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APPROVE THE AMERICAN RIVER PARKWAY PLAN UPDA
PROCESS AND APPROVE THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE UPDATE
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (M03-002)

LOCATION AND COUNCIL DISTRICT: City Wide
RECOMMENDATION:
This report recommends that Council, by resolution (page 5):
1. Approve the American River Parkway Plan Update process and accept the final May 30,
2003 Convening Report; and
2. Approve the resolution to establish the Update Citizens Advisory Committee.
CONTACT PERSON:

Robert G. Overstreet,, Director, Department of Parks and Recreation,
264-1190
.
Gary Stonehouse, Planning Director, Department of Planning and Building,
264-5567

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF:

November 4, 2003 (afternoon session)

SUMMARY: The American River Parkway is a Sacramento landmark that extends along the American River
from the convergence -of the American River and the Sacramento River to the Folsom Dam. The
American River Parkway Plan, which is,a regulatory document thatprovides policy direction for
resource conservation, recreation use, adjacent land uses, and administration of the Parkway, was
last updated in 1985.
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The County of Sacramento, lead agency for the Update, is collaborating with other agencies and
stakeholders to update the plan. The County retained a consultant who prepared the Final Draft
Convening Report (Exhibit A) which describes the structure of the update process. The process,
that was developed includes the establishment of an Update Citizens Advisory Committee
(UCAC), which includes four (4) appointments by the City Council.
COMMITTEE/COMMISSION ACTION:
The American River Parkway Plan Update process was presented to the Citizen's Advisory
Committee (CAC) for Parks and Recreation as an information item on April 3, 2003. The CAC
approved the Final Draft Convening Report at its June 5th meeting. Staff will return to the CAC
on December 4th to provide an update. An informational report regarding this project will be
provided to the City Planning Commission in November.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:.
The American River Parkway is approximately 29 miles from Folsom Dam to the confluence of
the American and Sacramento Rivers. Although a large portion of the American River Parkway
is-within City limits, it is operated and maintained by the County of Sacramento. The 1985
American River Parkway Plan provides policy direction for the entire Parkway. Due to current
budget constraints, the ARPP Update will be limited in scope. The Final Draft Convening
Report recommends integrated area planning to specifically address four area plans within the
Parkway (Tiscornia Park, Discovery Park, Woodlake, and Cal Expo). All of these area plans are
located within the City limits of Sacramento.
The American River Parkway Plan was last updated in 1985.^ It serves as a regulatory document
that provides policy direction for resource conservation, recreation use, adjacent land uses, and
administration of the Parkway. As required in the 1985 Parkway Plan, the update of the Plan will
need to be adopted by the Sacramento County's Board of Supervisors and the City of
Sacramento's Council as an element of each agency's General Plan. The California State
Legislature, pursuant to the Urban American River Parkway Preservation Act, P.R.C. §5840,
must also approve an updated Parkway Plan.
The purpose of the update of the American River Parkway Plan is to consider important changes
that have taken place since 1985 in public policy, regional demographics and resource awareness
that affect the Parkway. These changes include a heightened importance of protecting riparian
habitat and natural floodways, as well as potential new recreational uses.'
The County of Sacramento,. City of Sacramento,-Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, Water
Forum, and California Exposition and State Fair have worked together with a consultant, the
Center for Collaborative Policy, to create a process for the Update. This process is described in
the Final Draft Convening Report (Exhibit A). The design was largely based on input derived
from individual and focus group interviews with over 75 stakeholders who provided feedback on
how to structure the process and identified issues they feel should be addressed in the Update.
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Additionally, previous drafts of the Convening Report were distributed to neighborhood groups
throughout the County and City of Sacramento. Comments from those who provided feedback
were also taken into consideration.
The process includes the establishment of an Update Citizens Advisory Committee (UCAC). The
role of the Update Citizens Advisory Committee is to make recommendations for an updated
American River Parkway Plan. The composition of the UCAC, shown in Exhibit B, includes 14
organizations that hold stakeholder interests, one member of the County's Recreation and Park
Commission, and 10 geographical area representatives who will be appointed by local
jurisdictions - four to be appointed by the City of Sacramento, five by the County of Sacramento,
and one by the City of Rancho Cordova. A list of the appointments for the organizations, the
County's Recreation and Park Commission, and the County Board of Supervisors is provided in
Exhibit C. The UCAC will have direct input to and feedback from a Project Management Team,
Technical Team, the Lower American River Task Force, and the existing County/City boards,
commissions, and committees with interests along the American River Parkway. There will also
be opportunities for public input. The roles of these various teams, committees, and public inputprocess are described in Exhibit D.
On June 11, 2003, the County of Sacramento's Board of Supervisors approved the update
process as defined in the Convening Report. The Board also added a representative of the
County's Recreation and Park Commission to the membership of the Update Citizens Advisory
Committee. The Commissioner will act in.an ex-officio capacity. On July 29th the three members
of the Board of Supervisors appointed their geographic area representatives. The appointment by
Supervisorial District 5 and the City of Rancho Cordova are pending.
This report recommends one appointment for each of the four geographical areas which are
represented by four planning areas that border the Parkway: Central City (Planning Area 1); East
Sacramento (Planning Area 6); North Sacramento (Planning Area 8); and South Natomas
(Planning Area 9). With Council support, the City Clerk will immediately open a two-week
application period for individuals who are active in business, civic and neighborhood
organizations within the geographical areas and who are interested in applying to be appointed to
the American River Parkway Plan Update Citizens Advisory Committee.
Applications received will be reviewed by the Council's Personnel and Public Employee
Committee. Those applicants recommended by the Council committee for appointment will be
forwarded to Mayor and City Council for final action. It is anticipated this process will take
approximately four to five weeks, with the City of Sacramento's four appointments being made
by mid-December.
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FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
There are no financial considerations at this time. Support staff will be provided by the
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Department of Planning and Building.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
There are no environmental considerations at this time. An updated American River Parkway
Plan will undergo environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act.
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
This action is consistent with City of Sacramento General Plan Conservation Element, and' Smart
Growth Principals, to preserve natural beauty and open space, critical environmental areas, "
promote livable communities, and cultivate recreation opportunities. Policy issues of the Update
will include such topics as resource management, land use, and recreational use.
ESBD EFFORTS:
No goods or services are being purchased in association with this report.
Respectfully submitted,

ROBERT G. OVERSTREET,
Director, Parks and Recreation

GARY STONEHOUSE,
Planning Director, Planning and Building

ROBERT P. THOMAS
City Manager
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ADOPTED BY THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO
ON DATE:

A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE AMERICAN RIVER PARKW
PROCESS DESIGN AND APPROVE THE ESTABLSIHMENT/Cyf THE UPDATE
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF;S
^^

J

The City Council hereby:
1. Approves the American River Parkway Plan Update p`rofCess and accepts the Final Convening
Report.
2. Establishes the Update Citizens' Advisory Commi ee. There is hereby established the
City/County Update Citizens' Advisory Commi e for the American River Parkway Plan.
3. Approves the Purpose of the Committee.- Th Committee is established for developing
advisory recommendations to the Sacraine o City Council and Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors for updating the 1985 Anieri an River Parkway Plan.
/ A
4. Approves the Duties of the Committ' Members. The Committee's primary duties shall be
the following:
a.

Work collaboratively to de^^ op advisory recommendations, taking into account laws and
policies governing the Par .ay, community values and need, scientific and technical
information about the/
Pkay's resources, and concerns raised by staff of public
agencies.

b. Attend all regular V scheduled meetings having reviewed previous meeting summaries
and background ' aterials distributed in advance of each meeting.
c. Participate VSommunity workshops and consider public comments and concerns in
deliberatio,fs.
FOR CITY COUNCIL USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:
DATE ADOPTED:

d. Work toward agreement by making good faith efforts to understand differing points of
view and attempt to find solutions acceptable to all Committee members and the
Technical Team.
e. Provide effective representation by consulting their organizations or geographic area
constituents on upcoming issues and informing them about Update Committee
deliberations.
5. Appointment of Committee Members.
a.

The Committee will consist of twenty-five (25) members as described in Exhibit B and
attached to this resolution. Four (4) of these members will be appointed by the City
Council.

b. The four (4) members to be appointed by the Sacramento City Council shall be active in
civic, business, and/or neighborhood organizations in their areas.
c.

The length of term served by each. Committee member is a 36-month period beginning at
the first meeting,of the Committee.

d. The sunset date of the Committee will be 36-months after the first meeting of the
Committee.
e.

The Sacramento City Council and Board of Supervisors shall hold the first meeting
within 28 days of the appointment of all members.

f.

Subsequent meeting of the Committee shall be every four to eight weeks.

g. Committee members shall serve without compensation.
6. Definition of Geographical Areas Represented by City of Sacramento appointments:
a. North Sacramento: The area as defined by the North Sacramento Planning Area 8.
b. Natomas: The area as defined by the South Natomas Planning Area 9.
c. Richards Boulevard/Downtown: The area as defined by the Central City Planning Area 2:
d. Midtown: The area as defined by the East Sacramento Planning Area 6.

FOR CITY COUNCIL USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO.:'
DATE ADOPTED:

8. Announcement for Appointment Openings. The announcement for the appointment openings
.will take place within three days of adoption of this resolution.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

FOR CITY COUNCIL USE ONLY
RESOLUTION N(J,:

DATE ADOPTED:

EXHIBIT "A"

Center for Collaborative Policy
A Joint Program of
California State University, Sacramento and McGeorge School of Law, University of the Pacific
1303 "J" Street, Suite 250
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-2079 Fax: (916) 445-2087 www.csus.edu/ccp

Convening Rep or^ Pro c e ss
Recommendations for Updati ng the
American River Parkway Plan

FINAL DRAFT May 30, 2003
Prepared for:
Sacramento County, Department of Planning and Community
Development and Department of Regional Parks, Recreation
and Open Space.

Comments on this draft should be directed to the `facilitator, Sharon Huntsman, who can
be reached at (916) 341-3329 orshuntsman(cDccp.csus.edu or to Sunny Williams at
County Planning, who can be reached at williamssu(absaccounty.net or 874-6141 We
would like to receive comments by May 15th, however, if that timeline presents a
problem, please contact the facilitator to discuss your needs.

Table of Contents
1. Executive Summary ................................................................................. 3
II. Purpose, Methodology and Next Steps ..:...................:............7
Ill. Proposed Process Design ................................................................9
A. Background .........................................................................................................:....9
B. Feedback on the First Draft Process Design (March 5th, 2003)....... .......:............ 10
C. Existing Goals Provide Policy Guidance: ............................................................. 10
D. Targeted Focus of the Update .............................................................................. 11
E. Organization ........................................:...........................................:..................... 12
F. Proposed Composition of ARP Update Citizens Advisory Committee ................ 15
G. Proposed Composition of the Technical Team ...........................................:........ 16
H. Proposed Timeline for Developing Update Recommendations ........................... 17
1. Budget .....:..............

..................................................

21

J. Collaborative Process for Update Committee Decision Making .......................... 22
K. Role of Sacramento County as Project Manager ..........................................:...... 22
L. Relationship of the Parkway Plan Update to the Folsom Lake State Recreation
Area General Plan Update .............:.:........................................................................ 23
M. Charter for the Update Committee ........................................................................ 23

ATTACHMENT A: Summary of Stakeholder Issues and Interests From Interviews and
Focus Groups ..............:....................................................................................... 24
ATTACHMENT B: Stakeholders Interviewed and Focus Group Participants ..................... 37
ATTACHMENT C: Documents Reviewed .................................................................... 39
ATTACHMENT D: Stakeholder Feedback on the March 5th Draft .................................... 40
ATTACHMENT E: Stakeholder Feedback on the May 5th Draft .........................................48

-2-

1. Executive Summary
Purpose
This convening report proposes a process for involving diverse community stakeholders
and government agencies responsible for Parkway management in updating the 1985
American River Parkway Plan ('85 Parkway Plan). It also includes (see Attachment A) a
summary of interviews and focus groups with over 75 stakeholders identifying issues they
would like to see addressed and their advice on how to organize this update process.
This process was developed collaboratively by the local agencies co-sponsoring the
update: The Sacramento County Department of Planning and Community Development
(County Planning), the project manager for the Update, working in close coordination with
the Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space
.(County Parks); The City of Sacramento, Department of Parks and Recreation (City Parks)
and Department of Planning and Building (City Planning), The Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (SAFCA); The Sacramento Area Water Forum (Water Forum); and the
California Exposition and State Fair California Exposition and State Fair (Cal Expo).
In developing a proposed process design, the co-sponsoring agencies considered: 1)
stakeholder interests, 2) the extent to which addressing issues would result in long-term
benefits to the Parkway, 3) the technical resources and facilitation support necessary to
have a collaborative dialogue on issues, and the available resources to conduct the update
and how to best balance those so that the end product is an approved, updated Parkway
Plan.
The co-sponsoring agencies also considered stakeholder feedback on the first draft
process design, dated March 5th, 2003, which was circulated to several hundred Parkway
stakeholders. Feedback largely focused on the composition of the ARP Update Citizens
Advisory Committee, the need for additional representation and outreach to affected
communities and interested stakeholders, and advocacy.that certain policy issues be
addressed during the update. The changes made in this final draft are summarized in
Section III; B. Stakeholders' written comments are documented in Attachment D.

This final draft will serve as the basis for staff reports to the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors and the Sacramento City Council requesting they jointly initiate this update.
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Proposed Process Design
We believe the goals of the '85 Parkway Plan continue to provide effective policy guidance,
thus we recommend that the focus be limited to updating policies, chapters and targeted
area plans. Within this focus, we propose the update accomplish the following five tasks:
1. Involve a representative group of Parkway stakeholders in working collaboratively
to develop advisory recommendations to the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
and City Council for updating the'85 Parkway Plan through an ARPP Update Citizens
Advisory Committee (Update Committee). Work to build awareness about this process
among Parkway stakeholders and provide multiple ways for the public to provide input
to the UPDATE COMMITTEE by making use of existing resources, such as the Lower
American River Task Force, City and County Advisory Boards and Commissions, the
County web site, etc.
2. Incorporate the coordinated resource management approach and new scientific
and technical information from the River Corridor Management Plan, consistent
with the '85 Parkway Plan, into policies and chapters relating to natural resources and
flood control.
3.

Conduct integrated area planning for the Cal Expo
Floodplain and areas west of Highway Business 80
(Capitol City Freeway). Conduct outreach to
neighborhood and community organizations adjacent to
this section of the Parkway to communicate what the
process of updating the Parkway Plan will be, how they
can be involved, and encourage individuals to apply to
be geographic area representatives - appointed by the
Sacramento Board of Supervisors and City Council.
Carry out three community workshops in this
geographic reach, to engage the public in this
integrated area planning process. Reflect community
input in updating area plans for this portion of the
Parkway.

