

nothing to offer as a solution, but these potential conflicts should have been 

addressed by this NegDec document.   

 

 

It is concluded here that the co-use of the two trail segments of this project 

feature by ADA/disabled and bikers will result in possibly significant conflicts, and that 

either these potential conflicts and safety issue should be accepted as an unavoidable 

consequence of the proposed project (and thus an unavoidable impact), or realistically 

addressed by some design solution alternative. 

 

 

   

-d) Possible impacts to on-going levee maintenance:  Figs 5 and 8 show that the 

existing levee toe O&M and inspection access road will be replaced by the proposed 

concrete ADA trail, and the NegDec document states that the ADA trail is “designed to 

accommodate pedestrians only,” but there is no indication that the existing levee O&M 

access road will be accommodated by the project feature.  Unless the local levee district 

is willing to abandon this access road, used for levee inspection and various O&M 

activities, it seems that either; a) O&M and inspection vehicles will use the ADA trail, or 

b) a new segment of this road will be needed around the perimeter of the fill-body of this 

project element.   

 

Is it known that the local levee district is willing to forgo this access road to this 

portion of the American River levee system, and if not, what alternative access road 

options are available and viable?  If levee O&M vehicle access is to be provided by the 

ADA trail, will it have the competence to handle typical inspection traffic loads as well as 

the heavier vehicle loads which may associated with serious levee maintenance actions?  

If the ADA trial will not have sufficient competence, will there need to be a new 440 ft 

long levee O&M road established adjacent to the fill-body of this project element?  Then 

if so, what will be the impact to the existing vegetation? 

 

It is concluded here that there could be additional and unaccounted for impacts 

associated with a new levee access road segment placed adjacent to the proposed 

new trail and fill-body, which would impact a large area of existing vegetation, 

with no apparent mitigation compensation.  There needs to be appropriate 

G 
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disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, at a minimum, 

topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation.  It appears these issues are not 

addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

 

   

-e) Possible impacts to vegetation:  Based on Fig 5 and Fig 8, it appears that there are 

three aspects of the project feature which could adversely affect vegetation which may 

not have been addressed in this NegDec document including; 1) impacts associated with 

the required fill-body, 2) impacts entailed by construction activities, and 3) impacts 

associated with additional levee O&M access road requirements.. 

 

1) The intended fill-body is shown as including areas under the canopies of two 

large blue elderberry shrub complexes and about 3,800 sq ft [340 long x 10 ft 

wide] of vegetated area currently planted in native vegetation and maintained by 

the Friends of Sutter’s Landing (some of which is mis-designated on Fig 7 as 

“Annual Grassland).”  While the intended depth of fill within the canopy areas of 

the two blue elderberry shrub complexes is not specified almost any fill depth, 

and the associated disturbance during machine fill placement and compaction 

could adversely affect their ongoing long-term viability.  It is unclear if these 

vegetation features and the associated impacts have been considered in the 

NegDec, but they could be considered significant and avoidable adverse 

consequences. 

 

 

2) Comparing Figs 5 and 8, it appears that the extent of vegetation impact 

associated with this project feature in the NegDec only considers the extent of the 

fill-body footprint and does not include construction activities outside that 

perimeter.  Since there is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation 

activities are to be limited to the installed project footprint, and no discussion as 

to how that would actually be accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with 

many other similar projects, installation activities will extend beyond the project 

footprint.  The size and extent of any fringe of construction activities outside the 

project footprint is not indicated, and it is assumed that these impacts to 

vegetation have not been considered in the site restoration and mitigation aspects 

of the NegDec.  If these construction-related vegetation impacts are to be address 

by site restoration, rather than through mitigation, there needs to be very specific 

and appropriate post-construction restoration success standards which should 

include, at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation. 

 

 

3)  Figs 5 and 8 show no indication that the existing levee O&M access road 

along the levee toe will be accommodated by the project feature.  Unless the 

local levee district is willing to abandon this access road used for levee 

inspection and various O&M activities, it is possible that a new segment of this 

road will be required around the perimeter of the fill body of this project feature.  

Assuming an effective road width of about 10 ft, this could entail an additional 

road and zone of vegetation impact area of about 4,400 sq ft [440 x 10 = 4,400].  

This vegetation impact is interpreted here as an unmitigated project impact. 
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It is concluded here that there could be additional and unaccounted for project 

feature vegetation impacts with no apparent restoration actions or mitigation 

compensation.  It appears these issues are not addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

 

 

-f) Possible impact-reducing alternatives:  There are two possible alternatives which 

could reduce expected impacts: 

 

1) To eliminate possible conflicts entailed by the co-use by bikers and the 

ADA/disability community along the existing segment of bike trail on the levee 

slope face could be ameliorated by some trail widening.  This could include: 

 - Replacing the bike trail DG strips with curbs, 

- Adding an ADA-compliant section (8-ft wide?) outboard to the new 

curb along the existing bike trail, 

- Bordering the new ADA trail with an outboard curb, 

- Supporting the additional overall trail width (~9 ft?) with a new levee 

face fill-wedge, about 3 ft thick along the edge of the newly widened 

structure, and tapering downslope to a thinner fill resulting in a finished 

slope somewhat steeper than 3:1, 

- Adding runoff control structure at the levee toe to manage rainfall 

runoff generated on the trail surfaces.  

- And optionally, adding a French drain on the upslope side of the 

inboard curb to direct excess rainfall runoff water generated on the 

upslope levee face to the levee toe. 

 

 

2) Another possible alternative could address a wide range of impact issues along 

the proposed new ADA trail segment at the levee toe.  Specifically addressed 

would be; 1) possible conflicts entailed by the co-use by bikers and the 

ADA/disability community, 2) induced erosion, and 3) impact to vegetation and 

other resources, within and outside the project feature footprint. 

 

This alternative would be to eliminate this element of this project feature 

and to re-direct ADA/disability access to the LAR by way of modifying the 

presently designated boat launch trail.  This alternative isd discussion in detail 

below in 5) Seasonal accessible mat: c) Possible impact-reducing alternatives.   

 

ADA access to this new location could be further enhanced by modifying 

the existing bike trail segment along the levee slope as discussed in 1) above.  

 

This alternative could eliminate the need for any of the other proposed 

ADA-compliant project features, eliminating their identified adverse 

consequences, while meeting the putative goals and objectives of the Project. 

 

 

3) West (downstream) ADA trail: 

 Discussion: 
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This project feature is described as an 8 ft wide ADA-compliant concrete trail to 

the west of the “Stairs,” “designed to accommodate pedestrian uses only,” and is depicted 

on Fig 5 “Project Features” and Fig 8 “Project Impacts” in plan-view.  In Fig 5 and Fig 8, 

this ADA access route, as estimated using Google Maps, is about a 550 ft long, with a 

downstream, downslope oriented limb of about 220 ft, to a relatively broad switchback 

loop, and then an upstream, downslope limb of about 260 ft on the return back to the 

“Concrete Landing” enroute to the entrance to the Sutter’s Landing Beach.  From Fig 8 

and Google Maps, the total length of this proposed ADA access route, from the top of the 

“Stairs” at the levee crest to the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” at the entrance to 

Sutter’s Landing Beach (the beginning of the shoreline loose sand surface), is estimated 

here to be about 670 ft (“Concrete Landing” plus “Concrete Path/Trail” [~120 + 550 = 

670]). 

 

As depicted in Fig 5 and 8, it appears that this trail is to be constructed on a large 

area of fill placed against the levee face with variable thickness but with an unspecified 

intended finished fill-body surface slope.  Based on the delineation on Fig 8, and its 

scale-bar, this fill-body may extend from about 35 to 50 ft from the levee toe along about 

260 ft of the levee face.  While unspecified in this NegDec, based on the proposed fill 

and trail geometry depicted in Fig 5 and Fig 8, it is assumed here that the finished fill 

slope will be substantially less than 3:1, except possibly along the fill margin along the 

trail on its upstream leg toward the “Concrete Landing” where the intended finished slope 

is assumed here to possibly be about 3:1.  Since the trail is a rigid concrete element, it is 

assumed here that the proposed placed fill will be mechanically compacted such that 

sufficient support is provided. 

 

 

Comments: 

 

-a) Possible installation work area impacts:  In general, project installation and 

construction methods and processes are not addressed in this NegDec document. 

Comparing Figs 5 “Project Features” and 8 “Project Impacts” it appears that the extent of 

impacts associated with this project feature in the NegDec only considers the extent of 

the fill-body footprint and does not include construction activities outside that perimeter.  

Since there is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation activities are to be 

limited to the installed project footprint, and no discussion as to how that would actually 

be accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with many other similar projects, installation 

activities will extend beyond the project footprint.  These impacts could be significant. 

 

What, then, is the likely spatial extent of construction activities outside the 

project feature footprint, what is the like degree of construction-related site disturbance in 

that area, and what site restoration actions and the restoration success standards will be 

required for that disturbed area?  

 

It is concluded here that there are significant unaccounted for impacts 

associated with project construction-related activities outside the project footprint 

which apparently are not considered for mitigation or restoration.  There needs to 

be appropriate disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, 

at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation.  It appears these 

issues are not addressed by the NegDec document.  
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-b) Possible biking user conflict impacts: While the NegDec describes the proposed 

ADA trails as “designed to accommodate pedestrians only,” there is no discussion has to 

how other users, such as bikers, will be precluded from incorporating these 8-foot wide 

concreate trails into their recreational experiences.  Absent some physical barrier that 

precludes biking uses, this project feature is likely to be adopted as an extension of the 

existing Two Rivers Bike Trail, and may also be used as an access route for the existing 

but unauthorized off-designated trail biking uses of the Parkway area at Sutter’s Landing 

Beach.  Whether or not the “East (upstream) ADA trail” is installed, there will be some 

portion of the biking community who will adopt this project feature as part of their 

recreational experience.  

 

While it may be uncertain what level of biking uses this project feature could 

experience in the future, short of some kind of an effective physical bike-barrier, its use 

for that purpose can be assured.  As a result, with this co-use, there will be potential 

conflicts (e.g. conflicting recreational experience expectations) and safety issues between 

the ADA/disability users of varying degrees and kinds (i.e. “recreational users of all ages 

and abilities”), and biking users.  I have nothing to offer as a solution, but these potential 

conflicts should have been addressed by this NegDec document.   

 

It is concluded here that the co-use of the two trail segments of this project 

feature by ADA/disabled and bikers will result in possibly significant conflicts, and that 

either these potential conflicts and safety issue should be accepted as an unavoidable 

consequence of the proposed project (and thus an unavoidable impact), or realistically 

addressed by some design solution alternative. 

 

 

 

-c) Possible erosion impacts:  It can be anticipated that this project feature as designed 

will induce erosion mostly from four sources; 1) the mechanically compacted fill-body, 

2) the impervious nature of the trail surface, 3) unintended informal trail development by 

pedestrians, and 4) unintended informal trail development by bike uses. 

 

1) Fig 5 and 8 indicate the placement of as large fill-body against the existing 

levee face required to support the grade and length of this project feature.  Since 

this fill-body will provide support for the rigid ADA trail element it is assumed 

that it will be mechanically compacted in lifts during installation.  Typically, this 

installation process leads to a fill-body with limited infiltration capacities.  As a 

result these surfaces, with limited rainfall infiltration, can lead to excessive 

rainfall runoff and lead to unexpectedly elevated erosion rates. 

 

While under normal circumstances such a mechanically compacted fill-

body, with presumably a relatively shallow finished slope, would not be 

considered a significant issue, when this fill-body is traversed by a rigid trail 

feature the compaction-altered soil-water conditions of such a fill-body can have 

significant consequences.   

 

To ameliorate some of these consequences adding coarse organic 

material to at least the upper-most several feet the fill-body should be considered.  
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2) The 8-foot wide concrete surface of this trail will be impermeable and will 

generate excess rainfall runoff, and may be edged with narrow (~2 ft wide) strips 

of decomposed granite (DG).  As this trail will likely be gently out-sloped, any 

rainfall runoff generated in its surface will flow diagonally to the downslope edge 

onto the outboard DG strip material which, when saturated, is easily eroded by 

surface-flowing water.  This has been the experience at existing bike and ADA 

trails in the American River Parkway with similar configurations such as the 

existing upstream oriented bike trail at Sutter’s Landing as it descends the levee 

face, or the newly installed ADA ramp at Glenn Hall Park. 

 

The outcome of this runoff and erosional process will be downslope, 

diagonal sheet flows across trail surface onto the outboard DG strip surface, the 

rapid development of rills in the DG, and even small-scale gullying in the DG 

material (typically against the edge of the more resistant trail surface material) 

which can run for considerable distances before spilling out from the DG strip 

surface onto the downslope mechanically compacted fill-body.  This runoff on 

this downslope surface can lead to micro-gullying which could eventually 

progress into gullying.  The gullying can head-cut into the trail’s DG strips, and 

left unattended, could eventually head-cut into the trail itself. 