The '85 Parkway Plan has
several dozen "Area Plans"
that include:
• Narrative description and map of
the area location, and its natural
and man-made features
^ List of permitted activities and
facilities, opportunities and
constraints to provide an
indication of existing and future
composition of each area
• Unless facilities or improvements
are specifically designated on
the area plan map, they may not
be constructed or installed.

4. Consider refining Parkway-wide policies to facilitate implementation of the updated area plans and to update other policies that are deemed to be priorities by the Citizens
Advisory Committee in consultation with the Tech Team.
5. Explore funding options and make recommendations on how to grow and
sustain funding for Parkway management, operations, capital improvements, land
acquisition and restoration.
To accomplish these tasks, we propose that the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
and Sacramento City Council jointly appoint a diverse group of stakeholders in developing
advisory recommendations for updating the '85 Parkway Plan. The role of this ARP .
Update Citizens Advisory Committee (Update Committee) will be to provide initial input
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to County Planning staff, who will draft update recommendations, and review/provide
feedback on drafts. The Update Committee will work collaboratively, considering
community values and needs, scientific and technical information about the Parkway's
resources, the concerns and interests of agencies with Parkway responsibilities, and
relevant laws and policies governing the Parkway in making its recommendations. Its
recommendations will be advisory to Sacramento County and the City of Sacramento.
We recommend a Technical Team support County Planning in preparing drafts for Update
Committee consideration. The Tech Team will be comprised of knowledgeable staff from
local, state and federal agencies with Parkway responsibilities. Tech Team members will
also assist County Planning in briefing the Update Committee on technical, scientific and
policy issues related to the update tasks. Once the Update Committee reviews the drafts,
the Tech Team may also assist County Planning in a final revision.
There are numerous County and City Advisory Boards and Committees that are
relevant to the Parkway Plan update, such as the County ARP Advisory Committee, the
County Parks and Recreation Commission, the County Disabled Access Committee, the
County's Community Planning Advisory Councils that are adjacent to the Parkway and the
City of Sacramento Parks-& Recreation Citizen Advisory Committee, to name just a few.
City and County staff will provide information updates and gather input from these groups
periodically throughout the update process.
The Lower American River Task Force is a collaborative forum that since 1994 has
worked to improve existing flood-control facilities while protecting and enhancing the Lower
American River's environmental and recreation resources. We recommend that the Lower
American River Task Force (LARTF) serve as an important resource in updating the '85
Parkway Plan. It will serve as an efficient way to gather broad stakeholder input.
Participants can provide relevant information and serve as a sounding board for County
Planning in drafting proposed recommendations for Update Committee review.
Due to the complex, collaborative nature of this project, we also recommend that the cosponsoring agencies meet quarterly as a Project Management Team to assist with overall
project coordination.
Public Input is an important part of the process of updating the '85 Parkway Plan. The
Parkway is a regional resource of significant interest to many organizations and individuals:
There are four ways for the public to provide input to this process-1) by participating
in community workshops to provide input on integrated area planning, 2) by participating in
the LAR Task Force, whose membership is open to individuals and organizations with an
interest in the lower American river, 3) by providing comments at Update Committee
meetings, which•will allow ample time for public input, or 4) by testifying at the Board of
Supervisors and/or City Council meeting during periodic briefings. To ensure those who
want to be involved are aware of these opportunities, we recommend that County Planning
maintain an Interested Stakeholders Mailing List and provide those on it with all meeting
notices and project documents via the County Planning web site, by e-mail, or by mail upon
request.

^
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ORGANIZATION OF THE ARP UPDATE PROCESS
CA LEGISLATURE
SACRAMENTO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

PROJECT
MGMT
TEAM

ARP UPDATE
CITIZENS ADVISORY
,
%I- COMMITTEE

01

PUBLIC/
INTERESTED
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TECHNICAL
TEAM
CitylCounty
Boards
:ommission:

LAR
Task Force

Rancho
Cordova
City Council

Cal Expo
Board .

We propose an 18-month process for the Update Committee to reach substantial
agreement on the tasks described above. Ultimately the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors and Sacramento City Council will be asked to adopt the final recommendations.
Their'feedback will be solicited as tasks are completed. In addition, the Cal Expo Board of
Directors, which owns a large portion of the Parkway adjacent to its facilities, and the newly
incorporated City of Rancho Cordova, which includes a significant portion of the Parkway,
will be sent final drafts and be briefed periodically on the progress.
Once the Board and City Council have reviewed the final draft Update Committee
recommendations, the Update will be submitted for environmental review, as required by
law. It is important to note that there could be changes that result from the environmental
review process. Finally, the Board and the City Council would adopt the updated Parkway
Plan as part of their respective General Plans. Once adopted, they would pursue state
legislation to recognize the updated Parkway Plan through the Urban.American River
Parkway Preservation Act.

-^
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11. Purpose, Methodology and Next Steps
Purpose
This convening report proposes a process for involving diverse community stakeholders and
government agencies responsible for Parkway management in updating the 1985 American
River Parkway Plan ('85 Parkway Plan). It also includes a summary of interviews and focus
groups with over 75 stakeholders identifying issues they would like to see addressed and
advice on how to organize the process.
This process was developed collaboratively by the agencies co-sponsoring this update: The
Sacramento County Department of Planning and Community Development (County
Planning), which is the project manager for the Update, working in close coordination with
the Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space
(County Parks); The City of Sacramento, Department of Parks and Recreation (City Parks)
and Department of Planning and Building (City Planning), The Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (SAFCA); The Sacramento Area Water Forum (Water Forum); and the
California Exposition and State Fair (Cal Expo).

Methodology
Sharon Huntsman, a mediator/facilitator from the Center for Collaborative Policy conducted
over 35 interviews and 4 focus groups with approximately 75 stakeholders representing a
diverse sample of Parkway stakeholders. During interviews and focus groups, Ms.
Huntsman invited stakeholders to identify the issues they would most like to see addressed
during the Update and to provide advice on how best to organize the process. Their
responses have been summarized in Attachment A.
To identify stakeholders, Ms. Huntsman worked with staff from County Planning and County
Parks as well as initial interviewees to identify people who could represent the range of
Parkway interests, including recreational users, environmental interests, interpretive
education and cultural resource advocates, volunteer stewards of the Parkway, government
advisory committees, business associations, government agencies with jurisdiction within
the Parkway, neighborhoods adjacent to the Parkway, advocates for new recreational uses,
and individuals who participated in the development of the River Corridor Management Plan
and/or the 1985 American River Parkway Plan. Ms. Huntsman also reviewed policy
documents relevant to understanding the context for updating the American River Parkway
Plan (Attachment B).
Ms. Huntsman then facilitated a series of meetings with representatives of the ' co-sponsoring
agencies to develop a proposed process design. In their deliberations, the co-sponsoring
agencies considered stakeholder interests, the extent to which addressing issues would
-7-

lead to long-term Parkway benefits, the technical resources and facilitation support
necessary to have a collaborative dialogue on issues, and the available resources to
conduct the update.
The update co-sponsoring agencies circulated a draft process design for stakeholder
feedback (Convening Report: Process Recommendations for Updating the American River
Parkway Plan, March 5, 2003). This draft was mailed or e-mailed to the more than 75
stakeholders who had been interviewed during the assessment, as well as several dozen
others who asked to be on the County's ARPP update mailing list. The draft was also sent to
the over 150 individuals on the Lower American River Task Force (LARTF) mailing list. In
addition, all were invited to attend the March 11 th meeting of the Lower American River Task
Force where there was a presentation on the process design and an opportunity to ask
questions and give feedback. Stakeholder feedback is compiled in Attachment D.
The update co-sponsoring agencies worked together to address stakeholder concerns to
the extent possible at this point in the process. Comments on this draft should be directed to
the facilitator, Sharon Huntsman, who can be reached at (916) 341-3329 or
shuntsman(aD-ccp.csus.edu or to Sunny Williams at County Planning, who can be reached at
williamssu(a)-saccountv.net or 874-6141. We would like to receive comments by May 15th,
however, if that timeline presents a problem, please contact the facilitator to discuss your
needs. This final draft will serve as the basis for staff reports to the Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors and the Sacramento City Council in June requesting they initiate this
process by establishing the American River Parkway Update Citizens Advisory Committee.

I,.55

Ill. Proposed Process Design
A. Background
The American River Parkway Plan (ARPP) is a policy document that provides guidelines for
preservation, recreational use, development and administration of the American River
Parkway (ARPP p.2-1). The '85 Parkway Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors as
an element of Sacramento County's General Plan, by the City Council as an element of
Sacramento City's General Plan, and by the California State Legislature, pursuant to the
Urban American River Parkway Preservation Act, Public Resources Code §5840.
The proposed process for updating the '85 Parkway Plan was developed collaboratively by
the co-sponsoring agencies: The Sacramento County Department of Planning and
Community Development (County Planning), which is the project manager for the Update,.
working in close coordination with the Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks
and Open Space (County Parks); The City of Sacramento, Department of Parks and
Recreation (City Parks) and Department of Planning and Building (City Planning); the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA); the Sacramento Area Water Forum
(Water Forum); and the California Exposition and State Fair (Cal Expo). In preparing the first draft (March 5th 2003) of the process design, the co-sponsoring
agencies considered what stakeholders would like to see addressed during the update (See
Attachment A). They also considered the extent to which addressing issues would result in
long-term benefits. Finally, they took into account the staff, technical and facilitation
resources necessary to have a collaborative dialogue on issues, the available resources to
conduct the update and how to best balance those so that the end product is an approved,
updated Parkway Plan.
Two factors emerged as particularly significant in designing the first draft process design.
First, collaboration is essential. The Parkway is a regional resource of significant interest
to diverse stakeholders. It is important that the process for updating the '85 Parkway Plan
include a venue for dialogue and deliberation among these interests. Second, resources
are limited. The financial and staff resources available for updating the Parkway Plan are
limited by the fiscal constraints of the co-sponsoring agencies. Therefore, not all of the
issues identified by stakeholders can be addressed at this time. However, by directing
available resources to address a targeted set of policies and area plans, an Updated
Parkway Plan will be better able to provide direction to preserve and enhance the American
River Parkway. In addition, this process can be an opportunity to consider ways to make
additional resources available.
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B. Feedback on the First Draft Process Design (March 5, 2003)
Stakeholder feedback largely focused on the composition of the ARP Update Citizens
Advisory Committee, the need for additional representation and outreach to affected
communities and interested stakeholders, and advocacy that certain policy issues be
addressed. The full text of stakeholders written comments is available in'Attachment D. The
following substantive changes have been made in this final draft in response to stakeholder
feedback:
•

The Update Citizen's Advisory Committee composition has been changed. Additional
environmental and recreation interests have been added. In addition, stakeholders
expressed concern about representation of specific geographic areas along the
Parkway. Thus, we have changedthe local jurisdiction representation to geographic
area representation. We have also increased the number of geographic area
representatives from nine to ten. Individuals will be appointed by their local
jurisdiction. (See Section III, H for details)

•

The Tech Team composition has been changed to add additional local agencies.

•

City and County Advisory Committees and Boards have been included in order to
take advantage of existing venues for additional community input. City and County
staff will be responsible for briefing these groups periodically during the update
process. The City County Board on Homelessness, Public Safety Subcommittee,
which had originally been proposed for the Update Committee, is one of these
commissions that will now be linked to the process through staff briefings. (See
Section III, E'for details)

•

We have provided more detailed information about how the community will be
proactively engaged and can be involved in the process. (See Section III, D, E and
H)

C. Existing Goals Provide Policy Guidance:
We believe the existing goals of the `85 Parkway Plan provide effective policy guidance for
updating the Plan and should be retained. These goals are:
•

To provide, protect and enhance for public use a continuous open space greenbelt
along. the American River extending from the Sacramento River to Folsom Dam; and

•

To provide appropriate access and facilities so that present and future generations
can enjoy the amenities and resources of the Parkway which enhance the enjoyment
of leisure activities; and

•

To preserve, protect, interpret and improve the natural, archeological, historical and
recreational resources of the Parkway, including adequate flow of high water,

-1a
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anadromous and resident fishes, migratory and resident wildlife, and diverse natural
vegetation; and
•

To mitigate adverse effects of activities and facilities adjacent to the Parkway; and

•

To provide public safety and protection within and adjacent to the Parkway.

Most stakeholders see the '85 Parkway Plan as having served these goals well over the
past 18 years. Thus, in updating the Parkway Plan, the intent of the co-sponsoring agencies
is to address targeted policies and area plans that are out of date and where planning would
benefit the Parkway significantly. The intention is not to revise the Parkway Plan as a whole,
nor are there resources available for the scope of this effort to grow during the process.

D. Targeted Focus of the Update
We recommend that the focus of updating the '85 Parkway Plan be limited to updating
policies, chapters and targeted area plans. Within this-focus, we propose the update
accomplish the following five tasks:
1. Involve a representative group of Parkway stakeholders in working collaboratively to
develop advisory recommendations to the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and
Sacramento City Council on updating the '85 Parkway Plan through a Citizens Advisory.
Committee. Work to build awareness about this process among Parkway stakeholders
and provide multiple ways for the public to provide input to the Update Committee by
making use of existing resources, such as the Lower American River Task Force, City
..and County Advisory Boards and Commissions, the County web site, etc.
2; Incorporate the coordinated resource management approach and new scientific
and technical information from the River Corridor Management Plan, consistent
with the '85 Parkway Plan, into policies and chapters relating to natural resources and
flood control.
3. Conduct integrated area planning for the Cal Expo Floodplain and areas west of
Highway Business 80 (Capitol City Freeway). Conduct outreach to neighborhood and
community organizations adjacent to this section of the Parkway-to communicate what
the process of updating the Parkway Plan will be, how they can be involved, and
encourage applications to be geographic area representatives. Conduct three
community workshops to engage the public in this integrated area planning process.
Reflect community input in updating these area plans.
4. Consider refining Parkway-wide policies to facilitate implementation of the updated
area plans and to update other policies that are deemed to be priorities by the Citizens
Advisory Committee in consultation with the Tech Team and Project Management
Team.
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5. Explore funding options and make recommendations on how to grow and sustain
funding for Parkway management, operations, capital improvements, land acquisition
and restoration.

E. Organization
The Update is an opportunity to build upon the high degree of collaboration that has evolved
among stakeholders and public agencies with management responsibility and interests in
the Lower American River. With this in mind, we recommend organizing into the following
groups:
American River Parkway Update Citizens Advisory Committee (Update Committee)
with organizational representatives jointly appointed by Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors and Sacramento City Council and individuals representing specific geographic
areas appointed by the Board of Supervisors, the Sacramento City Council and the Rancho
Cordova City Council.
The Update. Committee's role will be to work collaboratively to reach agreement on advisory
recommendations to the Sacramento Board of Supervisors and Sacramento City Council for
updating the American River Parkway Plan. The Update Committee members will have the
following responsibilities:

•

Adopt a charter and ground rules;

•

Attend all regularly scheduled meetings having reviewed previous meeting
summaries and background materials distributed in advance of each meeting;
• Work in partnership with County Planning as the project manager and the Technical
Team by providing initial input and reviewing/commenting on draft recommendations
for updating the Parkway Plan;
•. Participate in community workshops and consider public comments and concerns in

deliberations;
Work toward agreement by making good faith efforts to understand differing points of
view and attempt to find solutions acceptable to all Committee members and the
Tech Team; and
Provide effective representation by consulting their organizations or geographic area
constituents on upcoming issues and informing them about Update Committee
deliberations.
In making its recommendations, the Update Committee will consider:
• Community values and needs,
• Scientific and technical information about the Parkway's resources,
• Concerns and interests ofthe Tech Team, and
•. Relevant laws and policies governing the Parkway.
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We recommend that the Update Committee have a neutral facilitator to conduct meetings
rather than a chairperson. This group will meet every four to six weeks, or as needed, over
an 18-month period. Its final product will be a set of recommendations for updating the
Parkway Plan on issues where the group was able to reach substantive agreement. These
recommendations will be advisory to the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and
Sacramento City Council. Issues where agreement could not be reached will also be noted
in the recommendations, along with background information about concerns and
suggestions on how to proceed. A staff report will accompany recommendations and may
include additional recommendations staff believes are necessary to fulfill legal obligations or
to reflect the interests of the adopting agency.
The Technical Team will be comprised of knowledgeable staff from local, state and federal
agencies with Parkway responsibilities or involvement. The role of the Tech Team will be to
assist County Planning as project manager, providing their agency's perspective in briefing
the Update Committee on technical, scientific and policy issues, and drafting proposals for
updating the '85 Parkway Plan in response to input.from the Citizens Advisory Committee.
Once the Update Committee reviews the drafts, the Tech Team may also assist County
Planning in drafting a final revision. This group will meet once or twice as needed between
meetings of the Update Committee.
City and County Boards and Commissions will be briefed periodically throughout the
process to provide another avenue for feedback and input. County staff will be responsible
for briefing the.Parks & Recreation Commission, the Policy & Planning Commission, the
County's Disabled Advisory Committee, the American River Parkway Advisory Committee,
and the Carmichael, Fair Oaks, and Arden-Arcade and Cordova Community Planning
Advisory Councils. The ARP Advisory Committee in particular is familiar with Parkway
issues and includes two members who served 'on the committee for the '85 Parkway Plan,
who can provide a valuable resource to this Update process. City staff will be responsible for
briefing the Parks & Recreation Citizen's Advisory Committee, the Planning Commission;
and the City Disability Advisory Committee. The City and County will share responsibility for
briefing joint committees, such as the City-County Bicycle Advisory Committee and the CityCounty Board on Homelessness.
The Lower American River Task Force is a collaborative forum of government agencies
and community organizations that since 1994 has worked to improve existing flood-control
facilities while protecting and enhancing the Lower American River's environmental and
recreation resources. The Task Force guided the development of the River Corridor
Management Plan (RCMP), which includes scientific and technical information about the
Lower. American River and recommended actions for coordinated resource management. It
is important to note these recommended actions are believed to be consistent with the '85
Parkway Plan. The Task Force is focused on implementing these recommended actions.
The Lower American River Task Force (LARTF) will serve as an efficient way to gather
broad stakeholder input. The LARTF membership includes a diverse array of over 150
stakeholders who are familiar with many LAR issues. Its membership is also open to new
members who have an interest in the Lower American River. The LARTF is not an
appointed, decision-making body, thus their role is to provide relevant information and serve
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as a sounding board for County Planning in drafting proposed recommendations for Update
Committee review.
ORGANIZATION OF THE ARP UPDATE PROCESS
I

CA LEGISLATURE
SACRAMENTO
CITY COUNCIL

SACRAMENTO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

PROJECT
MGMT
TEAM

ARP UPDATE
CITIZENS ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
.,

PUBLIC!
INTERESTED
STAKEHOLDERS

TECHNICAL
TEAM

'City/County
Boards

LAR
Task Force

Rancho
Cordova
City Council

Cal Expo
Board

'ommission:

The Project Management Team is comprised of management and staff of Update cosponsoring agencies: Sacramento County Planning and County Parks, the City of
Sacramento Planning and Parks, SAFCA, Cal Expo, and the Water Forum. This team will
assist with overall, project. management and coordination and provide periodic briefings to
their respective elected or appointed Boards at important milestones during the process.
This group will meet quarterly.
Public Input is an important part of the process of updating the '85 Parkway Plan. The
American River Parkway is a unique regional resource of significant interest to many
individuals and organizations. There are four ways for the public to provide input to this
process:1) by participating in community workshops to provide input on the area plans for
the Cal Expo to Sacramento River portion of the Parkway, 2) by participating in the LAR
Task Force, whose membership is open to individuals and organizations with an interest in
the. lower American river, 3) by providing comments at Update Committee meetings, which
will allow ample time for public input, or 4) by testifying at the Board of Supervisors and/or
City Council meeting during periodic briefings. To ensure those who want to be involved are
aware of these opportunities, we recommend that County Planning maintain an Interested
Stakeholders Mailing List and provide those on it with all meeting notices and project
documents via the County Planning web site, by e-mail, or by mail upon request.
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F. Proposed Composition of ARP Update Citizens Advisory Committee
In developing the proposed composition of the Update Committee, the co-sponsoring
agencies balanced the need for a manageably sized working group with the need to ensure
representation of the Parkway's recreational, environmental, business and community
interests. While it was necessary to select a representative group to do the intensive work of
the committee, it is important to note there will be opportunities participate through the
community workshops, the Lower American River Task Force, providing comments at
Update Committee meetings, and testifying to the Board of Supervisors and City Council
during periodic briefings.
Organizations Representing Stakeholder Interests (14) The following organizations will be asked to designate a representative to the Update
Committee who demonstrates commitment to participation in this collaborative
process
Environmental Organizations (4)
•
Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
•
Save the American River Association (SARA)
•
Friends of the River (FOR)
•
California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Recreational Organizations (8)

•

Buffalo Chips Running Club

•
•
•
•

Sacramento Area Mountain Biking Association (SAMBA)
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
Boating. community representative (currently exploring) *
California Fly Fishers Unlimited

•
•

American River Parkway Volunteer Equestrian Patrol
Sacramento Area Dog Owners Group (SACDOG)

•

Disabled community representative (currently exploring)*

Community Organizations/Committees (2)
•
American River Parkway Foundation
•
American River Natural History Association

Individuals Representing Geographic Areas (10)
Individuals who are active in civic, business and/or neighborhood organizations in
their areas will be appointed as Geographic Area Representatives by either the
Board of Supervisors, Sacramento City Council or Rancho Cordova City Council

* Staff are working with organizations from these two heterogeneous
cC'i^iimuii'ties to identify r epr^
csentation
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through the open recruitment and appointment process of each jurisdiction.
•

Sacramento County Board of Supervisors appoints 5(One seat for each
supervisorial district)

•

City of Sacramento appoints 4 (one seat for each adjacent area: North
Sacramento, Natomas, Richards Boulevard/Downtown, and Midtown)
City of Rancho Cordova appoints 1.

•

G.

Proposed Composition of the Technical Team

Local, state and federal agencies with Parkway regulatory or management responsibilities will be sent a letter inviting participation in the Tech Team. It will be important to have on this
Team those with expertise in natural resources, flood control, land use and recreation
management. It is expected that those agencies for whom the Parkway represents a
significant focus of activity will attend Tech Team meetings regularly. We also anticipate that
some regulatory or management agencies will be concerned with particular issues rather
than the entire process and will choose to participate as those issues of concern come to the
fore.. These agencies are encouraged to consult with the project manager to determine what
level of involvement in the Tech Team is appropriate and how best to stay informed. The
City of Sacramento will have two representatives participate on the Tech Team who will
coordinate input from across other city departments.

County Planning will facilitate Tech Team meetings. Tech Team members will be
encouraged to attend Update Committee meetings as technical resources (e.g. make
presentations about issues, answer questions, etc.).
Local jurisdictions or partnerships (14):
•
•

County of Sacramento, Planning & Community Development (Project Manager)
County of Sacramento, Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space

•
•

City of Sacramento, Planning and Building
City of Sacramento, Parks and Recreation

•
•
•

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA)
Sacramento Area Water Forum
Sacramento Regional Transit (RT)

•
•
•
•
•

Sacramento County Regional Sanitation District
City of Rancho Cordova
American River Flood Control District
ARP Funding Group
Sacramento City Fire Department
Sacramento Metropolitan Fire Department
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG)
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State (6):
• California Department of Fish & Game (Wild & Scenic Rivers coordinator and natural
resource specialists)
•

California Department of Parks & Recreation

•
•
•
•

California Exposition and State Fair (Cal Expo)
State Lands Commission
California Department of Water Resources
California State Reclamation Board

Federal (5):
•
•
•
•
•

US Army Corps of Engineers
US Bureau of Reclamation
NOAA Fisheries (National Marine Fisheries Services)
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
National Parks Service

H. Proposed Timeline for Developing Update Recommendations
We propose an 18-month process for the Update Committee to reach agreement on
recommendations for updating the '85 Parkway Plan, beginning July 1, 2003 and concluding
in December of 2004. Throughout this process, County Planning as project manager will
work with the Tech Team and the Update Committee to refine this general outline for
approaching each task that makes the best use of limited resources and time. The tasks'are
further defined below with a general timeframe and subtasks:

Convene Groups, Review Relevant Laws and Policies (July-September 2003) • Conduct outreach to stakeholders to build awareness of the Parkway Plan update
encourage individuals to apply to be appointed geographic area representatives
on the Update Committee by their local jurisdiction. Request organizations and
agencies identify their representatives to the'Update Committee and Tech Team.
Convene first Update Committee and Tech Team meetings to orient each, to the
tasks and roles. Update Committee and Tech Team review existing laws,
policies pertaining to the ARPP (e.g.'85 Parkway Plan, State and Federal Wild &
Scenic Rivers Acts, Bushy Lake Preservation Act) and information about its
current management (e.g. the River, Corridor Management Plan).
•

Update Committee provide initial input to Tech Team for incorporating new
scientific and technical information and the coordinated resource management
approach of the River Corridor Management Plan, consistent with the '85 Plan,
into the Parkway Plan's policies and chapters relating to natural resources and
flood control.
-17-

2. Incorporate the coordinated resource management approach and new
scientific and technical information from the River Corridor Management Plan
(October-November 2003)
^

Update Committee review and refine Tech Team draft for incorporating scientific
and technical information and the coordinated resource management approach of
the River Corridor Management Plan, consistent with the '85. Plan, into the
Parkway Plan's policies and chapters relating to natural resources and flood
control.

•. County planning and City staff will workwith Update Committee geographic area
,representatives from the City of Sacramento to design community workshops and
conduct outreach to engage adjacent-neighborhoods (North Sacramento,
Natomas, Richards Boulevard/Downtown and Midtown) in preparation for task
three.

•

Seek feedback the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, Sacramento
City Council when task is complete. Send final draft to the Cal Expo.Board of
Directors and Rancho Cordova City Council.

3. Conduct integrated area planning for the Cal Expo Floodplain and areas west
of Highway Business 80 (Capitol City Freeway)- (November 2003-June 2004)2

•

Update Committee and Tech Team conduct three community workshops to
engage diverse stakeholders in planning for these areas. Workshops include area
tours, information exchange about existing
conditions, relevant laws and policies that are
planning parameters, and brainstorming
proposals for the areas.

•

Update Committee considers proposals for
enhancing natural resources and recreational
amenities in areas, with attention to how
proposals reflect the Parkway Plan's goals
and community interests. Update Committee
develops agreements on elements- of area p,lans.

•

Tech Team prepares draft area plans -*
including a narrative and schematic drawing
that describes the area, its, existing facilities,
permitted activities and future projects -- for
Update Committee review and comment.

The '85 Parkway Plan has
several dozen "Area Plans"
that include:
• Narrative description and map
of the area location, and its
natural and man-made %
features
. List of permitted activities and
facilities, opportunities and
constraints to provide an
indication of existing and future
composition of each area
. Unless facilities or
improvements are specifically
designated on the area plan
map, they may not be
constructed or installed.

2 Updating area plans allows for development of site-specific'plans, which are necessary to
implement restoration or recreational amenities. Site-specific plans are not a part of the Parkway
Plan,-but must-be consistent with Parkway Plan-policies- and area-plans..
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•

Seek feedback on area plans from Sacramento County Board of Supervisors,
Sacramento City Council and the Cal Expo Board of Directors. Send draft to the
Rancho Cordova City Council.

Map of the ARP from Cal Expo to Discoverv Park

4. Explore funding options and make recommendations (Early 2004)

• The Update Committee and Tech Team review American River Parkway
Financial Needs Study, (August 2000) and efforts of the American River Parkway
Funding Group. Determine what additional information may be needed and how
to obtain it.
• The Update Committee evaluates options and seeks agreement on
recommendations for growing and sustaining Parkway funding.
• Seek feedback from the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, Sacramento
City Council when task is complete. Send final draft to the Cal Expo Board of
Directors and Rancho Cordova City Council.
5. Consider refining parkway-wide policies to facilitate implementation of
updated areas plans and other policies or sections in need of attention as
prioritized by the Update Committee (June 2004-December 2004)

•
•
•

County Planning, as project manager, the Tech 'Team and Update Committee
identify and prioritize policies in need of refinements or further updates.
The Update Committee reviews and provides feedback on drafts for refining
priority policies or sections, working to maximize areas of agreement.
The Update Committee final recommendations for updating the Parkway Plan
are forwarded to the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and Sacramento
-19) r

City Council for review. A staff report will accompany the Update Committee
recommendations and may include additional staff recommendations.
•

The Update Committee adjourns upon forwarding its recommendations.

6. Environmental Review (Jan '05-Dec. '05)

•

After the Board of Supervisors and Sacramento City Council have taken action on
the recommendations, the Update will undergo environmental review, as required
by the California Environmental Quality Act. It is important to note that some
changes to the Update may be. necessary as a result of this process.

7. Adoption (Dec. '05-completion)
• Upon completion of the environmental review, the Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors and the Sacramento City Council can adopt the recommendations ast
part of their respective general plans. Finally, they will pursue state legislation to
adopt the recommendations as revisions to the Urban American'River Parkway
Preservation Act, Public Resources Code §5840.