 

The upslope side of the trail will also be composed of the mechanically 

compacted fill-body, which, as discussed above, will also generate excess rainfall 

runoff because of limited infiltration capacity.  While this excess rainfall runoff 

will cause some erosion of the fill-body surface and will deliver eroded material 

to the upslope DG strip along the trail, the main effect will be the delivery of 

surface runoff water to the DG surface.  The excess water will flow downslope 

along and diagonally across the DG strip resulting in rilling and small-scale 

gullying of the DG material which can extend to a considerable run.  Typically, 

at some slope-dependent spacing, runoff water can break out of the DG strip onto 

the trail surface flowing diagonally, along with sediment, across the trail to the 

outboard DG strip.  Therefore, these upslope runoff and erosion processes 

exacerbate the erosional processes downslope of the trail. 

 

 It is concluded here that if this trail is constructed similarly to other bike 

and ADA trail ramps in similar situations, regular and annual O&M attention will 

be required to arrest ongoing erosional dynamics, to avoid long-term damage of 

this project feature, and to regularly remove sediment from the trail surface 

during the winter season. 

 

As with the mechanically compacted fill-body, discussed above, the key 

to erosion suppression is drainage management through design.  Design 

adjustments to this trail which could ameliorate potential erosion could include: 

1) as above, the use of a minimal compaction approach for the fill-body and to 

add coarse organic material to maximize, as possible, rainfall infiltration, 2) 

replace the DG strips with raised curbs on the upslope side to prelude runoff and 

sediment flux to the trail surface from upslope sources, and on the downslope 

side to prevent surface flow on the trail from exiting to downslope portions of the 

fill-body, 3) add a buried French drain along the edge of upslope curbs to route 

excess water to the base of this project feature, and 4) add a drainage control 

design element at the bottom of the project feature by which accumulated runoff 
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from all elements of the project feature can be safely managed with drainage to 

lower topographic areas adjacent to the trail. 

 

 

3) As discussed in detail in the “Stairs” project feature section above, it is likely 

that; 1) both shoreline and boating users will be displaced from the “Stairs” for 

access to Sutter’s Landing Beach due to imposed additional access-effort due to 

its design, 2) that the dislocation will be primarily to the “West (downstream) 

ADA trail,” and 3) that these uses will shorten their dislocated access route by 

establishing perhaps several informal cut-off trails across the fill-body surface to 

avoid the long switchback loop in the ADA trail. 

  

These informal and organically developed cut-off trials will likely 

develop in several locations in accord with the particular needs of various user-

group categories as functions of physical capacities and methods of transporting 

recreational equipment to the beach (hand-carry; employing wheeled devices) , 

etc. such as to balance slope-related levels of effort with overall access route 

distance. 

 

Over time these informal cut-off trails will become more prominent and 

each will be subject to erosion eventually leading to increase O&M requirements 

in the form of on-trail erosion protection and sediment production, repair and 

protection along the edge of the ADA trail where the head of the informal trails 

bifurcate, and sediment management on the surface of the ADA trail at the base 

of the informal trails where eroded material is delivered.  It is even possible that 

these individual informal cut-off trails could develop into minor gullies as they 

become the preferential route for excess runoff from the impermeable ADA trail 

surface (which is currently occurring along the bike trail portion of the “East 

(upstream) ADA trail” project feature). 

 

 

4) As discussed above, this project feature is likely to be adopted as an extension 

of the existing Two Rivers Bike Trail, and may also be used as an access route 

for the existing but unauthorized off-designated trail biking uses of the Parkway 

area at Sutter’s Landing.  Whether or not the “East (upstream) ADA trail” is 

installed, there will be some portion of the biking community who adopt this 

proposed ADA trail as part of their experience.  

 

Associated with biking uses of this project feature will be the inevitable 

development of informal cut-off bike trails along the ADA trail to either; 1) 

avoid the long switchback loop in the ADA trail alignment by typical bike-trail 

users, and 2) to shorten unauthorized off-trail biking access to the various 

existing informal trails in the downstream portion of the Sutter’s Land Beach 

area by developing an informal cut-off trail bifurcating from the ADA trail at the 

long switchback loop.   

 

Similar to the informal foot-traffic trails discussed above, over time these 

informal biking cut-off trails will become more prominent over time and each 

will be subject to erosion eventually leading to increase O&M requirements in 

the form of on-trail erosion protection and sediment production, repair and 

protection along the edge of the ADA trail where the head of the informal trails 
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bifurcate, and sediment management on the surface of the ADA trail at the base 

of the informal trails where eroded material is delivered.  It is even possible that 

these individual informal cut-off trails could develop into minor gullies as they 

become the preferential route for excess runoff from the impermeable ADA trail 

surface.  

 

 

It is concluded here that this project feature will result in increased erosion and 

increased O&M requirement due to two attributes; 1) the design itself by increasing and 

concentrating rainfall runoff, and 2) by the development of informal trails resulting from 

new users of the ADA trail and from dislocated shoreline and boater users from the 

“Stairs” due to elevated access effort entailed by the design of that project feature. 

 

 

 

-d) Possible impacts to on-going levee maintenance:  Figs 5 and 8 show no indication 

that the existing levee O&M access road along the levee toe will be accommodated by 

the project feature.  Unless the local levee district is willing to abandon this access road, 

used for levee inspection and various O&M activities, it seems that a new segment of this 

road will be needed around the perimeter of the fill-body of this project feature.  Is it 

known that the local levee district is willing to forgo this access road to this portion of the 

American River levee system, and if not, what alternative access road options are 

available and viable?  

 

Figs 5 and 8 show no indication that the existing levee O&M access road along 

the levee toe will be accommodated by this project feature.  Unless the local levee district 

is willing to abandon this access road used for levee inspection and various O&M 

activities, it seems that a new segment of this road will be required around the perimeter 

of the fill-body of this project feature.  Assuming an effective road width of about 10 ft, 

this could entail an additional road and zone of vegetation impact area of about 3,000 sq 

ft [(260 + 40 = 300) x 10 = 3,000], and depending on local existing topography, could 

also entail some minor fill to establish a surface necessary for this new access road 

alignment.  This vegetation impact is interpreted here as an unmitigated project impact. 

 

It is concluded here that there could be additional and unaccounted for impacts 

associated with a new levee access road segment placed adjacent to the proposed 

new trail and fill-body, which would impact a large area of existing vegetation, 

with no apparent mitigation compensation.  There needs to be appropriate 

disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, at a minimum, 

topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation. It appears these issues are not 

addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

 

 

-e) Possible impacts to vegetation:  Based on Fig 5 and Fig 8, it appears that there are 

four aspects of the project feature which could adversely affect vegetation which may not 

have been addressed in this NegDec document including; 1) impacts associated with the 

required fill-body, 2) impacts entailed by construction activities, 3) impacts associated 

with additional levee O&M access road requirements, and further, 4) the possibility that 

the installation of this project feature and possibly a new levee O&M access road will 
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encroach into areas which now are dedicated for mitigation for the City’s Two Rivers 

Trail. 

 

1) The intended fill-body is shown as including areas under the canopies of three 

valley oaks of moderately size, the largest with three main stems from near the 

ground, and a large blue elderberry shrub complex. While the intended depth of 

fill at the locations of these plants is not specified almost any fill depth, and the 

associated disturbance during machine fill placement and compaction could 

adversely affect their ongoing long-term viability.  It is unclear if these 

vegetation features and the associated impacts have been considered in the 

NegDec, but they could be considered significant and avoidable adverse 

consequences. 

 

 

2) Comparing Figs 5 and 8, it appears that the extent of vegetation impact 

associated with this project feature in the NegDec only considers the extent of the 

fill-body footprint and does not include construction activities outside that 

perimeter.  Since there is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation 

activities are to be limited to the installed project footprint, and no discussion as 

to how that would actually be accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with 

many other similar projects, installation activities will extend beyond the project 

footprint.  The size and extent of any fringe of construction activities outside the 

project footprint is not indicated, and it assumed that these impacts to vegetation 

have not been considered in the site restoration and mitigation aspects of the 

NegDec.  If these construction-related vegetation impacts are to be address by 

site restoration, rather than through mitigation, there needs to be very specific 

and appropriate post-construction restoration success standards which should 

include, at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation. 

 

 

3)  Figs 5 and 8 show no indication that the existing levee O&M access road 

along the levee toe will be accommodated by the project feature.  Unless the 

local levee district is willing to abandon this access road used for levee 

inspection and various O&M activities, it seems that a new segment of this road 

will be required around the perimeter of the fill-body of this project feature.  

Assuming an effective road width of about 10 ft, this could entail an additional 

road and zone of vegetation impact area of about 3,000 sq ft [(260 + 40 = 300) x 

10 = 3,000], and depending on local existing topography, could also entail some 

minor fill to establish a surface necessary for this new access road alignment.  

This vegetation impact is interpreted here as an unmitigated project impact. 

 

 

4) It is my understanding that along a short section of the proposed fill-body 

there are some plantings that were part of the City’s Two River Trail 

requirement.  Figs 5 and 8 are not at a scale nor specificity that could show the 

location of these plants and it is not clear if they are outside of the indicated fill-

body perimeter.  Even so, considering the additional but unspecified 

construction-related disturbance fringe and the need for a new levee O&M access 

road adjacent to the fill-body, it seems very likely that these plants will be 

adversely affects.  It is my understanding that the subsequent disturbance of an 

existing and formalized mitigation site, developed to compensate for the impact 
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of some previous project, is not allowed by responsible mitigation oversight 

agencies.  This could be a significant impact issue which is not addressed by the 

NegDec. 

 

 

It is concluded here that there could be additional and unaccounted for project 

feature vegetation impacts with no apparent restoration actions or mitigation 

compensation.  It appears these issues are not addressed by the NegDec document. 

 

 

 

-f) Possible impact-reducing alternatives:  There are several possible alternatives 

which could reduce expected impacts: 

 

1) Redesign with runoff/erosion issues in mind.  This, as discussed in detail in c) 

Possible erosion impacts above, would entail treating the proposed fill-body so as 

to enhance rainfall infiltration capacities and to add drainage control elements to 

the design. 

 

 

2) Replace proposed “Stairs” design with an alternative approach using a 

constructed diagonal continuous pedestrian ramp justified and discussed in detail 

in 1) Stairs, above.  This alternative would reduce unintended dislocated 

pedestrian traffic on the “West (downstream) ADA trail” which would be 

induced by the “Stairs: as presently designed. 

 

 

2) Another possible alternative could address a wide range of impact issues along 

the proposed new ADA trail segment at the levee toe.  Specifically addressed 

would be; 1) possible conflicts entailed by the co-use by bikers and the 

ADA/disability community, 2) induced erosion, and 3) impact to vegetation and 

other resources, within and outside the project feature footprint. 

 

This alternative would be to eliminate this project feature entirely and to 

re-direct ADA/disability access to the LAR by way of modifying the presently 

designated boat launch trail.  This alternative is discussion in detail below in 5) 

Seasonal accessible mat: c) Possible impact-reducing alternatives.   

 

ADA access to this new location could be further enhanced by modifying 

the existing bike trail segment along the levee slope as discussed in 2) East 

(upstream) ADA trail: f) Possible impact-reducing alternatives: #1, above.   

 

This alternative could eliminate the need for any of the other proposed 

ADA-compliant project features, eliminating their identified adverse 

consequences, while meeting the putative goals and objectives of the Project. 

 

 

 

 

5) Concrete landing & Concrete path/trail to beach entrance with tables and pads: 
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Discussion: 

 

Here these two project features, the “Concrete Landing” and the “Concrete 

Path/Trail” are addressed together.  The “Concrete Landing” is not addressed in detail in 

the NegDec but is depicted on Fig 8, “Project Impact” which I estimate to be about 55 ft 

long and about 13 ft wide using the associated scale-bar.  The “Concrete Path/Trail” is 

described as a single 8-feet wide concrete trail “designed to accommodate pedestrians 

only,” heading toward the river and ending at the entrance to the beach, and providing 

two lateral concrete access trails to concrete pads that will support picnic tables.  This 

project feature is depicted on Fig 6 “Project Features” and Fig 8 “Project Impacts,” and 

based on Fig 8, and the scale-bar, I estimate its overall length as about 100 ft, with the 

two lateral concrete trails/pads extending about 30 ft from the main trail.  Since on Fig 5 

and 8 there is no indication that this project feature will entail any cut and/or fill, it is 

assumed here that it is to be installed essentially at grade with the existing topography.      

 

 

Comments: 

 

-a) General comments: 

 

It is important to note that using delineation of the “Concrete Path/Trail on Fig 8 

“Project Impacts,” its scale-bar, and the configuration of informal social trails depicted on 

that figure, along with ground-truthing, it appears that it is intended to extend about 30 ft 

past an existing distinct slope break along the main Access Route 6.  At this slope break 

the existing trail transitions from an essentially level tread to a trail slope of about 15% 

[estimate based on comparing I St gage water surface elevation readings against 

observed waterline position on this trail segment relative to the elevation and location of 

the slope break during the 12/25/25 to 12/27/25 period: 7.5 ft (horizonal change) vs 1.13 

ft (vertical change) = 15.6%] as it drops toward the beach.  Not only does it appear that 

the distal end of this project feature is intended to extend into areas of steeper slopes and 

lower elevations, but so also are the proposed lateral paths and table pads.  Therefore, 

there appears to be a significant discrepancy in the description and characterization of 

this project feature in the NegDec document. 

   

To facilitate the installation of these project feature elements of the “Concrete 

Path/Trail as indicated while meeting ADA compliance parameters, it seems that at its 

distal end either; a) a considerable area of fill, to perhaps significant depth, or b) an 

extensive area of cut & fill extending back toward the “Concrete Landing” and out 

toward the river would be required to gradually lower trail elevations toward its distal 

end.  On the contrary, there are no indications of fill or cut & fill actions on Fig 5 and 8, 

and these discrepancies are not noted or addressed in the NegDec document. 

 

Therefore, it is not possible to adequately address the impacts of this project 

feature on the natural environment. 

 

It is concluded here that there could be significant impacts from this feature if, 

in resolving the discrepancies in the descriptions presented in this NegDec, the actual 

intent is for it (along with the picnic table pads) to extend about 30 ft beyond the well-

defined slope break.  This slope break results from channel dynamics and forms the 

interface between the active LAR channel and a more stable overbank area.  Therefore, if 

the actual intent is to extend past the slope break, then this portion of the project feature 
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would extend into lower elevations the active channel portion of the LAR and significant 

grading and fill should be required.  Under these conditions this portion of this project 

feature would be subjected to repetitive erosion and deposition evets associated with 

elevated LAR flows. This will result in either significant long-term O&M action costs or 

the eventual abandonment of this portion of this combined project feature in the future as 

representing an unsustainable long-term maintenance issue.  The same outcomes would 

eventually occur even if any necessary fill-body was to be ‘protected’ by some form of 

fill-slope hardening. 

 

 

 

-b) Possible installation work area impacts:  In general, project installation and 

construction methods and processes are not addressed in this NegDec document. 

Comparing Figs 5 “Project Features” and 8 “Project Impacts” it appears that the extent of 

impacts associated with this project feature in the NegDec only considers the extent of its 

footprint and does not include construction activities outside that perimeter.  Since there 

is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation activities are to be limited to the 

installed project footprint, and no discussion as to how that would actually be 

accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with many other similar projects, installation 

activities will extend beyond the project footprint.  These impacts could be significant. 

 

What, then, is the likely spatial extent of construction activities outside the 

project feature footprint, what is the like degree of construction-related site disturbance in 

that area, and what site restoration actions and the restoration success standards will be 

required for that disturbed area?  

 

It is concluded here that there are significant unaccounted for impacts 

associated with project construction-related activities outside the project footprint 

which apparently are not considered for mitigation or restoration.  There needs to 

be appropriate disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, 

at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation.  It appears these 

issues are not addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

 

 

-c) Possible biking and shoreline user conflict impacts:  There are aspects of these 

project features which could result in user conflicts between the ADA/disability 

community and both shoreline and biking users; 1) the trail itself, and 2) the picnic tables. 

 

1) While the NegDec describes the proposed ADA trails as “designed to 

accommodate pedestrians only,” there is no discussion has to how other users, 

such as bikers, will be precluded from incorporating the concrete ADA trails into 

their recreational experiences.  Absent some physical barrier that precludes 

biking uses, these project features are likely to be adopted as an extension of the 

presently installed Two Rivers Bike Trail, and may also be used as an access 

route for the existing but unauthorized off-trail biking uses of the Parkway area 

of the Sutter’s Landing Beach.  There will be some portion of the biking 

community who will adopt these project features as part of their recreational 

experience.  
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While it may be uncertain what level of biking uses these project features 

could experience in the future, short of some kind of an effective physical bike-

barrier, its use for that purpose can be assured.  As a result, with this co-use, there 

will be potential conflicts (e.g. conflicting recreational experience expectations) 

and safety issues between the ADA/disability users of varying degrees and kinds 

(i.e. “recreational users of all ages and abilities”), and biking users.  I have 

nothing to offer as a solution, but these potential conflicts should have been 

addressed by this NegDec document.   

 

2) A second possible user-group conflict is associated with the picnic tables in 

that they are likely to be used by shoreline and biking users as well as by the 

ADA/disability users.  If the intent of the project proponent is that these tables 

are to used exclusively by ADA/disability users, and they are to be so designated 

by signage, conflicts over table occupation among all the various user-groups 

should be expected.   

 

 

It is concluded here that the co-use of these two project features by 

ADA/disabled and bikers will result in possibly significant conflicts, and that either these 

potential conflicts and safety issue should be accepted as an unavoidable consequence of 

the proposed project (and thus an unavoidable impact), or realistically addressed by some 

design solution alternative. 

 

 

 

-d) Possible impact-reducing alternatives:  There are several possible impact-reducing 

alternatives which could reduce impacts to varying degrees. 

 

1) Signiant construction impacts and potentially very significant long-term 

O&M requirements could be avoided if all ‘hard’ elements of the project feature 

(e.g. portions of the concrete access path/trail, picnic pads and side trails) are 

limited to areas upslope from the well-defined slope break which defines the 

edge of the LAR active channel. 

 

 

2) Potential user-groups conflicts over occupation, particularly between 

ADA/disability use (which could be the intended use) on the one hand and other 

shoreline and bike users on the other could be reduced by eliminating the side 

trails and the picnic tables from this project feature.  It would also significantly 

reduce the footprint size of this project feature thus reducing vegetation and 

habitat impacts associated with the footprint as well impacts associated with the 

larger but unspecified construction work area necessary for installation.  In turn 

this alternative reduces mitigation and site restoration needs.  

 

 

3) All identified impacts associated with this project feature could be avoided by 

eliminating this entire project feature in favor of the alternative, presented in the 

5) Seasonal accessible mat discussion below, which shifts ADA/disability access 

to the existing boat launch access trail (Access Route 1a), as appropriately 

modified.   
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In conjunction with this alternative, all the potential conflict impacts 

associated with the presence of the intended seasonal accessibility mat on the 

main beach area in the context of other shoreline users and use activities would 

be avoided.  Alao this alternative implies that there would be no need for either 

the “West (downstream ADA access trail” or the new ADA trail segment of the 

“East (upstream) ADA access trail” and their associated impacts would be 

avoided, reducing mitigation and site restoration needs.  

 

 

 

5) Seasonal accessibility mat: 

 

 Discussion: 

 

This project feature is described as an “Accessibility Mat” installed/removed 

seasonally to provide access from the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail,” at the entrance to 

beach, to the “river’s edge.”  However, this project feature is not depicted on Fig 5 

“Project Features” nor on Fig 8 “Project Impacts,” and the NegDec document does not 

make the goals and objectives for this project feature explicit, and provides no salient 

descriptive details about it.  However, the base photo image of Fig 5 shows an arbitrary 

summer season LAR waterline on that particular photo-date, and I estimate a straight-line 

distance from the end of this project feature to the waterline at about 80 ft using the scale-

bar provided; this is inferred here to be the possible intended direct distance to be 

spanned by this project feature. 

 

Important missing elements are explicit statements of the goals, objectives, and 

the intended function of this project feature including: the intended target user-type for 

which access it to be provided (e.g. ADA; or “recreational users of all ages and abilities” 

[which presumably could include users with greater or significantly different disabilities 

than implied by ADA-compliant conditions], etc); the intended recreational experience to 

be provided to the intended target user-type (e.g. short-term visits [sight, smell]; medium-

term visits [angling, water emersion, casual floatation device use]; long-term visits 

[extended beach area social group-activities]); and the functional meaning of “river’s 

edge” (e.g. degree of proximity to the water sufficient to provide the intended experience 

of the river setting; directly adjacent to the waterline and if so how close considering 

varying water surface elevations at this site from both daily tidal fluctuations and 

backwater effects from the Sacramento River).  The foregoing factors would influence 

the nature and configuration of any “Accessibility Mat.” 

 

Important missing descriptive “Accessibility Mat” information includes: the 

material-type of this mat; the intended elevation of the end of the mat at the “river’s 

edge;” the necessary installed slope of this mat so as to provide the access for the targeted 

user-type; its length, width, and height dimensions; its alignment through Sutter’s 

Landing Beach to what is the yet unspecified “river’s edge;” the calendar or water surface 

elevation criteria to be used to determine when seasonal installation and removal would 

occur (and “season length”); the mechanical processes and equipment needed for 

seasonal installation and removal activities; the time required for seasonal installation and 

removal activities; and, the need and methods for grading the beach surface prior to 

annual installation which may be required to meet the slope criteria for the intended 

target user-type. 
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Another important element missing from the NegDec document is a discussion as 

to how the ongoing annual installation/removal of this “Accessibility Ramp” would be 

modified when and if in the future low actual use levels become such as to make the 

annual O&M costs unreasonable, not to mention the likely significant impacts of this 

project feature to existing users and activity types at Sutter’s Landing Beach (see 

discussions below).  It is not an unreasonable position to hold that the expected demand 

and potential for ADA activities for the proposed project at large, and for this project 

feature in particular, may be over-estimated, and that actual future use-levels will not 

meet current expectation and may be disappointingly low.  Considering this possibility, 

there is no estimated annual O&M cost for installation/removal in this NegDec document 

and no consideration of a threshold use-level criteria which would be used to trigger the 

decision to end its annual installation. 

  

Also not included in this NegDec document is any information on existing users 

and use activity patterns on Sutter’s Landing Beach that may be affected by this proposed 

project feature.  Nor is there any evidence in the NegDec document that the existing 

recreational user and activity patterns at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been objectively 

assessed by the project proponent, by detailed and rigorous on-site observations.  Any 

‘best fit’ temporary “Accessibility Mat” configuration in the beach area should be 

predicated on a thorough understanding of the existing users and their user patterns and 

activity behaviors, and that understanding is also necessary to evaluate the potential 

impacts and this project feature could have on existing users.   

 

 

Comments: 

 

-a) General comments: 

 

(1) In terms of its various intended installed characteristics as well as annual 

O&M requirements and activities, this project feature is not described in 

sufficient detail and specification such that an appropriately adequate discussion 

of possible consequences could be developed.   

 

(2) In addition, this document does not provide any evidence that the existing 

recreational user and activity patterns at “Sutter’s Landing Beach” has been 

objectively assessed for the purposes of this NegDec evaluation by which an 

adequate determination of impacts of this project feature on existing recreation 

uses could be developed in the NegDec, and by which any determination of 

significance, alternatives to reduce impacts, and residual needed mitigation could 

be developed. 

 

3) In order to adequately evaluate the possible adverse consequences of this 

project feature, the following specifics need to be made explicit in the discussion 

and description of the proposed “Accessibility Mat:” 

    - the intended target user-group, 

    - the required slope grade of the mat, 

    - an explicit functional definition of what is considered the “river’s edge” 

    - the elevation of what is considered the “river’s edge,” 

- the elevation difference between the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” 

and what is considered the “river’s edge,” 
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- the required mat length to span elevation interval considering the grade 

requirements, 

- the intended mat material, width, thickness, and finished height above 

the native sand surface as installed, 

- the intended recreational activity opportunities to be provide to the 

target use-group, 

- the additional mat attributes necessary to facilitate the intended 

recreational activities (e.g. necessary mat length run along the water’s 

edge, necessary area of mat enlargement at the end of the mat) 

- an example of, and possible alternative, mat alignment and 

configuration needed to met the needs of the target user-group and any 

additional mat configuration attributes needed to facilitate intended 

activities,  

- an adequate description of existing shoreline users, and user activity or 

behavior pattens which should include; 

- a discrimination between;  

- peak and off-peak use levels, 

 - and typical daily duration of peak use levels 

- waterline and in-water uses & activities within the area 

of the proposed feature and other accessible portions of 

Sutter’s Landing Beach, 

- beach-area uses & activities within the area of the 

proposed feature and other accessible portions of 

Sutter’s Landing Beach, 

- user-group occupation area sizes and locations by user-group 

sizes, 

- user-group activity pattens (e.g. running, playing, ball or 

frisbee play, water contact and access routes to the river), 

locations, and areal extent by user-group configurations (e.g. age 

distribution), 

- inventory of residual space in other portions Sutter’s Landing 

Beach, and its recreation quality, available for accommodating 

possible user dislocation, 

- the methods, processes, and equipment needs for annual mat 

installation and replacement, 

- the need for pre-installation site grading required to re-establish suitable 

mat alignment grades on the seasonally changeable sandy beach surface,  

- the duration of necessary site closure during installation and removal 

activities, 

- the need for partial or complete visitor closure of Sutter’s Landing 

Beach during annual installation and removal activities, 

- the threshold criteria to be used to determine if and when ongoing 

O&M cost and impacts to shoreline users due to this project feature no 

longer justify providing for unexpectedly low future actual uses by the 

target user-group. 

 

4) Therefore, the following specific comments are based on; a) a project feature 

description that lacks sufficient details for a full analysis of possible impacts, and 

b) only on a most general view of use patterns, activities, and behavior as 

casually observed by me over the years that I have used this area.  Thus, the 

following comments are conjectural and need verification by way of viewing a 
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much more complete description of this project feature within the context of a 

site-specific assessment of existing shoreline user and use patterns using suitably 

regimented application of appropriate protocols. 