Timeline for Updating the ARPP

2003

2005

2004

Conveng revlew polides
Incorporate RCMP
(
Integrated area planning ^
AL,
•
I
Evaluate funding options

.

^
^

Consider policy refinements .

*^

Environmental review of draft update
Feedback from Board of Supervisors and Sac City Council,
Draft to Cal'Expo, Rancho Cordova City Council
A Community Workshops on Integrated Area Planning
^ Adoption (County and City, then Legislature)

LAR Task
Force Meeting
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1. Budget
The co-sponsoring organizations for the Parkway Plan Update are providing financial and/or
in-kind resources to support the update of the Parkway Plan. These resources will be
allocated to facilitation, technical support and meeting expenses. The total amount available
is $417,500.

Figure 2: Budget for Updating the American River Parkway Plan

Facilitation

Convene Groups,
Incorporate RCMP, Update
Area Plans

Technical

Meeting

Services

Expenses

$125,000

$75,000

$12,500

$75,000

$25,000

$5,000

Begin Evaluate Funding
Options
(July 1, 2003 to June 30,
2004)
Complete Evaluation of
Funding Options, Consider
Policy Refinements,
Complete Recommendations
(July 1, 2004 to Dec 30,

2004)
Environmental Review

$100,000

(Jan. 2005 to Dec. 2005)

TOTAL

$200,000

$200,000

$17,500
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J. Collaborative Process for Update Committee Decision Making
The Update Committee will work toward the highest level of agreement possible. On each
issue, Committee members are expected to consider the needs and concerns of other
interests and propose creative solutions that would be acceptable to all Committee
members and reflect Tech Team advice and interests.
We anticipate that the Committee will not be able to achieve 100% agreement on every
issue. The goal will be for Committee members to either fully support proposals or to believe
they and their constituents can live with the proposal. Agreement will .be determined during
,meetings by a poll of the Committee members. The Committee will continue to work through
concerns and questions to reach the maximum agreement possible, within the time
available for deliberation.
If a. Committee member is strongly opposed to a proposal, the areas of concern and the
reasons for it will be reflected in the meeting summaries. Ultimately, areas where the
committee could not reach agreement will be noted in the final recommendations forwarded
to the Board of Supervisors and City Council, along with an explanation of concerns and
recommendations for continuing.to address concerns, if appro,priate. The Tech-Team will not
^alter the Update Committee recommendations without Update Committee consent.

K. Role of Sacramento County as Project Manager
The Sacramento County Board of Supervisors is the convening agency for updating the
American -River Parkway Plan. Sunny Williams, a Planner with Sacramento County
Planning Department will serve as the project manager, working inclose coordination with
Gary Kukkola, Deputy Director of County Parks. Sacramento County staff will also receive
support from their respective departments throughout this process.
The Sacramento County Planning Department staff will have lead responsibility for drafting
proposed language, incorporating Technical Team and Update Committee feedback and
advising the Update Committee on legal and policy issues during the update. County
Planning staff will also work with the City of Sacramento staff to prepare a staff report to
accompany the Update Committee's final recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
and City Council. As noted previously, this staff report could include additional .
recommendations staff believes are necessary to fulfill legal obligations or to reflect the
interests of the adopting agency.
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L. Relationship of the Parkway Plan Update to the Folsom Lake State
Recreation Area General Plan Update

The Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA) General Plan is currently undergoing an
update, which includes the Lake Natoma portion of the American River Parkway above
Nimbus Dam. This update is scheduled to conclude in the summer of 2004. Sacramento
County staff and many Parkway stakeholders have been participating in this process, which
is managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR). DPR is interested
in working collaboratively during the ARPP Update to encourage consistency between the
Parkway Plan and the FLSRA General Plan. We recommend that County Planning and
Parks staff continue to. participate in this process. We also recommend that County and
DPR staff develop a memorandum on issues of mutual interest for the Lake Natoma Area.
This will help to identify areas where there may need to be'additional communication and
consultation throughout the various stages of each process.

M. Charter for the Update Committee
Once the process design is finalized and the Update Committee has been appointed a
charter will be drafted for the Update Committee that will^ amplify the roles and
responsibilities of participation, including attendance, meeting schedule, decision-making,
meeting ground rules, and guidance on complying with open-meeting laws. For example, it
will be important to maintain continuity of participation and therefore there will be attendance
requirements for Update Committee members. These guidelines will be designed to ensure
an effective,-transparent and efficient process for updating the '85 Parkway Plan.

ATTACHMENT A: Summary of Stakeholder Issues and Interests form Interviews
and Focus Groups
Introduction
This summary is the result of stakeholder interviews and focus groups conducted as
input to designing the process of updating the 1985American River Parkway Plan ('85,.
Parkway Plan). During interviews and focus' groups, Sharon Huntsman, a
facilitator/mediator with the Center for Collaborative Policy, invited stakeholders to
identify the issues theywou!d'most like to see addressed and to provide suggestions on
how to organize the process. Their responses are summarized below into the following
sections: A) Purpose of Updating the '85 Parkway Plan, B) Parkway-wide Policy Issues,
C) Area Plan Issues or Opportunities, and d) Stakeholder. Process Design Suggestions.
The summary is not a verbatim compilation of all the issues suggested during interview,
nor is it intended to,represent the views of particular stakeholders. It is rather a
summary of issues and significant themes of interest to a sample of"Parkway
stakeholders between August 2002 and`January 2003.

,_
..
A. Purpose of Updating the '85 Parkway Plan
The Parkway Plan was iast updated in 1985. Since that time, stakeholders- note that
there has been a great deal of activity in the Parkway, mentioning examples such as
levee improvements,, restoration projects, increased recreational use and two major
flood events.
Nearly all stakeholders believe that the ' 85 Parkway Plan's goals still provide effective.
guidance. However, stakeholders generally-agree that the Plan's policies can be
updated by incorporating the coordinated resource management approach 'and scientific
and technical information from the River Corridor Management Plan (RCMP),
completed in 2002. When the RCMP was undertaken, it was considered a first step in
updating the '85 Parkway Plan.
Several stakeholders point out that in coming decades the Sacramento region will become
home to millions of new residents who may place increasing demands on the Parkway.
These stakeholders believe that updating the Parkway Plan provides an opportunity to think
proactive!y about what-will be needed to sustain the Parkway in light of the region's growth.
Many stakeholders feel a great strength of the '85 Parkway Plan is its delineation of what
activities are permitted or prohibited in different land use categories throughout the Parkway.
They see the update as an opportunity to strengthen the Parkway Plan's policies, especially
regarding natural resource protection. Some worry that Updating the '85 Parkway Plan will
lead to many requests for new uses, recalling proposals prior to '85 for extensive
development projects within the Parkway. These stakeholders emphasize that the Update
should -make ;a-c!ear- distinction -between "updating" and "revising" the plan..Other
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ATTACHMENT A: SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND INTERESTS FORM INTERVIEWS AND
FOCUS GROUPS

stakeholders worry that the Update will be too limited in scope to address their primary
interests of encouraging more active use of the Parkway, generally in the areas west of
Business 80 (Capitol City Freeway) to the confluence with the Sacramento River. Many
expressed a desire that the Update include a balance of these perspectives and work
toward finding win-win proposals that can address these concerns and interests.
B. Parkway-wide Policy Issues
Resource Management
Importance of Natural Resource Protection: Many stakeholders believe that the
Parkway is a vulnerable resource. For example, a flood event could cause serious harm
to wildlife and their habitat. According to many, the Parkway Plan should include more
robust, integrated natural resource policies. These stakeholders reference the River
Corridor Management Plan (RCMP) as groundbreaking in that it addressed fish, wildlife,
vegetation, flood control and recreation in a coordinated way. They believe a good deal
of the RCMP's goals for coordinated resource management can be incorporated into
Parkway policies as part of the Update. Some suggested the updated Plan should
provide a vision and direction to other agencies about how the Parkway's resources
should be managed. In addition, a few stakeholders note that the Parkway is a
recreational river under both the State and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts, and its
policies should reflect the requirements of this law. Some would also like to address
whether limiting use in some sensitive areas might be needed to prevent habitat loss.
The `85 Parkway Plan does allow for portions of the Parkway to be temporarily closed to
prevent overuse or to correct the effects of overuse (ARPP 6.5).
Vegetation, Nonnative Plant Management and Restoration: Many noted that specific
resource management policies in the Parkway do not reflect current information, such
as the policy addressing vegetation and nonnative plant management (ARPP 2.2-2.2.4).
Some suggested that there should be a thorough inventory of the Parkway's natural
resources and more monitoring of its natural values. They suggested that a central
clearinghouse be established at Sacramento State University. Stakeholders also believe
that the Plan should emphasize the need for restoration. While the `85 Parkway Plan
allows for reclamation or restoration (ARPP 2.6), this is not the proactive approach
stakeholders believe is needed. Some note that there have been innovative restoration
projects since 1985, such as the borrow/restoration project at Discovery Park East,.and
the lessons learned should be reflected in Parkway policies.
River Ecology and Complementary Policies: A few stakeholders would like the
Updated plan to include additional information about the river's ecology and policies
addressing aquatic habitat. Water quality is also a concern. Existing policies.related to
water flows and temperature (ARPP 3.1-3.2) should be updated by referencing the new
temperature and flow regime being developed as a result of the. Water Forum
agreement. Stakeholders also shared concern about frequent sewage spills and their
impact on the river's ecology. As one interviewee noted, "Without a healthy river, there
DRAFT 4/24/03 FOR INTERNAL REVIEW AND FEEDBACK
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ATTACHMENT A: SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND INTERESTS FORM INTERVIEWS AND
FOCUS GROUPS

cannot be a healthy Parkway." The '85 Parkway Plan states "Discharge or drainage of
pollutants into the Lower American River shall be eliminated," (ARPP 3.3). In addition,
the Lower American River Task Force intends to develop a policy on placement of
woody debris in the river to enhance aquatic habitat, consistent with recreational safety.
When completed, stakeholders would like to consider incorporating this policy within the
updated Parkway Plan.
Wildlife Protection and Management: Stakeholders interested in habitat protection
would like the Update process to consider how to ensure contiguous wildlife corridors
throughout the Parkway. Some would also like the Plan to provide guidance on active
management of wildlife populations.

Land Use
Adequacy of Zoning that Regulates Adjacent Land Uses: Many stakeholders are
concerned that projects are being permitted within the County that are incompatible with
the Parkway Plan because they are visually intrusive. They would like to strengthen the
'85 Parkway Plan's policies on visual intrusion (ARPP 5.7.1-8) and buffers between
adjacent land uses (ARPP 6.4) to prevent what they believe to be inappropriate
development along the river corridor.
In addition, they would like to strengthen the zoning ordinances governing adjacent land
to further prevent visual intrusion. The Parkway Plan references the following specific
land zoning ordinances regulating uses in and around the American River Parkway
(ARPP Ch. 11-8): In the County, the Parkway Corridor Combining Zone (PCCZ),
requires special development standards to protect the Parkway's scenic and wildlife
values'. While adjacent zoning ordinances are referenced in the Parkway Plan, they are
a part of the County and City Zoning Codes.
Many stakeholders believe the PCCZ ordinance is either too weak, or too weakly
enforced and should be addressed during the Update. They report frustration that
previous attempts to strengthen the PCCZ have failed to win approval. Furthermore, a
few stakeholders would like to include a revised PCCZ in the Parkway Plan, since the
Parkway Plan will be adopted by the Legislature.
Several other stakeholders are concerned that addressing the PCCZ raises issues
about private property rights that are much broader than those interests concerned with
updating the Parkway Plan. Some stakeholders do not support including the PCCZ in
the Parkway Plan, as this would yield local control over land use decisions to the
Legislature.

In the Cityo of Sacramento, the ARP-F base zone serves a similar function as part
of the City of Sacramento's Zoning Code.
DRAFT 4124/03 FOR INTERNAL REVIEW AND FEEDBACK
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ATTACHMENT A: SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND INTERESTS FORM INTERVIEWS AND
FOCUS GROUPS

Land Use Designation of Recreation Reserve Areas: A few stakeholders suggest
that the Update should consider the future of areas currently zoned as recreation
reserve. There are three areas of the Parkway under the recreation reserve
designation-one in Lake Natoma near Mississippi Bar, one at Rossmoor Bar, and one
at Arden Bar in William B. Pond Recreation Area. The '85 Parkway Plan specifies these
areas, "are to be held in an undeveloped state until a need for recreation, restoration or
preservation is determined.. .to relieve overuse of a facility elsewhere in the Parkway"
(ARPP 6.17). One stakeholder noted that these areas are currently protected by their
status as recreation reserve and it may be beneficial to leave them designated as such.
New Access Points: Stakeholders would like to increase access to the Parkway,
especially from Discovery Park to Howe Avenue. In addition, flood control interests
would benefit from additional access points to make it easier to conduct routine levee
maintenance and emergency flood fighting.
Land Acquisition: A few stakeholders would like the Update to reflect land acquisition
priorities, referencing parcels identified in the River Corridor Management Plan.2 Others
suggested that preserving Fair Oaks Bluffs should be addressed in the Plan as a
conservation priority.

Recreational and Transportation Use of the Parkway
Future Recreation Needs: Stakeholders see the Update as an opportunity to address
future recreation needs. They note that the greater Sacramento region will add 1 million
additional residents by 2025. Stakeholders worry that increased use could degrade
Parkway resources, although they offer different approaches for addressing this issue in
the Update:
• Determine the Parkway's carrying capacity by examining: 1) future demand of a
variety of recreational uses, 2) impact of each use, given the demand, and 3) the
cumulative impact on the Parkway;
• Identify areas of the Parkway that could be more heavily used in the future, and
balance this new demand by identifying areas for restoration that are less used,
preserving the overall health of Parkway resources; and
• Create a new policy that defines the Parkway's primary goal as preservation and
protection of the corridor's naturalistic values and habitat. The secondary goal
should be providing for passive recreation. If an issue arises where these goals
are in conflict, the primary goal-protection of resources- should prevail over
the secondary goal-passive recreation.

Bicycle Commuting: Several stakeholders refer to the Parkway's paved trails as a
regional commuting asset. A few mentioned that planning processes often do not
z"Acquire land for the Parkway: 5 parcels totaling 155 acres located in the flood plain or immediately adjacent: Trailer park
and environs-15.17 acres; Urrutia property-122.8 acres; automobile wreckers1.46 acres; raft rental area-9.03 acres; Ancil Hoffman Park bluff--6.79 acres, as well as 19 acres from the Bureau of
Reclamation and Snipes Pershing (or portions thereof): River Corridor Management Plan, p. 99
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consider non-automobile commuters. Bicycle commuters hope the Update will address
the following issues and needs: 1) all-weather trails and crossings during flood season,
2) after-dark bicycle commuters, and 3) downtown residents who need a safer crossing
to access services on Northgate Boulevard. One stakeholder noted that Two Rivers
Trail is listed in the '85 Parkway Plan as a footpath and should be upgraded to a classone bike trail. Stakeholders are also concerned that bicycle commuting is underutilized
due to the prevalence of illegal camping in the lower section of the river.
Trail Continuity and Connectivity: A few stakeholders would like the Update to
enhance the continuity of paved trails within the. Parkway as well as the connectivity
between Parkway trails and other regional trails. Specifically, the connections between
the Jeddediah Smith Trail and the Sacramento Northern Trail, the Ueda Parkway, the
Two Rivers Trail, trails in Folsom Lake State Recreational Area, and the proposed
American River Trail to Tahoe.
Recreational Enhancements: Many stakeholders identified a number of recreational
enhancements that they would like to see incorporated in the Updated Plan, including
better interpretive and directional signage, better mile markers, and more water
fountains and bathrooms throughout the Parkway. In addition, stakeholders
emphasized the need for better outreach and education about the Parkway's rules as a
way to reduce conflict among users. Several issues related to
boating/kayaking/canoeing arose during interviews: 1) launching areas too far away
from the parking lots leads to equipment theft, 2) explore creating eddies within the river
and improving flow in ponds that have been impeded by low water/silting (these may
also be beneficial to fish), and 3) recognition of freestyle kayaking as a growing
recreational use due to the popularity of the San Juan rapids.

New Recreational Uses
Off-leash Dog Recreation Areas: Some stakeholders are eager to have-off-leash dog
recreation areas considered during the Update, as they believe that there should be
some areas and/or times of day when off-leash'dog recreation could be allowed within
the Parkway. In particular, they would like to consider areas of the Parkway that are not
environmentally sensitive or highly populated for this purpose. Many other stakeholders
interviewed do not support off-leash dog recreation within the Parkway. They believe
that since the Board of Supervisors recently rejected a pilot off-leash area at Paradise
Beach, that this should give policy guidance for the Update. In rejecting the pilot project
at Paradise Beach, the Board recommended that a Task Force address the need for offleash dog recreation areas Countywide, which some 'stakeholders feel is a more
appropriate approach to addressing off-leash recreation needs.
A few noted that the prohibition against having off-leash dogs is a County ordinance,
which is not within the purview of the Parkway Plan. If the issue were to be addressed,
a few stakeholders would want the question limited to a fenced in area, while others
reject any fencing within the Parkway. Some suggest that off-leash dog recreation
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should be specifically prohibited within the Parkway. Several stakeholders mentioned
the potential for developing an off-leash dog park within the City of Sacramento at
Sutter's Landing Park, which is adjacent to the Parkway. Finally, many shared their fear
that this issue is so controversial that it would consume a great deal of stakeholder and
staff resources during the Update, making it difficult to address other important issues.
Off-leash dog enthusiasts urge that the issue not be neglected because it might be
controversial.
Mountain Biking: Several stakeholders would like the Update to consider removing the
'85 Parkway Plan's current prohibition of off-road bicycle trails (ARPP 4.14.2). Mountain
biking, or off-pavement cycling, proponents would like to consider a designated
unpaved trail loop.from Guy West Bridge to Discovery Park, which could be multi-use.
Proponents note that previous environmental reviews on the subject of off-pavement
bicycling have resulted in 2 "Negative Declaration" documents from the Sacramento
County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment in the last 15 years. If
addressed, stakeholders feel that the following information would need to be.

considered: 1) compatibility with other users, 2) potential environmental damage, and
3) variety of and demand for off-pavement cycles, present and future.
During development of the.River Corridor Management Plan, the Recreation Working
Group identified that the '85 Parkway Plan currently prohibits motor vehicles on trails
(ARPP 4.14.1), which may be a concern for disabled visitors who use motorized
wheelchairs. The County'ADA compliance officer explained that motorized vehicles for
disabled individuals are by law considered pedestrian. During interviews, stakeholders
also noted that the Segway, a motorized scooter recently authorized for use on
California sidewalks, might need to be specifically addressed. A few stakeholders
affirmed the need to develop a process for considering new recreational uses in the
future that is effective and assures a fair hearing.

Interpretative Education
Stakeholders note that the 1998 Sacramento County Interpretive Plan (SCIP) currently
guides interpretive signage and projects within the Parkway. Stakeholders also believe
there is a need for a long-range vision and plan for interpretive education within the
Parkway, as called for in the '85 Parkway Plan (ARPP 2.3-2.7). Stakeholders would also
like to address specifically the location of three outdoor classrooms for interpretive
education, which the American River Natural History Association is committed to
providing. Stakeholders adjacent to the Woodlake section of the Parkway are
particularly interested in enhancing interpretive recreation and have proposed
I
interpretive signage and a river observation deck.

Non-Recreational Use of the Parkway
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River Crossings: Stakeholders note that there are new auto and transit bridge
crossings of the Parkway that have been discussed or proposed, such as the
Downtown/Natomas/Airport (DNA) transit line and an auto bridge between Sunrise Blvd.
and Watt Ave. The '85 Parkway Plan stipulates, "New utilities and services shall be
minimized by clustering with existing facilities and Parkway crossings..." (ARPP 5.4).
Many would like to review this policy to assess its adequacy: In particular, they would
like to ensure that any new crossing includes safe access for pedestrians and bicycles.
In addition, some stakeholders would like to see existing river crossings include a
pedestrian/bicycle crossing, such as Business 80 (Capitol City Freeway), where a
crossing would increase access to downtown employment and Sutter's Landing Park.
Downtown residents would like to explore a pedestrian crossing along Hwy 160, which
would enable them to more conveniently and safely access services on Northgate
Boulevard.

. Flood control
Importance of Levee Protection and Flood Control: Several stakeholders
emphasized the importance of flood control, noting that the.'85 Parkway Plan was
developed prior to the two major flood events in the region. Stakeholders believe the
Parkway Plan's policies related to flood control (ARPP 3.4 -3.4.2) should be updated to
reflect current technical knowledge about the flood control system and consensus on
management practices forged during the RCMP, which ensure flood control projects,
e.g. levee stability, bank protection, etc. are "implemented in a manner that conserves
and enhances habitat values."3
Despite a great deal of agreement reached during the RCMP, a few remain concerned
that environmental restoration could increase the roughness of the-floodway and the
cumulative impact will impair the flood control system.
Flood Control Access and Recreation Impacts: Some flood control stakeholders
would like to explore improving access to levees and paving levee tops during the
Update, which would better enable routine levee maintenance and flood fighting. They
also would like to establish a policy that would minimize interference by detouring
recreational users from routine maintenance activity. Conversely, recreational
stakeholders would like to improve the Parkway Plan's implementation policy to
stipulate how. recreational facilities that are disturbed for flood control projects must be
replaced.
Illegal Encroachments/Private Bank Protection: A few stakeholders are concerned
about illegal encroachments that compromise levee stability and pose a threat to public
safety. A few mentioned concern about bank protection projects on private property
within the Parkway that constitute visual intrusion upon the Parkway's natural. values.

3 River Corridor Management Plan, p.15
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Public Safety
Illegal Camping: Nearly all stakeholders' primary public safety concern is the presence
of illegal camping, especially in the lower reach of the Parkway from the confluence with
the Sacramento River to Highway Business 80 (Capitol City Freeway). The prevalence
of illegal camping in the Parkway is seen by stakeholders as the result of several
factors: 1) homelessness is a regional social issue that continues to challenge local
jurisdictions, 2) there is a concentration of homeless services near the Parkway, 3)
homeless who camp illegally in the Parkway are often resistant to using available social
services for a variety of reasons, and 4) there are not enough park rangers to enforce
the prohibition against camping.

The '85 Parkway Plan prohibits overnight camping in the County-operated portion of the
Parkway from Discovery Park to Nimbus Dam (ARPP 4.6). Stakeholder's concerns
about illegal camping include their personal safety, destruction of vegetation from
camping and fires; and potential health risks from human waste. Stakeholders from the
Woodlake Area are extremely concerned that the North Sacramento community is
unable to access the Parkway as a transportation and recreation amenity because the
area is not seen as safe. These stakeholders hope the Update will consider land use
designations that Will-encourage more active use of areas that are currently used as
illegal camping areas.
Some stakeholders note that illegal camping at night may endure regardless of whether
the Parkway is able to induce more legal use of the area during the day due to the
intractable nature of homelessness as an enduring social challenge. The City-County
Board on Homelessness is seen as an important venue addressing the broader issues
of homelessness. As a result, many believe it will be important to involve the CityCounty Board on Homelessness in the Update process.
Enforcement/Public Awareness of Existing Regulations: Several stakeholders
would like to see public safety staffing levels increased. They believe existing
regulations may be sufficient, however, they believe the regulations are not adequately
enforced. A few suggested there should be more public outreach to Parkway users to
educate them about existing policies and regulations. One-stakeholder expressed a
desire to end incompatible commercial activity in the Parkway on the south side of the
River near Sunrise. The Parkway Plan,currently states that, "commercial activities shall
be permitted only if compatible with the goals of the Parkway, as determined by this
Plan..." (ARPP 5.1-5.1.6)
Fire'Safety and Resource Management: A few stakeholders applaud the fact that the
`85 Parkway Plan established standards for fire safety, addressing emergency vehicle
access, emergency boat access, fire breaks, etc. However, these stakeholders note that
fire safety policies need to be integrated with conservation priorities, so-that fire
prevention and fire fighting complement resource management policies.
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Funding
Funding Concerns: A top issue for many stakeholders is the need for long-term,
dedicated funding to support Parkway operations and maintenance, land acquisition,
capital improvements and natural resource monitoring. Several stakeholders
acknowledge that many of their concerns could be addressed if funding were available.
Most agree that the County general fund is an inadequate source of funding, as it is too
vulnerable. Furthermore, the Parkway is a regional resource that should draw on
regional funding sources. Some have expressed concern that County funding is
allocated based on existing use, which makes it difficult to provide amenities necessary
to attract users to other areas. A few criticize the County for not allocating ample funds
to the portion of the Parkway within the City of Sacramento. Other stakeholders criticize
the City of Sacramento for not contributing enough resources toward the Parkway's
operations and maintenance. Stakeholders interviewed who were involved in the '85
Parkway Plan regret that they did not address governance during that Plan, as they
believe that the Parkway should have some kind of structure that provides for multicounty/multi-city funding sources.
Exploration of Funding Options: Over the past several years, a group of Parkway
stakeholders have organized as the American River Parkway Funding Group to explore
a range of funding options to support the Parkway. Stakeholders believe their efforts,
including the American River Parkway Financial Needs Study (2000), provide significant
background for discussion of future options. Among the options stakeholders would like
to explore are: 1) additional state funding to address illegal camping, 2) funding from the
City of Sacramento for Parkway operations within the City's boundaries, 3) formation of
a state conservancy for the American and Sacramento rivers that would facilitate state
funding through bond-funded state grants for parks, recreation, and transportation
planning, 4) private philanthropy to create an endowment, 5) assessments or
development fees for property adjacent to the Parkway, 6) mitigation fees for projects
that impact the Parkway, 7) an open space district with the ability to raise revenue from
local taxes, and 8) increased fines for violating Parkway regulations.

Project Planning and Implementation
Responsibilities and Project Implementation: Many stakeholders believe the '85
Parkway Plan's chapter on implementation needs to be more robust. Several
stakeholders who have management responsibility within the Parkway admitted some
confusion about what obligations they have as a result of the Parkway Plan. There is
considerable concern that the Plan does not provide specific direction on how projects
that impact the Parkway should comply with the Parkway Plan. Stakeholders would like
the updated Parkway Plan to formalize the process for how projects are planned to.
.ensure early stakeholder input and review to ensure compatibility with the Parkway's
multiple objectives (e.g. flood control, recreation, and resource protection) and minimize
impacts (e:g. mitigations, replacement of facilities, etc.).
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Some stakeholders expressed frustration about the impact multiple projects have on the
Parkway, citing examples of public works projects that would tear up parts of the
Parkway one year, and then a different public works project would tear up the same part
the next year. On a broader level, stakeholders are concerned that it is difficult to
understand who is responsible for managing what portion of the Parkway. They would
like the Update to consider how to make this information more accessible.
Collaborative Relationships: The RCMP recommends that the Update should "refine
existing Parkway management mechanisms as necessary to give appropriate status to
the cooperative relationships that have developed over the past 7 years through the
Water Forum and the LAR Task Force."4 During interviews, stakeholders shared their
belief that significant progress had been made through collaboration over the last
decade. However, they feel the number of agencies,involved in the Parkway continues
to be a challenge. These stakeholders would like the Update to consider ways to further
encourage consultation across agencies and with the public. One proposal suggested
was an appointed body comprised of representative interests and technical expertise
that reviews proposed projects within the Parkway. Others prefer the existing system
where informal input from a broad array of stakeholders is provided through the Lower
American River Task Force, the Parks & Recreation Commission makes formal
recommendations, and the County Board of Supervisors makes decisions.
Adoption of Plan by City of Rancho Cordova: Several stakeholders also anticipate
that the newly incorporated City of Rancho Cordova, which now includes a portion of
the Parkway, may want to adopt the updated Parkway Plan into its general plan,
consistent with the practice of the City of Sacramento. Stakeholders encourage,
involvement of the City of Rancho Cordova during the update.

Update of Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA) General Plan
A few stakeholders see the concurrent update of the Folsom Lake State Recreation
Area (FLSRA) General Plan as an opportunity to clarify management responsibilities for
Lake Natoma and encourage policy consistency between areas of the Parkway above
and below Nimbus. The Parkway Plan includes Lake Natoma, however, the area is
.owned largely by the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and managed by the
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR). DPR would like to see the
Update recognize the administrative boundaries and management responsibilities of
DPR and Reclamation and reference the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (FLSRA)
General Plan as the primary document providing management direction in Lake
Natoma. The FLSRA General Plan is currently undergoing revision and DPR is
interested in working collaboratively during the ARPP Update to encourage consistency
between the Parkway Plan and the FLSRA General Plan.