 

 

 

- b) Likely adverse impacts to existing shoreline users, and use patterns and 

activities:  The possible adverse consequences of this “Accessibility Mat’” to existing 

shoreline users of Sutter’s Landing Beach are likely to have three aspects: 1) the presence 

of the mat during the main recreation season, 2) the annual installation and removal 

activities, and 3) possible user-group incompatibility with respect to conflicting 

recreation experiential expectations. 

 

1) The presence of the “Accessibility Mat,” after installation and through the 

main summer recreation season is likely to have direct adverse effects to the 

existing users, and user patterns and behavior.  However, both the likely 

configuration of the “Accessibility Mat” and the existing character of uses and 

user patterns and behavior are not presented in the NegDec document and are 

presently not known in sufficient detail. 

 

There are two aspects of the undefined “Accessibility Mat” which could 

be important in assessing the potential adverse consequences to existing 

recreational uses at Sutter’s Landing Beach.   

 

i) The first aspect concerns the possible plan-view configuration 

of the “Accessibility Mat.”  For this aspect, some rough assumptions 

could be adopted in this critique of the NegDec document to develop 

some vision of the possible mat configuration for the purposes of impact 

evaluation.  Based of Fig 5 and 8, which indicate no fill or cut limits at 

the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail, it is assumed here that the intended 

distal end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” would logically be located at the 

top of a well-defined slope break above the beach, and can be assumed 

here to represent the location of the “entrance to Sutter’s Landing Beach” 

as mentioned in this NegDec.  Based on these assumptions, and the base 

photo image of Fig 5 showing an arbitrary summer season LAR 

waterline on that particular photo-date, I estimate a straight-line distance 

from the end of this project feature and the waterline at about 80 ft based 

on the scale-bar provided (this distance could be about 100 ft from the 

well-defined slope break).  If it is further assumed here that ADA 

compliance is the targeted use-access criteria (<5% grade [>20:1]), and 

further that during the summer season when this project feature is 

installed and functional, there will be about a 10 ft elevation difference 

between the end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” and the river’s edge, then at 

a minimum, the “Accessibility Mat” would need to be about 200 ft long 

[>20/1 x 10 = >200] (and longer if the height difference is greater).  As a 

result, the length of the installed “Accessibility Mat” will need to be 

about 2.5 times longer than the direct distance to the summer waterline.  

However, this length estimate does not accommodate any additional mat 

length or mat enlargement area which may be installed near or along the 

“river’s edge” to facilitate any unspecified short-, medium-, and long-

term activities by the target user-group.  These additional mat 



101 

 

configuration attributes could include an unknown 10s of feet of 

additional mat length aligned along a summer waterline to facilitate a 

variety of possible activities, and/or an area of enlarged mat surface (of 

an uncertain size) to facilitate larger group disabled-user social activities. 

 

Givern the foregoing discussion of the possible installed 

configuration of the “Accessibility Mat,” some potential adverse 

consequences to existing users and use patterns and behavior could be 

anticipated.  First, it is apparent that the “Accessibility Mat” alignment 

will traverse and perhaps bisect the main use-activity beach area of 

Sutter’s Landing possibly several times and will likely be aligned along 

the waterline for some unknow distance of the main beach area.  

Although this mat feature will be of an unknow width, it cannot avoid 

covering portions of the beach area that; a) are sites occupied by 

shoreline use groups as their social center during extended visits, and b) 

are extended beach areas used by the more active members of the 

shoreline user groups for spatially extensive activities (e.g. extended 

child-play, ball-catch, frisbee games, etc), which also includes the highly 

used access routes between the occupied social-center locations and the 

waterline where much of the spatially extended activities occur. 

 

ii) The second aspect concerns the material of which the mat will 

be composed, the dimensions of the mat itself (width, thickness), and 

how high the mat surface will be above the native sand surface in its 

installed condition.  These aspects are not revealed in the NegDec 

document and cannot be reasonably developed by assumption here for 

the purposes of impact evaluation.  However, it can be reasonably 

presumed that if this mat surface is raised above the native sand surface 

elevation it will represent a tripping hazard to other shoreline users.  In 

particular these hazards would preferentially affect those participating in 

spatially extensive active pursuits, particularly active child-play.  Also 

adversely impacted could be users who are engaged in hand-carrying 

loads of recreational equipment and other accoutrements (e.g. coolers, 

chairs, food/drink, etc) where visual access to the ground surface may be 

impaired. 

 

In addition, should the portions of the “Accessibility Mat” 

become submerged from time to time due to higher water conditions, or 

if aligned too close to the typical summer waterline, wave cut action 

(wind waves, boat wake) would result in under-cutting of the edge of the 

mat by sand erosion which would aggravate tripping hazards.  Tripping 

hazards could also be aggravated simply resulting from child-play 

activities which could include digging into the sand along the edge of the 

mat for whatever reason. 

 

Together, the spatial occupation of the “Accessibility Mat” itself of the 

beach area, its layout and plan-view configuration of the mat, and its inherent 

tripping hazard potential, the mat could; 1) significantly alter the existing and 

future shoreline users in terms of use patterns, behavior, and activities, and 2) 

significantly alter the space available to existing and future shoreline users which 

could reduce the carrying capacity for these users at this location.  While these 
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long-term effects could be significant, it is impossible to defensibly quantify both 

because of unspecified characteristics of this proposed project feature and 

because there is no adequate specific understanding of existing shoreline users 

and use patterns, including such aspects as an inventory of available space at 

Sutter’s Landing Beach, outside of the main beach activity area, which could 

accommodate displaced shoreline users escaping the possible adverse 

consequences at the main beach area resulting from the proposed project feature. 

 

Therefore, in spite of insufficient project feature description and existing 

shoreline user patterns, it is concluded here that the project feature could result in 

significant adverse consequences to existing and future shoreline users. 

 

 

2) The annual O&M actions involved in the installation and removal of the 

seasonally temporary “Accessibility Mat” could constitute short-term but 

repetitive adverse impacts to other shoreline users. The NegDec document does 

not include any information on the methods and processes for 

installation/removal nor on the equipment required for those activities, and does 

not address the possible need to re-grade the beach surface prior to installation in 

order to reset the needed slope-grade of the mat after a winter of higher flows 

which could alter the surface topography of the beach.   

 

The NegDec document also does not address the expected work-time 

necessary for installation and removal but it must be assumed to entail at least 

several days each.  During those work-days, and given unspecified methods and 

processes, it must be assumed that there would be at least a partial closure, and 

perhaps a full closure, of Sutter’s Landing Beach to ensure visitor safety. 

 

The partial or full closure of Sutter’s Landing Beach twice a year for 

several days each (perhaps a total of as many as 4-6 days, or more, each year) for 

the annual seasonal installation and removal of the “Accessibility Mat,” into the 

foreseeable future, could be considered as a significant adverse consequence. 

 

 

3) More subjective and elusive, but no less important, is the potential that the 

“Accessibility Mat” could induce user conflicts at the main beach area of Sutter’s 

Landing Beach in the form of incompatible recreation experiential expectations 

between other shoreline users and the target user-groups. 

 

The present recreational ambiance in the main beach area of Sutter’s 

Landing Beach during peak recreation periods tends to be rather high-energy 

with a concentration of active and often loud child-play of various kinds along 

the waterline and in adjacent shallow-water areas with wading, swimming, and 

causal floating activities.  Also, in other portions of this area, spatially extended 

recreational activities (general child-plat, ball-play, frisbee, etc) can be common.  

To the contrary, it is possible that the recreational ambiance desired by the 

targeted ADA/disabled community could be a quieter one, one with less noise 

and less high-energy activity, and one providing a more intimate connection with 

a more natural setting where sounds of nature may be more evident.  It is 

presently unknown to me, and not addressed in the NegDec document, whether 

or not the ambiance expectations of potential ADA and otherwise disabled 



103 

 

visitors who may use the “Accessibility Mat” would be compatible with the 

existing high-energy setting in the beach area where this project feature is 

proposed.   

 

If there is such an incompatibility, it is uncertain if this would lead to 

dampen demand and visitation on the part of the ADA/disabled community, or 

would add more pressure on the existing shoreline users to displace their 

activities to other, less desirable, portions of Sutter’s Landing Beach, if such 

excess space is available. 

 

While the actuality of this impact is presently uncertain it is potentially 

significant, and its consideration should be part of the design and planning 

approach for the proposed project at large and this project feature in particular.  

In the absence of defensible information, these incompatibility impacts should be 

considered as a real possibility and potentially significant. 

 

 

It is concluded here that this project feature will have significant adverse 

consequences to the other shoreline users when considering the various physical 

attributes of the “Accessibility Mat” and its installed influence on existing recreation, 

including reduced physical carrying capacity, the impacts associated with site closures 

associated with annual installation and removal activities, and the possibility for inducing 

user conflicts via incompatible ambiance expectations,  It does not appear that these 

potential impact issues are addressed by the NegDec.  

 

 

 

-c) Possible impact-reducing alternative:  There are two possible alternatives which 

could reduce expected impacts: 

 

1)  Eliminate the “Accessibility Mat” in the main beach area of Sutter’s Landing 

Beach, ending the extent of ADA/disability access at picnic table area of the 

“Concrete Path/Trail” project feature.  The approach would not be incompatible 

with the ADA access issues discussed in Section II, D: Purpose, above, in which 

access to the “river’s edge” may not be essential.  

 

 

2) Another possible alternative ADA/disability access route to or near the 

waterline which would avoid essentially all the above discussed potentially 

significant adverse impacts to existing and future shoreline users at the main 

beach area.  The alternative is the existing designated boating launch trail 

(Access Route 1a in Attachment B) which is presently only used by about 1% of 

shoreline users (due to the longer distance from the parking area to the water 

compared to Access Routes 3 and 4 [~320 ft vs ~790 ft] and the distance from 

this water-access point along the shore to the main beach use area [~400 ft]), and 

about 1% of boating users (due to the longer total distance to the water from the 

parking area compared to Access Routes 3 and 4 [~320 ft vs ~790 ft]).     

 

Presently this existing access route includes about a 90 ft run of nearly 

level slope from the existing bike trail to a well-defined slope break, and about a 

50 ft long pitch of about 12% slope to the edge of the shoreline sandy surface.  
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With some minor grading of the existing boating access trail (to increase the 

existing slope length to about 130 ft, resulting in a modified overall trail slope of 

about 4.6%), and with trail surface improvements, ADA/disability access to the 

river could be provided.  Using Google Maps, I estimate this alternative route to 

be about 630 ft long between the top of the levee at the head of the “Stairs” and 

the beginning of the shoreline loose sandy surface (as opposed to ~670 feet for 

the “West (downstream) ADA trail” route and ~1075 ft for “East (upstream) 

ADA trail” route between the head of the “Stairs” and the end of the Concrete 

Path/Trail at the entrance to Sutter’s Landing Beach).   

 

Further, since Fig 5 and 8 show no cut or fill actions at the end of the 

“Concrete Path/Trail,” it is assumed here that the end of that project feature will 

be at the discrete slope break along the existing informal access trail (Access 

Route 6) above the beach area where the existing topography transitions from 

nearly level surface to a steeper slope I estimate at about 15% [estimate based on 

comparing I St gage water surface elevation readings against observed waterline 

positions on this trail segment relative to the elevation and location of the slope 

break during the 12/25/25 to 12/27/25 period: 7.5 ft (horizonal change) vs 1.13 ft 

(vertical change) = 15.6%].  In addition, at this location, I estimate the elevation 

of the existing informal trail at the top of the slope break at about 24.5 ft 

[estimated by the measured height difference [1.33 ft] between a recorded I St 

gage water surface elevation of 23.21 ft and the slope break [1.33 + 23.21 = 

24.54 ft].  Also based on known water surface elevations and observed waterline 

locations along the possible alternative ADA access trail, I estimate that a ‘fixed’ 

ADA trail surface could be extended to about elevation 15 ft; 9 ft lower than the 

elevation of likely end of the “Concrete Path/Trail” for either of the two proposed 

project ADA routes.  As a result, the length of any seasonal “Accessibility Mat” 

needed to reach the waterline at this alternative location could be about half that 

for the project-proposed “Accessibility Mat;” perhaps about 100 vs. about 200 ft. 

 

From the foregoing, I estimate the total travel distance from the head of 

the “Stairs” to the LAR waterline along this possible alternative access route is 

about 730 ft, as opposed to about 870 ft for the “West (downstream) ADA trail” 

route, about 1275 ft for the “East (upstream) ADA trail” route. 

 

This alternative access route would avoid essentially all of the identified 

potentially significant adverse consequences to existing and future shoreline 

users and user patterns and activities, and avoids any potential user-group 

conflicts resulting from incompatible recreation experiential and ambiance 

expectations.  The shoreline area accessed by this alternative route has relatively 

low existing shoreline user activity levels, has a more intimate riverside setting, 

and has a more natural character than the high-use, high-energy activity area of 

the main beach.   