° River Comdor Management Plan, p.103
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Area Plan Issues or Opportunities
Purpose of Area Plans: There is a difference in philosophy among stakeholders about
the value the "rigidity" of the Area Plans, which is a term used by some stakeholders in
reference to the fact that changes to the Plan must be approved by the County, the City
of Sacramento and the State Legislature. Many stakeholders feel this is an essential
protection because local land use plans are too easily amended. On the other hand, a
few stakeholders see a need for increased flexibility. These stakeholders would like to
develop a process for revising area plans when needed to encourage beneficial
projects. As long as these projects are consistent with the Parkway's goals and policies,
the revised area plans would not need legislative approval. In most areas of the
Parkway, the area plans represent a careful balance of recreation and natural areas.
Some may need minor adjustments to plan boundaries, due to error or land
acquisitions. However, stakeholders identified that the following area plans need more
extensive attention:
Discovery Park Area/ Discovery Park East Area: Some stakeholders believe that the
developed recreation areas within Discovery Park effectively serve as a regional park,
given its location next to Interstate 5. They note that Discovery Park is a popular venue
for large special events and would like to see the Parkway Plan better reflect this use.
They would like the Update to allow for outdoor concerts, overnight RV camping when
there are events in Old Sacramento, and other active uses. Other stakeholders are
concerned that these kinds of activities should not be allowed within the Parkway, or
worry that if they are allowed in one area, they will eventually be allowed in other areas
of the Parkway. A few stakeholders noted that it is difficult to access Discovery Park
from the Natomas area on a bicycle or by foot area and would like to see this improved.
Currently, the Discovery Park East area is largely under private ownership. Should the
area become publicly owned in the near future, .the update could address planning for
this section of the Parkway.
Woodlake: A broad range of stakeholders expressed a great deal of concern about the
Woodlake area (426.2 acres on the north side of the river, adjacent to Highway 160) as
noted in the previous sections on land use, transportation use, public safety and
funding. At the time the `85 Parkway Plan was completed, the Woodlake area was still
privately owned. The Plan states, "Once the land is acquired, plans for use of the land
will be prepared taking into consideration the state registered archaeological site
located in the area and the habitat for threatened species." (ARPP 10-6).
North Sacramento stakeholders express deep frustration that since purchasing the land
in 1989, the County has not conducted planning for this area. They believe their
residents are afraid to use this portion of the Parkway and would like to be involved in
planning for Woodlake's future. Furthermore, they believe the Update process must
address perceived funding inequities between the lower and upper reaches of the
Parkway.
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Nearly all stakeholder interviewed agree that Woodlake has been harmed by the
prevalence of illegal camping and deserves significant attention during the Update.
Stakeholders are eager to develop a Woodlake Area Plan that is sensitive to habitat and
includes recreational amenities. Some specific amenities suggested by stakeholders
include: water fountains, bathrooms, interpretive education opportunities/ centers, a
river observation deck, a large picnic facility, a waterfront trail, concessions such as
bicycle rentals,* and improved signage.
Most stakeholders agree that a primary goal for planning this area should be to attract
legitimate users. There are significant proposals for habitat restoration in the Woodlake
Area. It is important to stakeholders that these plans be reconciled with the desire to
encourage more recreational use of the area. A few noted that an updated area plan for
Woodlake would enable site=specific planning to`occar, which is an important
requirement for pursuing grant funding to improve this area of the Parkway.
Cal Expo: This area is under the jurisdiction of the :Cal Expo Board of Directors and
managed by Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks; Recreation and Open
Space (County Parks) under an agreement that has been extended yearly since 1993.
Cal Expo is eager to have an updated area plan for the Cal Expo Area. This would
enable site-specific planning for development of environmentally appropriate restoration
and interpretive projects thatwould complement the adjacent State Fair. There area
number of proposals for the area, including an interpretive center adjacent to Bushy
Lake, a restoration project in Chicken Ranch slough, a restoration project reconnecting
Bushy Lake with the river to prevent fish stranding, and a potential land swap with the
County. In addition, stakeholders note that any.changes to the Area. Plan will need to
also be reflected in the Bushy Lake Preservation Act. 5
Tiscornia Park, Jibboom Street East: There is a great deal of interest among
stakeholders in the relationship between the Parkway, downtown Sacramento and Old
Sacramento. Stakeholders reference the recent opening of the Sutter's Landing Park,
planning for the Two Rivers Trail, redevelopment activity'in the. Richard's Boulevard
area,• and the Sacramento Riverfront Master Plan update as evidence of a need to
consider how the Parkway relates to the emerging vision for these.areas. Some
stakeholders would like to consider whether the portion of the Parkway adjacent to
downtown could be governed by a set of policies that maintain the integrity of the
Parkway Plan but reflect the urbanized nature of the adjacent area. However, others.
raise concerns about visual intrusion from adjacent development. Stakeholders are
generally willing to explore potential ways that the interface between the emerging
vision for downtown Sacramento and the Parkway could be mutually beneficial.

City of Sacramento Interests: The City of. Sacramento wished to express in this report
that it has four interests related.to the Parkway within the City of Sacramento.
•
^

Address user's public safety concerns from illegal camping
Maintain integrity of the Parkway Plan

5 California Public Resources Code, Chapter 9, beginning with Section 5830
DRAFT 4/24/03 FOR INTERNAL REVIEW AND FEEDBACK
-35- .

ATTACHMENT A: SUMMARY OF STAKEHOLDER ISSUES AND INTERESTS FORM INTERVIEWS AND
FOCUS GROUPS

•
•

Consider the relationship between the Parkway and land use adjacent to
downtown Sacramento
Consider the regional nature of the Parkway and how to secure adequate funding.
for Parkway operations and maintenance.

D. Stakeholder Process Design Suggestions
Stakeholders generally feel that the Update process should be guided by a
representative and balanced group of Parkway stakeholders. They believe the group
should gather feedback by leveraging existing working groups and meetings wherever
-possible to "avoid stakeholder burn=out." A few stakeholders feel that the Lower
American River Task Force (LARTF) could serve as the stakeholder group for the
Update, but others feel that the LARTF is not appropriate to guide the process, but
should be used as a resource during the Update, taking advantage of their familiarity
with issues and collaborative attitude.
A few stakeholders felt that a significant amount of the work on updating the '85
Parkway Plan can be done independently at a staff level and then brought to an update
committee to address controversial items.
Some suggested that representatives involved in the Update process should abide by
ground rules about how he or she represents and communicates with his or her
constituency. Participants who were particularly concerned that the process be
responsive to community input offered the following suggestions:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Keep the same people involved for the duration of the project for accountability,
Make it clear how issues and concerns have been included in the final product,
The process should be transparent and there should be no surprises in final
documents,
Staff and consultants should ensure that stakeholders have information ahead of
time so that they can prepare to ask intelligent questions,
When sending a draft for review, be sensitive to stakeholder needs in the review
timeline, e.g. avoid holidays, allow for adequate review time, etc.; and,
Make it easy and simple for stakeholders to review documents by including any
referenced documents along with the primary document for review.

A few stakeholders note that the Update is an opportunity to develop new leaders and
advocates for the Parkway, which is seen as particularly important given the region's future
growth and diversity. Many also see public outreach during the Update as a critical
opportunity to involve the general public. They feel the Update is an opportunity to educate
Parkway users and broaden the constituency of those concerned about the Parkway's
future.
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1. Elmer Aldrich, Bob Burrows, Frank Cirill, Jo Smith, American River Parkway
Advisory Committee

2. Valerie Holcomb, American River Parkway Foundation
3. Ron Suter, Gary Kukkola, Sue Wise, Liz Bellas , Sacramento County,
Department of Parks, Recreation and Open Space
4. Kim Kuenlen, SAC Dog
5. Bob Horowitz, Sacramento Area Mountain Biking Advocates (SAMBA)
6. Leo Winternitz, Nicole York Johnson, Sarah Foley, Sacramento Area Water
Forum
7. Shawn Oliver, Army Corps of Engineers
8. Paul Devereux, American River Flood Control District
9. Bob Overstreet, Teresa Haenggi, City of Sacramento, Department of Parks &
- Recreation

10. Steve Peterson, Rebecca Bitter, Don Lockhart, City of Sacramento, Department
of Planning & Building
11. Ed Cox, Alternative Modes Coordinator, City of Sacramento
12. Jane Hagedorn, American River Parkway Funding Group
13. Jim Micheaels, California State Parks, Folsom°'Lake State Recreation Area
14. Dave Lydick, County Parks Ranger, member in City-County Board on
Homelessness, Public Safety Subcommittee
15. Gary Hobgood, Mike Healy, California Department of Fish & Game
16. Robert Sherry, Sunny Williams, Sacramento County, Department of Planning
and Community Development
17. Lou Heinrich, American River Natural History Association
18. Frank Cirill, Save the American River Association, River Park Neighborhood
Association
19. Tim Washburn, Peter Buck, Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency
20. Jim Jones, Board member, American River Parkway Foundation
21. Brian May, Manager, Cal Expo,
22. Connie Miottel, Capitol Station District
23. Michelle McCormick, Parks & Recreation Commission
24. Bob Slobe, Franklin Burris, Dave Lukenbill, North Sacramento Chamber of
Commerce
25. Roger Neillo, Sacramento County Supervisor
26. Muriel Johnson, Sacramento County Supervisor
27. Don Nottoli, Sacramento County Supervisor
28. Illa Collin, Sacramento County Supervisor

29. Roger Dickinson, Sacramento County Supervisor
30. Leslie McFadden, Legislative Advocate, Sacramento County
31. Gregg Ellis, Steve Chainey, facilitators for the LAR Task Force Bank Protection
Working Group, JSA
32. Harry Williamson, National Parks Service
33: Heather Fargo, Mayor, City of Sacramento
34. Ray Tretheway, Councilmember, City of Sacramento
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35. Rex Hime, Cal Expo Board of Directors
36. Gilbert Albiani, Cal Expo Board of Directors
37. Karen Pardiek, District Director, Councilmember Ray Tretheway; Joann
Cummins, District Director, Council member Sandy Sheedy; Sue Brown, District
Director, Council member Steve Cohn; David Gonsalves, District Director,
Council member Dave Jones; Patricia Clark, District Director, Council member
Robbie Waters

Existing Recreation Focus Group
Eric Bean, Buffalo Chips; Lea Brooks, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates; Skip
Amerine, Sacramento County Bicycle Advisory Committee; Holly Wenger, Central
California Canoe Club; Mike Ammon, River City Paddlers, California Department of
Boating & Waterways; Katie Baygell, ARP Volunteer Equestrian Patrol; Yvonne
Romero, Sacramento Bike Hikers; Glenn Moore, Sacramento Wheelman
Neighborhoods Adiacent to the Parkway Focus Group
Mike Gunby: East Sacramento Improvement Assn; Dave Lukenbill: Sierra Oaks
resident/ North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce; Betsy Weiland: SCAN Sacramento County Alliance of Neighborhoods; Michael O'Sullivan, Woodlake
Neighborhood Assn; Eddie Kho: Rancho Cordova Planning Advisory Council
(CORPAC); Catherine Camacho: Alkali Flat Neighborhood Assn; Howard Jones:
Dos Rios Neighborhood Assn; Debbie Rajender: Carmichael Community Planning
Advisory Council and Chamber
Neighborhoods Adiacent to the Parkway Follow-up Focus Group:
Betsy Weiland: SCAN - Sacramento County Alliance of Neighborhoods; Betty Tice:
Campus Commons Park Board; Dave Lukenbill: Sierra Oaks resident/ North
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce; Dick Barbar: Carmichael Colony Neighborhood
Assn/Chair, Carmichael Community Plan; Geoff Simcoe: Fair Oaks CPAC; Ian
McCarty: McKinley/Elvas Neighborhood Alliance; Michael O'Sullivan: Woodlake
Neighborhood Assn; Mike Gunby: East Sacramento Improvement Assn; Sharon
Doughty: Carmichael Creek NPA; Tom Chrisman: Carmichael Colony Neighborhood
Assn

Environmental Focus Group

-

Al Freitas, Environmental Council of Sacramento; Felix Smith, Save the American River
Association; Elmer Aldrich, American River Parkway Advisory Committee; Alta Tura,
Audubon Society, Urban Creeks Council; Jack Sohl, Save the American River
Association; Alan Wade, Save the American River Association
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American River Parkway Advisory Committee, Meeting Minutes, Friday, July 19 2002
American River Parkway Financial Needs Study, prepared for the American River Parkway
Funding Group and the Sacramento County Department of Regional Parks and Open
Space, prepared by the Dangemond Group, July 14, 2000
American River Parkway Plan, Sacramento County Planning and Community Development
Department, December 1985
Cal Expo Floodplain Management Plan, DRAFT November 1987
Five Year Plan for Reducing and Mitigating Homelessness in Sacramento County,
Sacramento County and Cities Board on Homelessness, March 2002
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, Scope of Services for General Plan, Exhibit A 2002
Lower American River Wetland Slough Complex: A CALFED Floodplain Management
Habitat Restoration Project, submitted by Ducks Unlimited in collaboration with Cal Expo,
Sacramento Country Water Resources Division, Sacramento County Department of Parks &
Recreation and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, 2000Memorandum on the
Update of the American River Parkway Plan to Sacramento County from the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, Gold Fields District, Folsom Lake State Recreation
Area, November 5, 2001
Memorandum on Interests in the American River Parkway, prepared by the North
Sacramento Chamber of Commerce and the Uptown Community Development Corporation,
2002 www.northsacramentochamber.org
Public Perception Survey, Prepared for the Sacramento County Department of Regional
Parks and Open Space, prepared by Research Network ltd., March 2001

River Corridor Management Plan, prepared under the auspices of the Lower American River
Task Force, January 2000
Summary of the Preliminary Draft, Metropolitan Transportation Plan; Sacramento Area
Council of Governments, January 2002
Staff Report to Board of Supervisors, 3/26/02, Item #18 Opportunities for Enhanced
Recreation Facilities/Activities in the Woodlake Area of the American River Parkway
Web site materials of Sacramentans for Recreational Diversity (currently name is
Sacramento Area Mountain Bike Association), August 2002
http://www.sustainableenterprises.com/SAMBA/
Web site materials and memorandum from SACDOG www.sacdog.org August 2002
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Section
or Issue
Mike
Gunby,
East
Sacramento
Improveme
nt
Association

Attachment
A:
Stakeholder
Assessment

Comment submitted via e-mail or letter
On Page 25, "New Recreational Uses", Mountain Biking. While "mountain biking" is
the most common usage would it be more accurate to refer to "off-pavement biking"?
Same section, second sentence. While a multi-use loop trail from Guy West Bridge to
Discovery Park is a great idea should this be that specific at this level? Just a thought.
Same section, #3 please change "off-trail" to "off-pavement". Sounds like bicycling
cross-country and not on a trail or dirt road. The reason I believe this is important is the
bicycling, according to the '85 parkway plan is not allowed even on dirt and gravel roads
where hikers, equestrians and even vehicles can access. Also, I believe you should add a
comment about bicycling on existing trails and dirt roads. Many trails exist now and the
potential impact can be greatly reduced over new trails. Thanks for your help I think
you did a great job on the draft.
Sorry, I have one more comment. Can you add a comment about previous .
environmental reviews on the subject off-pavement bicycling have resulted in 2
"Negative Declaration" documents in the last 15 years. The documents were prepared
by Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment (DERA)
Sorry again! I had another thought. Maybe addition to the CAC could be a
representative from the Sacramento City / County Bicycle Advisory Committee. These
folks are appointees by City Council members and County Supervisors to advise on
bicycle related projects. Please contact:
Ed Cox, City Alternative Modes Coordinator, at (916) 264-8434
Bob Ireland, County Public Works, at (916) 874-6743