 

Compared to the two other proposed routes, not only will this alternative 

reduce impacts to existing shoreline users at the main beach area, and possibly 

improve the recreation experiential values of the ADA/disabled community, but 

also, construction will be less expensive, will entail a shorter travel distance, will 

reduce the spatial extent of any required annual “Accessibility Mat” 

installation/removal visitor closures, will reduce impacts to vegetation, and will 

reduce the potential for adverse consequences to levee O&M access as well. 
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ADA access to this new location could be further enhanced by modifying 

the existing bike trail segment along the levee slope by widening it to 

accommodate both biker and ADA uses to reduce inter-group conflicts by 

reducing levels of actual and perceived safety risk.  

 

This alternative could eliminate the need for any of the other proposed 

ADA-compliant project features, eliminating their identified adverse 

consequences, while meeting the putative goals and objectives of the project. 

Their associated impacts would be avoided, reducing mitigation and site 

restoration needs.  

 

 

 

6) Restoration and Habitat Enhancement: (p.10) 

 

 Comments: 

 

1) While the decommissioning of informal social trails can be laudable, it should be 

remembered that their presence on the landscape, particularly in open-access and low 

visitor management-oversight recreational settings such as the Parkway, is the organic 

expression of PLA as recreational visitors select the most efficacious routes to sites of 

desired recreational activities, balancing levels of effort with returns on investment.  

 

 Therefore: 

 

- It should be an expectation that any decommissioned informal social 

trail is a temporary condition.  Eventually, near-term future recreational 

use will either re-establish the trail or another close-by route will be 

developed into a new informal social to best meet the needs and desires 

of visitors. 

 

- As temporary conditions, these decommissioned trails should not be 

counted as mitigation for impacts of permanent project feature impacts 

nor given credit as permanent site improvements. 

 

- As these decommissioned trails are temporary, no permanent elements, 

such as boulders, or pedestrian-proof fencing such as cyclone fences, 

should be employed in the futile attempt to make these closures 

permanent.  The use of temporary large complex woody debris or large 

tree trunks could be effective in the initial establishment of trail closures.  

- Further, cyclone fencing should not be used to protect the 

initial trail closures or restoration/mitigation areas as sufficiently 

motivated visitors can easily circumvent them and create new 

informal trails.  

 

- Further, individual boulders should not be used for the 

purposes of trail closure, or for any other purpose, anywhere 

along the LAR channel or its overbank flow areas.  The concern 

is that when subjected to high flows and high water velocities, 
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they will create focused hydraulic force-differentials resulted in 

scour-hole erosion around their bases creating hazardous 

pedestrian conditions which will far outlast any temporary trail 

closure. 

 

2) The 0.9 ac “star thistle covered area” is delineated for mitigation. In that regard it 

should be noted that this area is currently under active native plant management by 

Friends of Sutter’s Landing, but unrecognized as such in the NegDec and presently has 

native plants which can be densely scattered across the surface of this area. 

 

 - Therefore: 

- To use this area for project impact mitigation, the City must work with 

Friends of Sutter’s Landing to develop the most effect approach to 

realizing the needed mitigation while respecting the ongoing native plant 

management effort.  This could involve moving some existing native 

plantings to create ‘blank’ areas which could be made available for 

project mitigation. 

- This situation would entail that the actual surface area that the City 

could claim for mitigation or restoration credits must be smaller than 

what may be expected.  

 

3) Since any project mitigation or restoration activities undertaken by the project 

proponent on the 0.9 ac “star thistle covered area” will involve equipment of varying 

character, site disturbance will result.  Therefore, following the completion of any 

mitigation and/or restoration activities there needs to be site condition restoration actions 

and there needs to be appropriate disturbed site restoration success standards which 

should include, at a minimum, topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation. 

 

  

 

 F: Project Construction and Timing: (p.10) 

 

Comments:  

 

- I find no depiction in the project plans or the NegDec document which indicates any 

spatial extended areas of construction-related disturbance outside depicted project feature 

footprints.   

- Since there is no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation activities are 

to be limited to the installed project footprint, and no discussion as to how that 

would actually be accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with many other 

similar projects, installation activities will extend beyond the project footprint.  

These impacts could be significant, particularly with respect to erosion sand 

vegetation. 

- What, then, is the likely spatial extent of construction activities outside project 

feature footprints, what is the likely degree of construction-related site 
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disturbance in that area, and what site restoration actions and the restoration 

success standards will be required for that disturbed area?  

- There are significant unaccounted for impacts associated with project 

construction-related activities outside project feature footprints which apparently 

are not considered for mitigation or restoration.  There needs to be appropriate 

disturbed site restoration success standards which should include, at a minimum, 

topography, soil-water relations, and vegetation.  It appears these issues are not 

addressed by the NegDec document.  

 

G: Project Funding: (p.10) 

 

 

 

Section III: Environmental Checklist and Discussion (p.12-113): 

 

 

 A: Biological Resources: (p. 29-51) 

 

Comments:  

 

As discussed in detail in various locations of Section II above I find no depiction in the 

project plans or the NegDec document which indicates any spatial extended areas of 

construction-related disturbance outside depicted project feature footprints.  Since there is 

no explicit statement in the NegDec that installation activities are to be limited to the 

installed project footprint, and no discussion as to how that would actually be 

accomplished, it is assumed here that, as with many other similar projects, installation 

activities will extend beyond the project footprint.  These impacts could be significant.   

 

Therefore, there may be significant unaccounted for impacts associated with 

project construction-related activities outside project feature footprints which apparently 

are not considered for mitigation or restoration.  Thus, 1) the total vegetation area 

potentially impacted by the project may be greater than the specified mitigation 

obligations specified by the NegDec, and 2) there is no discussion in the NegDec which 

would guide requirements for construction-related disturbed site restoration. 

 

  

 B: Geology and soils: (p. 63-66) 

 

Comments: 

 

As discussed in detail in various parts of Section II above, there are aspects of many of 

the individual project features, and their particular designs, which are likely to initiate or 

aggravate soil erosion from uncontrolled excess rainfall runoff.  The NegDec does not 

address this issue and therefore makes no accommodation for managing the resulting 

erosion and sediment production. 

 

Therefore, during ongoing detailed designs, these project features need to be 

considered within the context of soil-water relation, excess runoff, and excess sediment 
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product: how these issues could be ameliorated by design adjustments or ongoing long-

term on-site management. 

 

 

 

C: Recreation: (p. 96-97) 

 

Comments: 

 

1) As discussed in detail in various parts of Section II above, the potential adverse 

consequence of the project features could have on the existing recreational uses and user-

group patterns have not been addressed.  There is no evidence that the project proponent 

has developed an evaluation of ongoing existing recreational uses, user pattens and 

behavior for either existing access portals or in the areas presently used for active 

recreation at Sutter’s Landing Beach, and no evidence that the project proponent used 

that information as a basis for developing a ‘best fit’ proposed project.  As for design, 

considerations of existing users and user-group activity patterns and behavior have not 

been addressed for project impacts. 

 

I have concluded in Section II above that conflicts between the proposed 

configurations of all the project features have the potential for adverse consequences to 

existing users and user-groups but particularly, the “Stairs” and the “Accessibility Mat” 

have the potential for significant impacts to existing recreational activities.  

  

Therefore, before proceeding to advanced design steps, it is essential that the 

project proponent conduct an analysis of existing user and user-group patterns and 

behavior, employing appropriately rigorous methods, to provide a full-disclosure, fully-

constrained defensible basis for developing a ‘best fit’ project proposal. 

 

 

2) Following from the foregoing issue, the “Standards of Significance” used in this 

Recreational impact section needs to be expanded to include adverse impacts to existing 

users and user-group pattens and activities and that specific parameters and threshold 

criteria must be developed in order to objectively identify when impacts are within 

acceptable limits and when not.  

 

 

 

  From the foregoing detailed point-by-point comments on elements of this NegDec, a summary of 

the most salient points includes that this NegDec; 

  

- does not demonstrate that ADA-compliant access at Sutter’s Landing needs to extend to 

the “river’s edge” as opposed to access into the Parkway, 

 

- does not demonstrate that the potential demand for ADA-compliant facilities, and 

visitation, is sufficient to warrant the elaborate and extensive proposed project feature 

elements, 

 

- does not consider the substantial long-term City O&M cost obligations entailed by the 

proposed project as designed and does not consider the potential adverse consequences of 



109 

 

the possible eventual future cessation of some O&M activities to the stated project 

purposes and on long-term ADA/disability access, 

 

- does not identify the full range of potentially significant impacts to the natural 

environment and to existing recreational users, 

 

- does not address how the unidentified significant impacts would be mitigated to less 

than significant magnitudes, and 

 

- does not identify or analyze viable alternative access configurations which could 

provide for the stated objectives while entailing reduced impacts. 

 

Based on the foregoing general summary of the most important points on the shortcomings of this 

NegDec and the detailed comments in the main body of this letter, I conclude that this NegDec cannot 

serve as a substitute for a full EIR analysis. 

 

 

With the inclusion of Attachments A and B, this concludes my comments on the City’s Draft 

Initial Study/Notice of intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for this proposed project.  Thank 

you for your attention in this matter. 

 

 

 

Cordially; 

 

 

Chuck Watson 

1110 Arroyo Grande Dr 

Sacramento CA 95864 

 

 

Cc: 
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Response 9A:  

 

Thank you for your comment. As stated on page 4 of the Draft IS/MND, The City proposes to 

construct an ADA compliant pedestrian access trail from the Sutters Landing Park parking lot to 

the Sutter’s Landing Beach in the City of Sacramento, California.  The proposed Project also 

includes restoration and habitat enhancement of approximately 5 acres directly adjacent to Sutter’s 

Landing Beach. The purpose of the Sutter’s Landing ADA River Access Trail Project is to provide 

safe access to Sutter’s Landing Beach for recreational users of all ages and abilities. The proposed 

Project also includes restoration and habitat enhancement of approximately 5 acres directly 

adjacent to Sutter’s Landing Beach. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities. The 

proposed improvements implement previously planned and approved uses. The purpose and need 

for this project is independent from any potential concession stand that may or may not operate in 

the park in the future.  

 

Response 9B: The existing social trail and levee down to Sutters Landing Beach is not currently 

ADA accessible. The proposed ADA access trail will consist of a set of concrete stairs down the 

face of the levee together with two ADA-compliant concrete trails located to the east and west of 

the stairs. The trails and the stairs converge at a concrete landing at the base of the levee. The 

concrete trails have been designed according to ADA standards which have been determined 

appropriate for recreational users of all ages and abilities. Therefore, accessibility to Sutters 

Landing Beach will be improved as a result of the Project.  

Response 9C:  

The purpose of the Sutter’s Landing ADA River Access Trail Project is to provide safe, accessible 

access to Sutter’s Landing Beach for recreational users of all ages and abilities while minimizing 

impacts to the riverbank. The Project is designed to formalize and consolidate existing informal 

access routes, which are already contributing to localized erosion. By providing a single, properly 

designed ADA-compliant trail and removing existing social trails as part of the restoration 

component, the Project would reduce the proliferation of informal paths and associated erosion. 

The City will restore disturbed areas and install natural deterrents, such as wild rose, to discourage 

creation of new social trails. While some informal use of the riverbank may continue, erosion 

associated with the ADA access trail would not exceed existing conditions and is expected to be 

less than current levels due to improved trail design, bank stabilization, and ongoing use of natural 

deterrents where feasible. 

 

Response 9D: 

A Kinder Morgan pipeline runs directly through the Project area; however, the Project is being 

designed to avoid impacts to the pipeline. The stairs are not being constructed over the pipeline; 

however, the easterly ramp would be constructed within proximity to the pipeline. As discussed in 

Section 8 of the Draft IS/MND, coordination with Kinder Morgan has been initiated and will 

continue throughout final design and construction. In order to further minimize impacts, a Kinder 
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Morgan representative will be on-site during all construction activities within 10 feet of their 

pipeline. With implementation of HAZ-1, impacts would be less-than-significant. 

 

Response 9E:   

Limiting access to a single ADA-compliant trail connection to Sutter’s Landing Beach was 

evaluated but determined to be infeasible due to safety, operational, and long-term use 

considerations. The provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely accommodate 

different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. 

 

During early public outreach, members of the public specifically requested a separate pedestrian 

access route due to safety concerns associated with existing conditions along the Two Rivers Trail. 

The Two Rivers Trail is a regional multi-use facility that supports bicycles traveling at relatively 

high speeds in addition to pedestrians. Planned future trail connections are anticipated to increase 

overall trail use, which would further elevate the potential for user conflicts if all pedestrian access 

to the beach were funneled through a single connection point. 

 

In addition to recreational use, the existing access corridor is used periodically by maintenance 

and service vehicles associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the adjacent railroad. 

These activities can involve large truck traffic that is incompatible with shared pedestrian-only 

access. A single access point would require pedestrians, cyclists, and maintenance vehicles to use 

the same route, increasing the risk of safety conflicts and limiting the City’s ability to manage 

access during maintenance or emergency activities. 

 

Providing two access points allows the City to functionally separate pedestrian access from vehicle 

and operational access where feasible, improving safety for all users. This design approach is 

consistent with best management practices for multi-use trail systems, particularly in high-use 

areas where bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles intersect. 