Valerie
Holcomb
Executive
Director
American
River
Parkway
Foundation

Section III,
GComposition

I have some initial comments about the composition of the CAC. At the risk of
sounding self-serving, I believe the American River Parkway Foundation and the ARP
Ad hoc funding group should not share a "seat" on the CAC. I can understand that you
want to control the size of the group, but these are two quite separate organizations.
The Parkway Foundation has a significantly broader role on the Parkway than funding.
As the Parkway Foundation's volunteer coordination efforts grow, we can play a
significant role in the implementation of the Parkway Plari Update. I think the funding
group interacts with County Parks, and the Parkway Foundation interacts with County
Parks, but there is not much interaction between the funding group and the Parkway
Foundation.
I think there is less overlap in membership between the Ad Hoc group and Parkway
Foundation than with many of the organizations. Our missions are very different. We
also have some shared membership with ARNHA, SARA and many of the recreation
groups. While someone from the Parkway Foundation might adequately represent the
Ad Hoc group, there is only one member of the Ad Hoc group who could represent the
interests of the Parkway Foundation.
Second, I was a surprised that the Invasive Plant Management Program (Sacramento
Weed Warriors) is not listed. Do they fall under SAFCA?
Have you considered Granite Bay Flyfishers as a fishing organization? I know they are a
large, active membership group.
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Liz
Kanter
(individual
involved
in
SacDOG)

Off Leash
Dog
Recreation

Thank you for sending me the Draft Convening Report.
I have several concerns about page 25 under New Recreational Uses. As you may know
I enthusiastically support off-leash recreational areas for dogs. The Board rejected one
proposed pilot program for the Paradise Beach area not the entire Parkway.
.
Further, we (dog owners) have NEVER wanted access to the bike trails, populated
areas of the Parkway or environmentally protected areas of the Parkway. Lastly, the
closing statement in your report seems to say that because off-leash areas are
controversial to some that therefore the County should never do anything innovative
because it is controversial, is a sad comment-on the County.
I suggest that the task force be appointed and look at alternatives rather than simply
rejecting this new use.
Take a look at other counties nationwide, Pt. Isabel in Richmond for example. The East
Bay Park District recognizes that all recreationists can co-exist.
Thank you for allowing me to make comments on your report.

Michael
Picker,
kayacker

Section III,
G
Composition

I can't make the meeting, but after some reflection and discussion with others, I'd like
to comment on two points:
Page 17: boating organization We noted four distinct categories of boaters, who have
.
weak
organizational links with each other, and dissimilar interests.
1. Drift boaters, many of whom are commercial fishing guides.
2. Down river kayakers, a. many of whom are training classes run by ASI Peak
Adventures through Current Adventures and California Canoe and Kayaks, b. recent
graduates improving their skills before moving onto other rivers (some of whom are
aggregated through Gold Country Paddlers), c. flat water kayakers and slalom racers
who are active through River City Paddlers, d. Eppies racers, some of whom train
through Current Adventures or other schools.
3. Free style kayakers who congregate at San Juan Rapids
4. Rafters, most often those using equipment from rental facilities.
This diversity poses a challenge for creating one seat at the table, getting good feedback,
and especially for building consensus.
Page 22: "Placement of woody debris in the river to enhance aquatic habitat, consistent
with recreational safety..." Several of us have had discussions with whitewater park and
habitat designer Gary Lacy, who has several times incorporated recreational features
(white water play spots) within his numerous Colorado and Rocky Mountain states
projects...Thus, recreationists would like to see how and where those features could
serve multiple purposes here as they have in other locations where habitat is being
considered and designed...

Attachment
A: .
(woody
debris)
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Frank
Wallace
Coord.
Sac.Weed
Warriors

Section III.
Composition
of CAC

A. Project
of the
California
Native
Plant
SocietySacrament
o Valley
Chapter

As was discussed at the recent Lower American River Task Force meeting, I would like
to indicate my interest on representing the CNPS-Sacramento Valley Chapter as a
member of the Citizens Advisory Committee for updating the American River Parkway
Plan. I have discussed this request with Chris Lewis, our chapter president, and she
strongly concurs that CNPS should be represented as a member of this important
committee.
As you know, I have been representing CNPS on the LAR TF for the past 2 years. I am
also the coordinator for the Sacramento Weed Warriors (SWW), an
environmental stewardship initiative being implemented under the leadership of CNPS.
Since May 20Y1, SWW has been implementing this comprehensive volunteer program
to remove invasive non-native plants along the American River Parkway and in other
natural areas in the Sacramento region.
'Because of our success in developing an extensive partnership engaged in invasive weed
removal, I was awarded a contract to implement the Community Stewardship
Component of the American River Parkway - Invasive Plant Management Project,
which is cited as one of the recommended actions in the LAR River Corridor
Management Plan. Because of my extensive ivolvement in invasive plant removal and
control throughout the Parkway, and because I am strongly committed to enhancing
citizen/youth participation in environmental stewardship, I believe I will bring 'a unique
perspective to the planning process for updating the American River Parkway Plan.
I hope you and the co-sponsoring agencies will accept my request to be included as an
additional member of the Citizens Advisory Committee. I look forward to receiving
your decision.

Bob .
Horowitz
Sacrament
o Area
Bicycle
Advocates

Attachment
A

North Sac
Chamber

Multiple
issues

SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Frank
Cirill,
Save the
American
River
Assoc.

Multiple
issues

SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Thank you for sending me a copy of the draft convening report.
I do have a comment on Page 26, New Recreational Uses, Mountain Biking, near the
bottom of the page. The sentence reads:
"If addressed, stakeholders feel that the following information would need to be
considered: 1) compatibility with other users, 2) potential environmental damage, and
3) variety and.demand of off-trail cycles, present and future."
I was a little confused by the wording of item 3; does the writer mean "variety of and
demand for off-trail cycling experiences"? or (better yet) "...non-paved cycling
experiences" or something like. that?
Hope that helps. Thanks for all of your hard work.
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Deborah
Condon
Midtown
resident

Inclusion of
communities
in City of
Sacramento
on the South
Side of the
River

I received a copy of your report Process Recommendations for Updating the American
River Parkway Plan
My greatest concern is the lack of participation of representatives of business and
neighborhood groups west of 1-80, especially those on the south side of the river who
have little or no access except through areas heavily used by the homeless. I live in the
midtown area in the Boulevard Park neighborhood and I would not use the 20th street
connection to the river to commute either east to the suburbs or to get to Old
Sacramento because it is too dangerous and unsightly. We have turned our backs to the
river in planning for the midtown and downtown area. These areas have both the
greatest concentration of a diverse population and the best opportunity to connect
bicycle commuters to work. There is a perception that funding for the parkway benefits
mostly the wealthier less ethnically diverse neighborhoods. The update provides an
opportunity to include benefits for the entire city and county.
In addition, the lack of planning for access and enhancement of these south-bank-ofriver area constitutes a red-lining of poorer neighborhoods from recreational
opportunities and borders on an environmental justice issue. Some of Sacramento's
poorest neighborhoods (verified in the 2000 census data) are the Dos Rios
neighborhood near Richards Boulevard, the Alkali Flats area and Mansion Flats
neighborhoods west of 16th St. The areas east of 16th street are a little better off, but
should also be considered for the composition of the Citizens advisory committee. In
addition, the Richards Blvd Business group (not certain of its name) should be included.
It is very poor planning when equestrian and mountain bike groups have a voice but
neighborhoods do not.
I suggest that the Neighborhood Advisory Group (NAG), an umbrella group of
neighborhoods, be contacted and included (Paul Harriman [harriman@mgci.com]), they
may have the contacts for all the neighborhood groups that are adjacent to the river. I
believe that the City of Sacramento has a neighborhood division with contacts for all
the neighborhood groups, especially for Boulevard Park Neighborhood Association,
Marshall School Neighborhood Association, Dos Rios, Mansion Flats NA, Alkali Flats
NA.

Betsy
Weiland,
SCAN
(Sac
County
Alliance
of
Neighborhoods)

Composition
of the CAC

I apologize. I know I am late with these comments.
Mr. Dave Lukenbill emailed me with a concern that once again the North
Sacramento area and in particular the Woodlake Community were not being adequately
represented in discussions concerning the Parkway. After revisiting the minutes fromour neighborhood focus group meetings, I agree that there was serious concern
expressed by many that these were areas of the Parkway that deserve special attention
and consideration. They are places that have long been neglected and present very
special challenges. We need individuals at the table who deal on a daily basis with the
problems that occur in these particular
areas of the Parkway. They will bring a thorough understanding and urgency to the
process.
I respectfully ask that you add strong representation to the CAC from North
Sacramento and the Woodlake Neighborhood Association. I think these areas are
definitely deserving of some long overdue attention in regards to their relationship with
the
Parkway. ' There are pressing issues here that involve fairness, critical underutilization of
the Parkway's resources, both natural and recreational, and public health and safety.
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As always, thank you very much for your time and consideration. I look
forward to your response.

Mary Brill,
SCAN

Composition
of the CAC

I totally agree that neighborhoods that the Parkway is part of should be
active members of the committee.
I have heard that the city has not been as. good a care taker as the County.

Betsy
Weiland,
SCAN

Funding .for
the ARP

Thank you for your prompt response to my comments, and I especially
appreciate your willingness to accept these late suggestions.
•
I would like to reinforce something Mary said. As usual she hits the nail on the
head. Hopefully the Parkway Plan Update will include open and frank discussion
relating to the city of Sacramento taking some fiscal, responsibility for the maintenance
and upkeep of the River and Parkway. Am I correct in my understanding that they do
not contribute any money at all to this City and County treasure? I know one of the
concerns our focus group
raised was to try and finds ways to establish more reliable funding sources for the Lower
American River Parkway.
I'll try and gather any further thoughts together and not dribble them out. I
presented the Convening Report at a SCAN meeting tonight and asked for thoughts on
how neighborhoods can stay connected to the process. I know this is going to be a
problem,
and we did not come up with any real solutions at our initial focus group meetings.
Once again, I know how busy you are and I sincerely appreciate your attention
to SCAN's questions.

Sacrament
o Dog
Owners
Group
Board of
Directors,

Sections
related to
off-leash dog
recreation

The Sacramento Dog Owners Group Board of Directors sincerely appreciates this
opportunity to comment on the March 5 draft recommendations for updating the
American River Parkway Plan.

Kristin
Arnold,
Director
Sandy
Harrison,
Director
Don
Kuhwarth
VicePresident
Jackie
Kuhwarth
, President
Valentina
Mair,
Director
Pamela

We find the recommendation to exclude all consideration of off-leash recreation from
the update to be absolutely unacceptable, arbitrary, and exclusionary. In the course.of
our advocacy, we have gathered more than 1,500 signatures in support of off-leash
recreation along the river, and found fully 70 percent of residents in neighborhoods
near the River
supporting us. There is simply no sound basis for excluding a point of view so widely
held from the planning process.
'

On Page 18, the report recommends excluding off-leash recreation advocates from the
Citizens Advisory Commission because "these needs are being addressed Countywide."
That is not true. The county parks department, in interdepartmental communication,
has only recommended that a task force to identify off-leash recreation areas be created.
Furthermore, the county parks department has stated flatly that the Parkway "shall not
be considered appropriate locations for offleash recreation areas," and that the task
force will not address the issue. As you can see, the county is not meaningfully
addressing off-leash recreation in the parkway; hence, that cannot be used as a rationale
for omitting this important issue from the planning process.
On Page 25, the recommendations correctly note that some people strongly favor offleash recreation, and some do not. It then draws the stunning conclusion that off-leash
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Mowry,
Treasurer
Janel
Silva,
Secretary
Sharon
Simms,
Director