 

While the City recognizes the value of a direct eastern connection to the existing Two Rivers Trail, 

design constraints were identified in that area, including proximity to an existing elderberry shrub 

and underground utilities. These constraints limit the ability to rely exclusively on a single eastern 

access point without creating additional environmental impacts or operational limitations. As a 

result, a second access point is needed to maintain safe and reliable access while allowing 

flexibility in trail design and ongoing maintenance activities. Both access points will be 

constructed according to ADA standards; therefore, compacted fractured rock is not a feasible trail 

option.  

 

Response 9F: 

Construction impacts are shown in Figure 8. Project Impacts of the Draft IS/MND (below). The 

project would result in 0.05 acre of temporary impacts to riparian woodland and 0.05 acre of 

permanent impacts to riparian woodland. Under CEQA, construction activities are evaluated based 

on the physical scope and geographic limits disclosed in the project description. Construction for 

the Project would not expand beyond the footprint disclosed in the Draft IS/MND because all 

ground-disturbing activities including grading, equipment staging, access, and material stockpiling 
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are explicitly confined to the defined project limits analyzed in the document. The Project 

description identifies the maximum extent of disturbance, and construction plans and 

specifications are required to adhere to those limits. Any expansion of construction beyond the 

analyzed limits would constitute a change to the project description and would require additional 

environmental review under CEQA. As a result, construction activities would remain confined to 

the project footprint disclosed in the Draft IS/MND and would not result in impacts beyond those 

already evaluated. 

 

 
 

Response 9G: 

The existing easterly access path is used periodically by maintenance and service vehicles. These 

activities can involve large truck traffic that is incompatible with shared pedestrian-only access. 

This access point will be formalized and continue to be used for maintenance activities. Providing 

two access points allows the City to functionally separate pedestrian access from vehicle and 

operational access where feasible, improving safety for all users. This design approach is 

consistent with best management practices for multi-use trail systems, particularly in high-use 

areas where bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles intersect. 
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Comment 10: Trevor Fagerskog, Trout Unlimited (November 14, 2025) 
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Response 10:  

 

Thank you for your comment. The proposed Project would construct an ADA compliant pedestrian 

access trail from the Sutters Landing Park parking lot to the Sutter’s Landing Beach in the City of 

Sacramento, California.  The proposed Project also includes restoration and habitat enhancement 

of approximately 5 acres directly adjacent to Sutter’s Landing Beach. A boat launch is not a project 

feature at this time. No impacts to Waters of the U.S. or salmonid habitat would occur.  
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Comment 11: Marshall-New Era Neighborhood Association (December 26, 2025) 

\ 
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Response 11A:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Limiting access to a single ADA-compliant trail connection to 

Sutter’s Landing Beach was evaluated but determined to be infeasible due to safety, operational, 

and long-term use considerations. The provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely 

accommodate different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. 

During early public outreach, members of the public specifically requested a separate pedestrian 

access route due to safety concerns associated with existing conditions along the Two Rivers Trail. 

The Two Rivers Trail is a regional multi-use facility that supports bicycles traveling at relatively 

high speeds in addition to pedestrians. Planned future trail connections are anticipated to increase 

overall trail use, which would further elevate the potential for user conflicts if all pedestrian access 

to the beach were funneled through a single connection point. 

 

In addition to recreational use, the existing access corridor is used periodically by maintenance 

and service vehicles associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the adjacent railroad. 

These activities can involve large truck traffic that is incompatible with shared pedestrian-only 

access. A single access point would require pedestrians, cyclists, and maintenance vehicles to use 

the same route, increasing the risk of safety conflicts and limiting the City’s ability to manage 

access during maintenance or emergency activities. 

 

Providing two access points allows the City to functionally separate pedestrian access from vehicle 

and operational access where feasible, improving safety for all users. This design approach is 

consistent with best management practices for multi-use trail systems, particularly in high-use 

areas where bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles intersect. 

 

Response 11B:  

 

The Project is located within a designated floodway; therefore, an encroachment permit will be 

obtained from the Central Valley Flood Protection Board during the final design phase. As part of 

the permitting process, the City will implement all mitigation measures required from CVFPB 

regarding erosion control and maintenance of the proposed trail.  

 

Response 11C:  

 

As stated above, the provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely accommodate 

different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. 

 

Response 11D:  

 

As stated in the Project Description section of the Draft IS/MND and in Figure 3. Project Features, 

the materials and size of the trail was discussed. Renderings of Project features are not a 

requirement under CEQA. The project consists of a set of concrete stairs down the face of the levee 

together with two ADA-compliant concrete trails located to the east and west of the stairs. The 

trails and the stairs converge at a concrete landing at the base of the levee where trash cans and 

safety vests will be available. A single concrete trail will continue north toward the river, providing 

access to two concrete pads that will support picnic tables. The concrete path will end at the 



120 

 

entrance to the beach, at which point accessible mats will be installed/removed seasonally to 

provide access to the river’s edge. The trail to the water’s edge will be installed in a location 

selected to minimize impacts to large trees and sensitive riparian vegetation. The concrete trails 

will be 8 feet wide and designed to accommodate pedestrians only.  

 

Response 11E: 

 

As stated above, the provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely accommodate 

different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. As required 

under Policy 7.22 of the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP), the trail design will utilize 

appropriate colors, textures, and scale to blend into the setting and minimize potential contrast 

with the natural and recreational character of the Parkway while still meeting ADA requirements.  

 

Response 11F:  

  

A boat launch is not a part of the proposed project. No impacts to waters would occur. See Figure 

4 Project Features in the ISMND. 

 

Response 11G:  

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach has been identified for public river access in multiple adopted planning 

documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 

2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such as hand-carry boat launches, 

trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore implement previously planned uses 

rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, many other reaches of the American 

River lack comparable long-range planning support for new access points or are designated 

primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 
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Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 
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Comment 12: Julie Gabele (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 12:  

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach has been identified for improved river access in multiple adopted planning 

documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing Master Plans (1995, 2003, 

and 2025). These plans consistently depict river-oriented facilities such as hand-carry boat 

launches, trails, and related recreation amenities at this location. The proposed ADA-compliant 

access trail therefore implements long-planned improvements rather than introducing a new access 

point or new land use along the American River. 

 

The project is also supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and the Central City 

Specific Plan, which direct the City to expand equitable public access to rivers and green spaces, 

develop riparian trail connections between Sutter’s Landing Park and other riverfront parks, and 

coordinate with Sacramento County on trail systems such as the Two Rivers Trail. The project 

directly advances these adopted policies by improving inclusive access at a site already designated 

for recreation. 
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Concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach is consistent with the American River 

Parkway Plan and the Urban American River Parkway Preservation Act. The project: 

 

• Does not redesignate land use within the Parkway; 

• Does not intensify programmed activity; 

• Does not construct in-water facilities or alter river hydrology; and 

• Formalizes an existing, heavily used informal access route. 

 

By replacing multiple informal “social trails” with a single engineered ADA-compliant path, the 

project consolidates disturbance into a defined footprint, reduces ongoing vegetation trampling 

and soil compaction, and facilitates restoration and monitoring of redundant trails. Establishing 

new access points elsewhere along the river would risk expanding disturbance into less-impacted 

habitat areas that lack comparable long-range planning support. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also presents site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river reaches. The area is already 

disturbed by recreational use, is integrated into the City’s park and trail network, and can meet 

accessibility standards without extensive grading, in-water construction, or substantial riparian 

removal. Other segments of the river often involve steeper banks, more sensitive habitat, or limited 

connectivity, which would likely result in greater environmental impacts and potential conflicts 

with Parkway management objectives. 

 

The project is further consistent with the 2040 Parks Plan’s emphasis on nature-based recreation 

and coordinated river access improvements. By implementing improvements at a location 

repeatedly identified in adopted plans and prior environmental review, the City avoids piecemeal 

development and ensures that access is provided in a manner aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

With respect to floodplain considerations, the project site is located within the regulated American 

River floodplain. A project-specific hydraulic analysis will be prepared during final design to 

confirm maintenance of a no-rise condition and evaluate any potential effects on base flood 

elevations. All design elements, including trail surfacing, grading, landings, and restoration, will 

be subject to review and approval by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board through the 

encroachment permitting process. The project cannot proceed without demonstrating that it will 

not impede flood conveyance, adversely affect levee integrity, or create debris hazards. Final 

design will incorporate flood-resilient materials and construction methods consistent with Parkway 

policies and floodplain regulations. 
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Comment 13: Mark Baker, Sacramento Area Creeks Council (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 13:  

 

The river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned and 

evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents, including: 

 

• The 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan; 

• The 2008 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated 

Negative Declaration; and 

• The 2025 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update was analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento 

General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (2024), which evaluated park improvements at 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, accessibility upgrades, and river 

access features. The current ADA-compliant trail implements these previously approved plans. 

The project therefore represents refinement and execution of long-planned improvements at an 

established and heavily used public access point, rather than the siting of a new recreational use in 

a previously undeveloped location. 

 

The project does not propose a new recreational use, land use designation, or expansion of park 

intensity within the Parkway. Rather, it provides a formalized, ADA-compliant connection to an 

existing and long-used river access point at Sutter’s Landing Beach. Public access to this beach 

area already occurs via informal and noncompliant paths. The proposed trail consolidates and 

formalizes this access in a manner consistent with Parkway management objectives, including 

controlled circulation, erosion reduction, and accessibility improvements. All applicable American 

River Parkway Plan policies will be adhered to. The IS/MND addresses these policies in the 

Aesthetics and Land Use sections, including policies related to scenic resources, protection of 

natural features, and compatibility with the Parkway’s Protected Area designation. The project’s 

limited footprint, ADA-compliant design, and avoidance of expanded programmed facilities 

ensure consistency with the Parkway’s environmental protection framework. 

 

The City is currently coordinating with the United Auburn Indian Community and the Wilton 

Rancheria. Signage will be considered as a potential project feature.  
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Comment 14: Eugene Lozano, ACB Capital Chapter of the California Council of the Blind 

(December 23, 2025) 
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Response 14:  

 

Thank you for your comment.  Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified 

for public river access in multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, 

including the Sutter’s Landing Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict 

future river access facilities such as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The 

proposed improvements therefore implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a 

new access location. In contrast, many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-

range planning support for new access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation 

and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 
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For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 
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Comment 15: Sean Ward (December 30, 2025) 

 

A 
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Response 15A:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Because the project is within the regulated floodplain, all design 

features, including trail surfacing, stairs, landings, grading, and restoration elements, will be 

subject to review and approval by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board through the 

encroachment permitting process. The Board requires demonstration that the project will not 

impede flood conveyance, create berm effects, adversely affect levee or flood control 

infrastructure, or introduce debris hazards. The project cannot proceed without satisfying these 

requirements. 

Consistent with Parkway Plan policies and standard practice for improvements within the 

American River floodplain, the final design will incorporate flood-resilient materials and 

construction methods appropriate for periodic inundation. The IS/MND appropriately discloses 

the floodplain setting and commits to compliance with applicable floodplain regulations; detailed 

hydraulic modeling and construction-level specifications will be completed and approved during 

the final design and permitting phase. 

 

Response 15B:  

 

The selected location is not arbitrary and was not newly identified for this project. The river access 

improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned and evaluated in multiple 

adopted City planning and environmental review documents, including: 

 

• The 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan; 

• The 2008 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated 

Negative Declaration; and 

• The 2025 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update was analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento 

General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (2024), which evaluated park improvements at 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, accessibility upgrades, and river 

access features including a future concession stand. The current ADA-compliant trail implements 

these previously approved plans. The project therefore represents refinement and execution of 

long-planned improvements at an established and heavily used public access point, rather than the 

siting of a new recreational use in a previously undeveloped location. 

 

Response 15C:  

While the IS/MND commits to implementation of restoration and monitoring, the specific funding 

source for construction and long-term maintenance of the restoration area has not yet been 

finalized. Until funding mechanisms and responsible parties are confirmed, the City cannot 

commit to construction-level details such as exact irrigation duration, inspection frequencies, 

hardware removal schedules, or annual reporting formats. Those elements will be defined in the 

final Restoration and Monitoring Plan once funding, implementation responsibilities, and permit 

conditions are established. 
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Response 15D: 

The project does not propose a new recreational use, land use designation, or expansion of park 

intensity within the Parkway. Rather, it provides a formalized, ADA-compliant connection to an 

existing and long-used river access point at Sutter’s Landing Beach. Public access to this beach 

area already occurs via informal and noncompliant paths. The proposed trail consolidates and 

formalizes this access in a manner consistent with Parkway management objectives, including 

controlled circulation, erosion reduction, and accessibility improvements. 

All applicable ARPP policies will be adhered to. The IS/MND addresses these policies in the 

Aesthetics and Land Use sections, including policies related to scenic resources, protection of 

natural features, and compatibility with the Parkway’s Protected Area designation. The project’s 

limited footprint, ADA-compliant design, and avoidance of expanded programmed facilities 

ensure consistency with the Parkway’s environmental protection framework. 

 

Response 15E:  

The City conducted extensive public outreach during the 2025 draft design phase, consistent with 

both the American River Parkway Plan’s implementation framework and standard public agency 

practice. Outreach efforts included: 

 

• Presentation to the American River Parkway Advisory Commission (ARPAC); 

• Presentation to the City of Sacramento Disabilities Advisory Commission; 

• Two publicly noticed Community Open House meetings; 

• Presentation to the Sacramento County Recreation and Parks Commission; and 

• Multiple site visits attended by stakeholders, including members of the Save the American 

River Association (SARA) and Friends of Sutters Landing (FOSL). 

 

The project design was developed using input from these stakeholders.  
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Comment 16: Bill Westerfield (December 30, 2025) 
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Response 16A:  

The project site is not an undeveloped wilderness setting. Sutter’s Landing Beach is located within 

an urban park environment, immediately adjacent to levees, existing paved trails, parking areas, 

and City park infrastructure. The CEQA baseline in the IS/MND reflects a recreational area with 

visible human alteration, including informal paths and vegetation disturbance. The project does 

not convert a wild landscape into an urban park; it formalizes access within an existing urban park 

context. Further, the ADA-compliant trail and beach access features are limited in width and linear 

in form. The design minimizes grading, avoids large vertical structures, and confines hardscape to 

a defined footprint. The beach area will remain predominantly natural in appearance. 

Consolidating access into a single engineered route reduces visual clutter created by multiple 

eroded social trails and improves overall site organization and restoration potential. With respect 

to ARPP Policy 7.22.2 (design compatibility), final design will incorporate materials, colors, and 

finishes consistent with Parkway design guidelines to ensure visual compatibility. The IS/MND 

evaluates consistency with applicable ARPP policies in the Land Use and Aesthetics sections and 

concludes that the project would not conflict with adopted visual resource policies. 

 

Response 16B:  

Tree removal will be avoided to the maximum extent feasible through final design refinement. 

However, approximately 0.05 acres of riparian habitat may be removed to accommodate the ADA-

compliant access path. This impact is limited in scale and does not represent removal of a large 

stand of mature trees or a substantial alteration of canopy cover across the beach area. In addition, 

the project includes restoration of approximately 5 acres of adjacent habitat. Restoration efforts 

will include native tree and shrub planting, removal and closure of informal social trails, soil 

stabilization, and long-term revegetation. Consolidating access into a single defined path will 

reduce ongoing unmanaged trampling and vegetation loss that currently degrade visual quality. 

CEQA requires evaluation of whether a project would substantially degrade the existing visual 

character of the site. Given the small footprint of tree removal relative to the surrounding riparian 

corridor, avoidance measures, and large-scale restoration component, the project would not 

substantially degrade the overall aesthetic character of the beach or Parkway. While newly planted 

trees require time to mature, the limited extent of removal and broader restoration effort ensure 

that visual impacts remain less than significant. 

 

 

Response 16C:  

Impacts to raptors, including Swainson’s hawk, are evaluated in the Biological Resources section 

of the Draft IS/MND. Tree removal will be avoided to the maximum extent feasible through final 

design refinement. However, up to approximately 0.05 acres of riparian habitat may be removed 

to accommodate the ADA-compliant access path. This impact is limited in scale and does not 

involve removal of a large stand of mature trees or a substantial reduction in overall canopy cover 

within the beach area. No trees adjacent to the water would be removed. Construction activities 

will be temporary and of short duration. With implementation of mitigation measures including 

pre-construction nesting bird surveys, establishment of appropriate avoidance buffers if active 

nests are detected, and seasonal work restrictions where required, no significant impacts to raptors 

would occur. Because construction disturbance will be temporary and operational conditions will 

be similar to the existing recreational baseline, the project would not result in long-term 

disturbance to raptors or other wildlife species. 
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Response 16D:  

The City acknowledges that the project site is located within the floodplain and subject to periodic 

inundation. A project-specific hydraulic analysis will be prepared during final design, when 

grading limits, structural details, and material specifications are finalized. That analysis will 

evaluate potential changes to base flood elevations, confirm maintenance of a no-rise condition, 

and inform design refinements as necessary. At the current draft design stage, construction-level 

hydraulic calculations and final engineering specifications are not yet available. Because the 

project is within the regulated floodplain, all design features, including trail surfacing, stairs, 

landings, grading, and restoration elements, will be subject to review and approval by the Central 

Valley Flood Protection Board through the encroachment permitting process. The Board requires 

demonstration that the project will not impede flood conveyance, create berm effects, adversely 

affect levee or flood control infrastructure, or introduce debris hazards. The project cannot proceed 

without satisfying these requirements. 

 

Consistent with Parkway Plan policies and standard practice for improvements within the 

American River floodplain, the final design will incorporate flood-resilient materials and 

construction methods appropriate for periodic inundation. The IS/MND appropriately discloses 

the floodplain setting and commits to compliance with applicable floodplain regulations; detailed 

hydraulic modeling and construction-level specifications will be completed and approved during 

the final design and permitting phase. 

 

Response 16E:  

Sutter’s Landing Beach and the levee access are already heavily used for recreation, and the CEQA 

baseline reflects ongoing pedestrian activity, shoreline use, and habitat disturbance from informal 

trails. The project does not expand park acreage that wasn’t already planned for, add parking, or 

introduce in-water facilities. It formalizes an existing access route within a limited footprint while 

restoring approximately 5 acres of adjacent habitat through native planting, closure of social trails, 

and revegetation. Construction disturbance will be temporary, and mitigation measures will ensure 

protection of sensitive species. The project consolidates and manages access in a way that reduces 

unmanaged trampling and long-term habitat degradation. Based on this analysis, the IS/MND 

appropriately concludes that the project would not cause substantial deterioration of park resources 

or result in significant impacts to wildlife. 
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Comment 17: Chris Smith (November 23, 2025) 
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Response 17A:  

In addition to the ADA Access Trail, the proposed project includes the restoration of 

approximately five acres of adjacent habitat. Restoration activities will involve planting native 

trees and shrubs, as well as removing and closing informal social trails through methods such as 

fencing and the use of natural vegetation barriers, such as native rose bushes. However, limiting 

access to a single ADA-compliant trail connection to Sutter’s Landing Beach from the levee was 

evaluated but determined to be infeasible due to safety, operational, and long-term use 

considerations. The provision of two distinct access points is necessary to safely accommodate 

different user types and required operational activities while minimizing conflicts. 

 

During early public outreach, members of the public specifically requested a separate pedestrian 

access route due to safety concerns associated with existing conditions along the Two Rivers Trail. 

The Two Rivers Trail is a regional multi-use facility that supports bicycles traveling at relatively 

high speeds in addition to pedestrians. Planned future trail connections are anticipated to increase 

overall trail use, which would further elevate the potential for user conflicts if all pedestrian access 

to the beach were funneled through a single connection point. 

 

In addition to recreational use, the existing access corridor is used periodically by maintenance 

and service vehicles associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the adjacent railroad. 

These activities can involve large truck traffic that is incompatible with shared pedestrian-only 

access. A single access point would require pedestrians, cyclists, and maintenance vehicles to use 

the same route, increasing the risk of safety conflicts and limiting the City’s ability to manage 

access during maintenance or emergency activities. 

 

Providing two access points allows the City to functionally separate pedestrian access from vehicle 

and operational access where feasible, improving safety for all users. This design approach is 

consistent with best management practices for multi-use trail systems, particularly in high-use 

areas where bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles intersect. 
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Response 17B: 

 

The ADA river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned and 

evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents, including: 

 

• The 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan; 

• The 2008 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated 

Negative Declaration; and 

• The 2025 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update was analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento 

General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (2024), which evaluated park improvements at 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, accessibility upgrades, and river 

access features. The current ADA-compliant trail implements these previously approved plans. 

The project therefore represents refinement and execution of long-planned improvements at an 

established and heavily used public access point, rather than the siting of a new recreational use in 

a previously undeveloped location. 

 

The City developed alternatives for the ADA access trail based on input from a variety of 

stakeholders. The proposed Project was presented to the City of Sacramento Disabilities Advisory 

Commission on April 2, 2025 and at the County of Sacrament Disabilities Advisory Commission 

on April 15, 2025. Design standards for the ADA access trail are required to follow the Public 

Right of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG), in conjunction with the ADA 

Accessibility  Guidelines (ADAAG), which were used to design the pedestrian access route for the 

project. The accessible mats from the trail to the beach will be installed and removed each year 

outside of flood season. Placement will vary based on site conditions; however, these mats are 

temporary and will not result in any ground disturbance. 

 

Response 17C: 

The project design accounts for the flood-prone setting and incorporates durable materials and 

construction practices intended to withstand periodic inundation. The ADA-compliant access path 

would be constructed of reinforced concrete consistent with City standards for floodplain 

environments, and the accessible beach mat would consist of a modular, removable system 

designed for seasonal installation and maintenance to prevent displacement during high-flow 

events. During construction, standard best management practices would ensure that concrete, wash 

water, fuels, and other materials do not enter the American River or surrounding soils. The project 

also includes erosion control and bank stabilization elements, and all work within the channel and 

adjacent riparian area will require regulatory authorization, including a Section 1602 Lake and 

Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Section 

401 Water Quality Certification, and a Central Valley Flood Control Encroachment Permit which 

will include additional conditions related to erosion control, construction methods, and 

maintenance. Operation and maintenance of park facilities, including the trail and accessible 

features, would occur consistent with the City’s standard park maintenance practices. 
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Response 17D: 

The ADA river access improvement at Sutter’s Landing Beach has been previously planned and 

evaluated in multiple adopted City planning and environmental review documents, including: 

 

• The 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan; 

• The 2008 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated 

Negative Declaration; and 

• The 2025 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. 

 

The Site Amenities Plan Update was analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento 

General Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (2024), which evaluated park improvements at 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, accessibility upgrades, and river 

access features. The current ADA-compliant trail implements these previously approved plans 

which already considered additional visitors to recreational facilities. The project therefore 

represents refinement and execution of long-planned improvements at an established and heavily 

used public access point, rather than the siting of a new recreational use in a previously 

undeveloped location. 
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Comment 18: Brenda Gustin (December 31, 2025)  

 
 



151 

 

 



152 

 

 

 

 

Response 18:  

 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(a), the lead agency is the public agency with the 

principal responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. In this case, the City is the public 

agency funding the project and is responsible for project planning, design, and implementation. 

The project is being undertaken to fulfill City policy objectives related to park access, trail 

connectivity, and ADA compliance as established in the City’s adopted plans and programs. As 

such, the City exercises the greatest level of control and discretion over the project’s scope, 

design features, construction, and mitigation measures. Sacramento County’s role is limited to 

that of a landowner and cooperating or responsible agency, with jurisdiction over the American 

River Parkway. County approvals will rely on the environmental analysis prepared by the City as 

the lead agency. CEQA does not require land ownership to determine lead agency status; rather, 

it prioritizes which agency has primary responsibility for carrying out or approving the project. 

Accordingly, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(a), the City of Sacramento is 

properly designated as the CEQA lead agency because it is the agency principally responsible for 

carrying out the proposed project, while Sacramento County acts as a responsible agency under 

CEQA. The City will establish a maintenance agreement with the County for maintenance of the 

ADA access trail in perpetuity  
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Comment 19: Dan Meier (December 28, 2025)  
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Response 19A:  

The Project description in the Final IS/MND has been updated. 

 

The City proposes to construct an ADA-compliant pedestrian river access trail connecting to 

Sutter’s Landing Beach in Sacramento, California. The river access trail is a long-planned park 

circulation and access improvement intended to support public use. This improvement was 

previously approved and evaluated through multiple City planning and environmental review 

actions, including the 2003 Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Master Plan, the 2008 Sutter’s Landing 

Regional Park Phase 1 Improvements Project Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the 2025 

Sutter’s Landing Regional Park Site Amenities Plan Update. The Site Amenities Plan Update was 

analyzed within the scope of the 2040 City of Sacramento General Plan Master Environmental 

Impact Report (City of Sacramento 2024a), which evaluated park improvements and associated 

supporting infrastructure at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park, including pedestrian circulation, 

accessibility upgrades, and river access features. As such, construction of the ADA-compliant river 

access trail represents implementation of previously approved plans and does not constitute a new 

or expanded park use beyond what was already analyzed under CEQA.  
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Response 19B:  
The boundaries of City, County, and State Lands Commission have been added to Figures 3 and 

4 (Land Use and Zoning). A list of permits and permissions needed for the Project is shown on 

page 15 of the ISMND under Agency Coordination.   

 

Response 19C: 

 

Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in multiple adopted planning 

documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 

2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such as hand-carry boat launches, 

trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore implement previously planned uses 

rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, many other reaches of the American 

River lack comparable long-range planning support for new access points or are designated 

primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 
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a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

As required under Policy 7.22 of the American River Parkway Plan (ARPP), the trail design will 

utilize appropriate colors, textures, and scale to blend into the setting and minimize potential 

contrast with the natural and recreational character of the Parkway while still meeting ADA 

requirements.  

 

Response 19D:  

Construction impacts to vegetation are disclosed in the Draft IS/MND and shown in Figure 8. 

Project Impacts of the Draft IS/MND (below). The project would result in 0.05 acre of temporary 

impacts to riparian woodland and 0.05 acre of permanent impacts to riparian woodland. Avoidance 

and minimization measures BIO-1 through BIO-5 will be implemented as part of the Project to 

reduce impacts on riparian woodland habitat to a less than significant level. Mitigation will be 

required for all trees removed with a dbh greater than 4 inches. Final mitigation requirements will 

be determined in coordination with CDFW during the acquisition of the1602 Lake and Streambed 

Alteration Agreement. Although mitigation for impacts to CDFW habitat will be refined during 

final design and permitting, this timing is not considered deferred mitigation under CEQA. The 

CEQA analysis establishes the project’s impact thresholds, identifies required mitigation 

measures, and commits the project to achieving specific performance standards. Final design only 

determines the precise implementation details such as plant palettes, exact impact limits, and 

permit-driven restoration specifications which cannot be finalized until agency coordination 

occurs. Because CEQA provides clear, enforceable mitigation requirements upfront, and only the 

design-level specifics are left for later regulatory approval, the approach complies with CEQA and 

does not constitute deferred mitigation. 

 

Response 19E:  

The City acknowledges the importance of preparing a robust restoration and maintenance program 

for the Project, including invasive species control, irrigation, performance metrics, monitoring, 

and coordination with local partners including the County. These elements will be incorporated 

into the final Restoration and Monitoring Plan prepared for permitting and construction. However, 

preparation of a fully detailed, species-specific restoration plan at the IS/MND and draft design 

phase is not feasible for the following reasons: 

 

1. Restoration Plan Content Is Subject to CDFW Approval During the Permitting Phase 

The Project will require authorization from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) in the form of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (Fish and Game Code §1602). 

CDFW does not engage in detailed restoration plan development during the environmental review 

or draft design phase. Rather, CDFW’s review and approval of restoration plans occurs during the 

final design and permitting phase, once final grading limits, disturbance areas, construction 

methods, and impact acreages are established. CDFW typically prescribes specific requirements 

for: 

• Planting palettes (native species composition, container sizes, and densities) 

• Invasive species treatment methods and timing 

• Monitoring duration and performance standards 

• Adaptive management triggers 



162 

 

• Reporting frequency and format 

• Success criteria and contingency measures 

 

Because these requirements are highly site-specific and are imposed as enforceable permit 

conditions, the final Restoration and Monitoring Plan must be prepared in coordination with 

CDFW to ensure regulatory compliance. Developing a detailed, species-specific plan prior to 

CDFW’s formal involvement could result in inconsistencies with subsequent permit requirements 

and necessitate revision. The IS/MND appropriately establishes the framework commitment (i.e., 

preparation and implementation of a CDFW-approved Restoration and Monitoring Plan with five 

years of biological monitoring) while reserving detailed technical specifications for the permitting 

stage when they can be finalized in consultation with the regulatory agencies. 

 

2. Flood Control Constraints Must Be Integrated at Final Design 

The Project is located within the American River Parkway and subject to the jurisdiction of the 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB). Any restoration activities, including planting 

density, tree species selection, placement of browse protection devices (e.g., cages or tubes), 

irrigation systems, and erosion control measures, must comply with flood conveyance and 

maintenance requirements to ensure that flood capacity is not impeded. The CVFPB reviews final 

plans to evaluate: 

 

• Potential encroachment within the floodway 

• Vegetation type, height, and density relative to hydraulic modeling 

• Installation of fencing, cages, or irrigation infrastructure that could trap debris 

• Access for ongoing levee and channel maintenance 

 

As with CDFW, these requirements are applied during the final design and encroachment 

permitting phase. Detailed restoration hardware specifications, invasive control protocols, and 

vegetation density standards must therefore be refined in coordination with CVFPB to ensure that 

flood control performance and public safety are not compromised. 

 

3. CEQA Does Not Require Final Construction-Level Specifications 

Under CEQA, an IS/MND must identify potentially significant impacts and incorporate feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant levels. CEQA does not require 

preparation of construction-level design documents during environmental review. The IS/MND 

commits to: 

 

• Decommissioning and restoring informal trail corridors; 

• Preparing and implementing a Restoration and Monitoring Plan; 

• Conducting five years of biological monitoring consistent with the NRMP framework; and 

• Implementing adaptive management as needed to achieve success criteria. 

 

These commitments provide the performance-based framework required under CEQA. Detailed 

implementation protocols such as exact herbicide timing, tube removal schedules, survival 

thresholds, and annual reporting formats are appropriately developed in the final Restoration and 

Monitoring Plan, which will be subject to agency approval and enforceable permit conditions. 
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4. Funding 

Finally, while the IS/MND commits to implementation of restoration and monitoring, the specific 

funding source for construction and long-term maintenance of the restoration area has not yet been 

finalized. Until funding mechanisms and responsible parties are confirmed, the City cannot 

commit to construction-level details such as exact irrigation duration, inspection frequencies, 

hardware removal schedules, or annual reporting formats. Those elements will be defined in the 

final Restoration and Monitoring Plan once funding, implementation responsibilities, and permit 

conditions are established. 

 

Response 19F:  

 

The City has prepared the ISMND in accordance with the requirements of the CEQA. Based on 

the analysis in the Initial Study and the incorporation of mitigation measures, the City determined 

that the Project would not result in significant environmental impacts. Under CEQA, the existence 

of public controversy alone does not require preparation of an Environmental Impact Report unless 

substantial evidence supports a fair argument that the project may result in a significant 

environmental effect. As disclosed in the Draft IS/MND, potential impacts related to aesthetics, 

air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous waste, water quality, and noise 

would be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels through project design features and 

mitigation measures. Based on this analysis and the identified mitigation, the City has determined 

that the Project would not result in significant impacts and that preparation of an EIR is not 

required. 
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Comment 20: Thomas Biglione (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 20:  

 

Thank you for your comment.  Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore 

implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, 

many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-range planning support for new 

access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 
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For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 

 

Regarding the monitoring, irrigation, and maintenance of the restoration area The City 

acknowledges the importance of preparing a robust restoration and maintenance program for the 

Project, including invasive species control, irrigation, performance metrics, monitoring, and 

coordination with local partners including the County. These elements will be incorporated into 

the final Restoration and Monitoring Plan prepared for permitting and construction. However, 

preparation of a fully detailed, species-specific restoration plan at the IS/MND and draft design 

phase is not feasible for the following reasons: 

 

1. Restoration Plan Content Is Subject to CDFW Approval During the Permitting Phase 

The Project will require authorization from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(CDFW) in the form of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (Fish and Game Code §1602). 

CDFW does not engage in detailed restoration plan development during the environmental review 

or draft design phase. Rather, CDFW’s review and approval of restoration plans occurs during the 

final design and permitting phase, once final grading limits, disturbance areas, construction 

methods, and impact acreages are established. CDFW typically prescribes specific requirements 

for: 

• Planting palettes (native species composition, container sizes, and densities) 

• Invasive species treatment methods and timing 

• Monitoring duration and performance standards 

• Adaptive management triggers 

• Reporting frequency and format 

• Success criteria and contingency measures 

 

Because these requirements are highly site-specific and are imposed as enforceable permit 

conditions, the final Restoration and Monitoring Plan must be prepared in coordination with 

CDFW to ensure regulatory compliance. Developing a detailed, species-specific plan prior to 

CDFW’s formal involvement could result in inconsistencies with subsequent permit requirements 

and necessitate revision. The IS/MND appropriately establishes the framework commitment (i.e., 

preparation and implementation of a CDFW-approved Restoration and Monitoring Plan with five 

years of biological monitoring) while reserving detailed technical specifications for the permitting 

stage when they can be finalized in consultation with the regulatory agencies. 

 

2. Flood Control Constraints Must Be Integrated at Final Design 

The Project is located within the American River Parkway and subject to the jurisdiction of the 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB). Any restoration activities, including planting 

density, tree species selection, placement of browse protection devices (e.g., cages or tubes), 

irrigation systems, and erosion control measures, must comply with flood conveyance and 

maintenance requirements to ensure that flood capacity is not impeded. The CVFPB reviews final 

plans to evaluate: 

 

• Potential encroachment within the floodway 

• Vegetation type, height, and density relative to hydraulic modeling 
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• Installation of fencing, cages, or irrigation infrastructure that could trap debris 

• Access for ongoing levee and channel maintenance 

 

As with CDFW, these requirements are applied during the final design and encroachment 

permitting phase. Detailed restoration hardware specifications, invasive control protocols, and 

vegetation density standards must therefore be refined in coordination with CVFPB to ensure that 

flood control performance and public safety are not compromised. 

 

3. CEQA Does Not Require Final Construction-Level Specifications 

Under CEQA, an IS/MND must identify potentially significant impacts and incorporate feasible 

mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to less than significant levels. CEQA does not require 

preparation of construction-level design documents during environmental review. The IS/MND 

commits to: 

 

• Decommissioning and restoring informal trail corridors; 

• Preparing and implementing a Restoration and Monitoring Plan; 

• Conducting five years of biological monitoring consistent with the NRMP framework; and 

• Implementing adaptive management as needed to achieve success criteria. 

 

These commitments provide the performance-based framework required under CEQA. Detailed 

implementation protocols such as exact herbicide timing, tube removal schedules, survival 

thresholds, and annual reporting formats are appropriately developed in the final Restoration and 

Monitoring Plan, which will be subject to agency approval and enforceable permit conditions. 

 

4. Funding 

Finally, while the IS/MND commits to implementation of restoration and monitoring, the specific 

funding source for construction and long-term maintenance of the restoration area has not yet been 

finalized. Until funding mechanisms and responsible parties are confirmed, the City cannot 

commit to construction-level details such as exact irrigation duration, inspection frequencies, 

hardware removal schedules, or annual reporting formats. Those elements will be defined in the 

final Restoration and Monitoring Plan once funding, implementation responsibilities, and permit 

conditions are established. 
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Comment 21: Bruce Foreman (December 28, 2025 and December 29, 2025) 
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Response 21:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 

Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore 

implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, 

many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-range planning support for new 

access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 
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Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 

 

Please also refer to Reponses 8A through 8P on page 55. 
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Comment 22:  Betsey Weiland (December 31, 2025) 
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Response 22:  

 

Thank you for your comment. Sutter’s Landing has been identified for public river access in 

multiple adopted planning documents spanning several decades, including the Sutter’s Landing 
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Master Plan (1995, 2003, and 2025), which consistently depict future river access facilities such 

as hand-carry boat launches, trails, and picnic areas. The proposed improvements therefore 

implement previously planned uses rather than introducing a new access location. In contrast, 

many other reaches of the American River lack comparable long-range planning support for new 

access points or are designated primarily for habitat conservation and limited human disturbance. 

 

The project site is also explicitly supported by the City of Sacramento 2040 General Plan and 

related policy documents. The Central City Specific Plan directs the City to develop riparian trail 

connections between Sutter’s Landing Park, Tiscornia Park, and Glen Hall Park and to continue 

developing Sutter’s Landing Regional Park with recreation and nature-oriented uses. The General 

Plan further emphasizes expanding equitable public access to rivers and green spaces and identifies 

collaboration with Sacramento County on river-adjacent trail systems, including the Two Rivers 

Trail. The proposed ADA-compliant access path directly advances these adopted goals by 

improving inclusive access at a location already designated for recreational use. 

 

Further, concentrating formal access at Sutter’s Landing Beach supports the management 

objectives of the American River Parkway Plan by consolidating existing use into a defined, 

designed facility. The project replaces informal “social trails” with a single, engineered access 

path, thereby reducing vegetation trampling, soil compaction, and habitat fragmentation. Providing 

a compliant, designated route allows the City and County to more effectively close, restore, or 

monitor redundant social trails in surrounding areas, consistent with parkway plan policies to 

remediate social trail impacts and promote native vegetation recovery. Establishing new access 

points elsewhere along the river would risk creating additional informal trails and expanding 

disturbance into previously less-impacted areas. 

 

Sutter’s Landing Beach also offers site-specific characteristics that make ADA-compliant access 

feasible with fewer environmental constraints than many other river locations. The area is already 

disturbed by existing recreational use, is connected to the City’s trail and park network, and can 

be designed to meet accessibility standards without extensive grading or vegetation removal. In 

contrast, other river segments often involve steeper banks, sensitive riparian habitat, or limited 

trail connectivity, which would increase environmental impacts and potentially conflict with 

parkway management goals. 

 

Finally, the project is consistent with the 2040 City of Sacramento Parks Plan which prioritizes 

fostering nature and trail connections and improving access to rivers through coordinated, planned 

facilities. By implementing improvements at a location already identified in multiple adopted 

plans, the City avoids piecemeal development and ensures that recreational access is provided in 

a manner that is equitable, environmentally responsible, and aligned with long-term park and 

parkway planning. 

 

For these reasons, Sutter’s Landing Beach was determined to be the appropriate and 

environmentally preferable location for a formalized, ADA-compliant recreational access path 

compared to other locations along the American River. 
 