recreation not be considered because it "is so controversial that it would consume a
great deal of stakeholder and staff resources during the update." The plan should not
address an issue because it's controversial? We find that conclusion to be mind-boggling
irrational and outrageously undemocratic. Off-leash recreation must be addressed and
considered precisely because it is an issue of such great importance to so many people,
and because it is controversial, and is not now being addressed in any meaningful way.
In the same paragraph, the report suggests that last year's rejection by the Board of
Supervisors of an off-leash area at Paradise Beach "should give policy guidance for the
update." We recently reviewed a videotape of that meeting. The Board did indeed reject
that specific proposal, but it also rejected the Parks Department Director's request to.
exclude the parkway from future consideration of off-leash areas. In fact, only one
member (Supervisor Colin) expressed opposition to any off-leash recreation in the
Parkway. Supervisor Johnson supported the Paradise Beach proposal and said the
County must find areas along the river where this popular activity can be allowed.
Supervisor Nottoli specifically said he wouldn't support a motion that ruled out all offleash recreation in the parkway. Supervisor Dickinson carefully worded his motion to
consider further study of the issue in such a way that did not rule out the Parkway. As
you can see, a majority of the board actually favored more study of this issue and acted
accordingly at that meeting, even though county staff has failed so far to act on it in
accordance with that guidance. So the policy guidance coming from that meeting is this:
off-leash recreation in the parkway remains an issue of great importance to many
people, it must be considered, and its advocates must be heard.
You cannot make a controversial issue disappear by ignoring it. You must face it. Please
do not exclude off-leash recreation supporters from the parkway planning process.
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on this important issue. Thank you for your
time and consideration.
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Summary of Meeting Comments and Questions
Lower American River Task Force Meeting
March 11, 2003
(Bill Griffith) What is the role of Parks and Recreation Commission during the update? Please show this is the
graphic depicting the process
Qim Morgan) How does the RCMP fit into the Update? There is scientific and technical information as well as
management recommendations in the RCMP that can'be helpful in updating the sections on natural resources
and flood control (specific policies and chapters within the '85 Parkway Plan)
(Frank Cirill ) ARP Advisory Group should also be included in the process design and graphic depiction of the
process, since it is an advisory group to Parks Commission.
(Rick Bettis) How do State/Federal agencies fit into the process? Any public agency with management
responsibility or regulatory oversight within the Parkway is welcome to participate in the Technical Team.
(Follow up) (Rod Hall) Will there be a formal request for involvement of State / Federal agencies reps? (i.e.
formal letter of invite). Yes, this can be done.
(Vicki Lee) California Native Plant Society is key to include on the CAC because of invasive Plant Mgmt
Program.
(Connie Miottel) Suggest that the Tech Team include SACOG, since they are heavily involved in regional land
use and transportation planning.
(Tim Washburn) follow on to previous comment - We should be thinking about the desirability of
encouraging in-fill growth patterns, therefore it is important to include SACOG in the ARP Strong
agreement to SACOG as a key part of this conversation. If we request SACOG support of this
process, there may be potential additional resources related to transportation planning.
(Frank Cirill) An important topic is how to satisfy recreational use demands and natural resource needs. Are
there areas that are overused and under-used in the ARP? We should be thinking about addition parcels that
could be added, such as areas adjacent to Sutter's Landing Regional Park.
(Tim W.) - defining relationship between ARP and adjacent residential use (i.e. issues of setbacks and height
requirement). How do we have appropriate buffers? Intense recreation outside ARP with flood protection and
less intense recreation in ARP?
(Al Freitas) Suggest a more detailed flowchart and timeline e.g. - who does what and when? County Planning
will develop a more detailed project management timeline once the process has been approved. (Follow on)
Could this project extend into 2006 or 2007? It is currently scheduled to be completed at the end of 2005 and
there is only funding available to support this process for this amount of time..If the environmental review
takes longer than the 12 months anticipated then the project could extend into 2006
(Lois Wright) Caution those who are concerned about setback and height requirements that these are located in
the Parkway Corridor Combining Zone, not within the ARPP - It is important to keep in mind the distinction
because the process for changing the Parkway Plan includes approval by the legislature.
(Rick Bettis) Suggest that there be significant community outreach for other areas, in addition to those specified
in draft documents.
(Bill Griffith) Make note that downstream of Paradise Beach there are currently no put-ins for canoe / kayak
recreational use.
(Lois Wright) Could land use designations be changed in other areas (i.e. besides Cal Expo - Discovery Park?).
We will not be looking at the area plans or land use designations of areas of the Parkway that are outside of the
targeted area, however, when looking at updating policies, those are of course Parkway-wide policies
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(Frank Wallace) What about other agencies that impact.the Parkway (ex. Regional Sanitation District/Regional
Transit, etc.)? We will invite all interested agencies to be a part of the Tech Team.
(Lois Wright) Suggest that one of the tasks should be to determine how far into future we are planning for? Is
this a plan that should last for five years, ten years, etc.?
(Rod Hall) What is the relationship of ARPP Update to FLSRA (Folsom Lake State Recreation Area) general
plan update? We propose that the County and State Parks identify overlapping issues for the Lake Natoma area
and work to encourage consistency.
'Qim Micheaels) follow on to previous comment As the project manager for the FLSRA general plan update,
I can give a status report. We are 8 months into process and anticipate completing by Summer 2004;
We plan to maintain close communication and coordination with the County; Presentations or
-briefings on FLSRA update could be provided. We don't foresee any inconsistencies
(Gary Hobgood) Note that compliance with Wild and Scenic River Acts (State / Federal) will be an important
consideration during the update. Suggest that the National Parks Service and the State Scenic Rivers
Coordinator
inclusion of NPS - National Park Service on Tech Team
(Al Freitas) When was the decision made regarding focus on certain geographical areas for area planning during
ARPP Update? How much would be needed to do so for entire ARP? The staff recommendation to focus the
area plan updating on the lower reach grew from the stakeholder assessment that identified a great deal of
concern with this area of the Parkway. It terms of what it would cost to review each area plan with community
workshops, etc. one could make a rough estimate by assuming that the portion of the Parkway we are focusing
on is somewhere between 1/3 to '/< of the Parkway's total area. So, you could take the current budget for this
task, which is approximately $200,000 and multiply it times 3 or times 4, so it would be somewhere between
$600,000-$800,000.
(In response to follow-up questions). It is important to clarify that when dealing with Parkway policies
and funding, the update will be looking Parkway-wide. It is only the task related to updating area plans
where the scope is limited to the targeted area (Cal Expo to the confluence with the Sacramento River):
This is not to say that it would not be a worthy endeavor to update area plans throughout the Parkway,
however, since we have limited funds we are focusing on the area that is most in need of planning.
(Art White) "If you don't have a plan you don't know where you're going ... "I think you're going in the right
direction."
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"THE ARTS & BUSINESS DISTRICT EVERYONE IN THE CAPITOL CITY IS TALKING ABOUT:"

Mr. Sunny Williams, Planning Dept.
Sacramento County
827 7th Street, Room 230
Sacramento, Ca 95814
Dear Mr. Williams:
The North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the Draft American River Parkway Convening Report and
has many concerns about the document, the approach to the update, and it's environmental and social justice implications to
the North Sacramento Community.
North Sacramento and the Uptown Business District, are the most impacted along the parkway (due to violence, habitat
destruction, lack of facilities/amenities) and we are offended that after hours of meetings with outreach staff, that the
Chamber and our community are still NOT being invited to have a seat at the table in the update process. It is wrong, and
this process needs and should value our participation.
As with last year's Lower American River Management Plan process, which our community was also left out of the process
on, we demonstrated by our voluminous comments on that final plan that we understood this section of the parkway better
than some of the County's consultants. That experience and knowledge should be appreciated and welcomed into what is a
"public" process.
While our vocal advocacy has been praised by many stakeholders for raising tough questions about stewardship,
maintenance and management of the Parkway, it seems that the exercise of that American right has caused government
officials to decide that we should be excluded from the process. This is disheartening and disappointing in a process to care
for such an important regional asset at the American River Parkway.
As a sponsoring agency of this update, we encourage you to re-examine the past environmental injustices to our challenged
community directly related the Parkway's Plan, Maintenance and this update and request that you provide the Chamber a
seat at the table.
As to other specific concerns we have with the Convening Report, we request a written response to the following items:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

The LARMP and this process are not collaborative processes but rather public driven processes and open for
public participation.
Clarify the role of the Citizen's Advisory Committee in relation to the.LARMP in terms of influence in updating
the plan.
It is proposed to have three meetings for the Woodlake/Cal Expo Reach to develop a "plan." First, we would
propose to separate Woodlake and Cal Expo. They are different in geography, flora, fauna and, most importantly,
ownership.
Why are just three public meetings allocated for this section? Since the County was going to update the Plan for
this section in 1989 and never did so resulting in no plan, how do we create a plan in only three meetings?
How will we be assured that there will be broad outreach into North Sacramento for this development of a plan for
our reach of the parkway from the 95815 area?
This seems unfair at best to ask our community (given mobility challenges of many residents) to simultaneously
plan our unplanned section of the parkway and participate in the update of the planned parts of the parkway.
We would like the convening report to acknowledgement that there is currently NO plan for this section of the
Parkway. This, and the gross and inequitable park service we have been provided here over the decades, should
give this community MORE weight at the table, not less as proposed.
We would like a separate budget for planning the Woodlake Reach to pay for community meetings and outreach to
the North Sacramento Community at large.
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DISTRICT EVERYONE„IN THE CAPITOL CITY IS TALKING ABOUT."

9.

10.

11.
12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

We would like clarification as to what a "local jurisdiction representative" will be and how that will affect the
balance of the committee make-up as indicated in the Convening Report. (Le. will those participants be residents,
business owners, social service advocates, and how will they be chosen/appointed?)
We wonder why RT is recognized as a local jurisdiction? What about Union Pacific Railroad, Caltrans, WAPA,
SMUD, Radio Stations, PG&E and others that use and sometimes abuse this Reach of the Parkway? County Park
maintenance folks regularly complain, legitimately, about them as related to access, tree cutting and more. Why
are they not at the table?
Why is there reference to accessing services from Northgate Boulevard repeatedly in the document, when Del
Paso Boulevard is closer? Why is Del Paso Boulevard/Uptown District not mentioned?
We would like a copy of the 1998 Sacramento County Interpretive Plan (SCIP) noted under Interpretive
Education.
The Report refers to Illegal Camping and that this Reach (Woodlake) is "seen as unsafe." We would like
recognition of the fact that it is both unsafe and dangerous, not simply perceived as such (death, attempted assaults
and rapes and mugging of bicyclists all occurred in 2002).
Relating to Fire & Safety, this Reach has had over 150 acres bum due to illegal campfires in the last year. We
want a solid plan to eliminate the destruction of this Reach by illegal fires and further, to see the plan address
policy for fire prevention in Parkway (In 2002, 400 year old living California Native Black Walnuts were cut
down because the firefighters did not want to take the time to coat them with a fire suppressant. The consequence
was the destruction of the largest native walnut grove west of the Mississippi.)
Future Governance and ownership of the Parkway should be "on the table" in the process. We echo the
suggestion of other Stakeholders that a non-profit umbrella organization (much like the Conservancy's successful
oversight of the Consumnes River Preserve) would open up more resources for the long-term health and
preservation of the American River Parkway. It would also remove the conflict of interest that many
governmental agencies have in funding priorities, focus and cross missions within the Parkway.
Why are the City's of Rancho Cordova and Folsom and their Chamber's not included or mentioned in the process
as these jurisdictions each abut Parkway?

We would very much like to have the meeting that was previously cancelled by the County that was intended to allow us an
opportunity to offer our viewpoint and vision separately, something we believe the County owes us.
We look forward to your reply, and appreciate your thoughtful reconsideration of including local community participation
in the Plan Update.
Yours in Service,
original /Signed
Franklin Burris
President
North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
C:

Hon. Roger Dickinson, County Supervisor
Hon. Sandy Sheedy, City Councilmember
Hon. Ray Tretheway, City Councilmember
Hon. Steve Cohn, City Councilmember
Uptown Community Development Corporation
Woodlake Neighborhood Association
Neighbors Aware, Inc.
Dixieanne Neighborhood Association
Sacramento County Alliance of Neighborhoods
Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
Center for Collaborative Policy
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M EMO
To:

SAFCA - Lower American River Task Force
Attn: Peter Buck and Catherine McCracken- Co-Facilitators
Attn: Sunny Williams - Project, Manager,- Sacramento County Planning Dept.
Attn: Sharon Huntsman - Center for Collaborative Policy

From:

Frank F. Cirill - President Emeritus
Representative for the- Save the American River Association

Subject: "Feedback" regarding the ARPP Update
Date:

March 31, 2003

Comments:
In accordance with your request at the March 7, 2003 meeting of the SAFCA Lower
American River Task Force - listed below is "feedback" regarding the ARPP Update.
General Comments
1. Because in most cases, the boundaries of the Parkway are the levees, bluffs or the
adjacent developed communities, there are not opportunities to expand the Parkway.
However, one significant private in-holding remains, the -Urrutia property -approximately 123 acres. This should be purchased wh _e-never fun ^ are avail.able.
2. Sacramento County Ordinance 9.36.061 (d) prohibits off-leash dogs throughout
Sacramento County which includes the American River Parkway. Because off-leash.dogs
are not under the physical control of their'owners, they can engage in aggressive actions
which cause apprehension, fear and injuries to park users. Off-leash dogs also cause
damage to the natural habitat and injure or kill wildlife. Off-leash dogs should be
desi n atadinAhe_Rlan U date as a rohibited use Also all leashes should be no lonaer
an 6 feet inlenath as reauired bv the County Ordinance:
3. Presently the Parkway does not have an assured steady stream of funding. On a year to
year basis the County Parks Department is confronted with the annual battle for adequate
funding. Because of the large County Budget deficit, funding short falls will exist for the
next several years.
'`--`
Funding will be further impacted because the County's tax base is and will continue to
decrease as more areas become incorporated cities. Examples of this are: Elk Grove,
Citrus Heights and Rancho Cordova. Also, even though one third of the Parkway is in the
Sacramento City limits - the City does not contribute any funds. This important issue
should be addressed in the Plan Update.
The Ueda Parkway is a riparian Parkway which meets the American River Parkway on the
north's
^the
ear Woodlake area. A connection between the two parkways would provide
would-result in increase recreational benefits
interfacing between the two parkways. 1fiis
to the residents of North Sacramento and the .Del Paso_Heights areas. Presently these
areas do not have convenient access.
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5.

The 7wo Rivers Pedestrian/Bicycle Trail on the south side of the river connecting the
recently established Sutter's Landing City Park to the Sacramento River waterfront area
in Old Sacramento should be given a highpti4rityfS?rfunding and constnict'ron. This trail
would provide a means of bicycle and pedestrian access for the' midtown residents who
wish to travel to Old Sacramento without using car or bus transportation. The trail would
also open this south side area which is presently difficult to access.

6.

The Parkway Corridor Combining Zone was originally enacted in 1978 and revised in
1987. An unsuccessful effort was made from 1998 through 2000 to amend the ordinance
through the joint efforts of the Planning Department, the County Parks and Recreation
Commission and the Save the American River Association.
This effort was prompted because of an increase in application for permits to build very
large residences in the PC Zone. These large residences cause significant detrimental
visual intrusions which detract from the naturalistic amenities of the American River
The latest application which is presently being considered, involves a
Parkway.
residence approximately 11, 800 square feet by 50 feet in height located adjacent to the
Fair Oaks Bluff - the Cassano residence. This is the most massive residence ever
proposed to be built in the PC Combining Zone.
Because the requirements of the PC Zone are minimal and particularly because there are
no limits on size or height, the present ordinance does not control and/or prevent the
proliferation of new applications for large residences in the PC Zone. Therefore,1tis
,timely and appropriate to address this issue in the update of the Parkway Plan.
Throughout the Parkway Plan Update process, the following two points must be
seriously considered.
It is the Primary Goal of the American River Parkway to protect, preserve and manage in
as near-natural condition as possible, the American.River Parkway as a perpetual
greenbelt and open space.
A Secondary Goal it to permit and encourage human uses of the Parkway which do not
conflict with the Primary Goal that protects these natural values. Whenever there is a
conflict in determining appropriate uses of the Parkway, the,Primarv Goal shall prevail
over the subordinate Secondary Goal.
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ATTACHMENT E: Stakeholder Feedback on the May. 5th Draft
Who

Section or
Issue

Comments submitted via e-mail or letter

Jack Hiehle

Restoration

We should look at specific sites within the Parkway for restoration;
such as Ancil Hoffman area. Three other areas, Sunrise, Rossmor
Bar, and Upper Sunrise. also have restoration potential. These areas
have dredge tailings from mining that occurred within the
floodplain. Some of these tailings could be used as educational and
interpretive areas as a reflection of our history and use of the area.
An ecologist from State Parks can choose the best examples. The
remaining dredge tailings could be used in some way or leveled to
prime the area for restoration. Sailor Bar is a good,example.

Jim Michaels
California

Boating
Fish ladder at
Nimbus Dam

Boating use of the LAR is significant. For your advisory committee
I think it might be appropriate to have more than one boating rep.

Department of
Parks &
Recreation

Alcohol use
: Mike Ammon
Off-leash dog'
California
Department of - areas
Boating and
Waterways

Al Freitas
ECOS
Representative,
Lower',
American
River

Goals of the
ARPP

Frank Cirill
Save the
American
River -

Environmental
representation
Mountain .
biking.

Bureau and DWR are exploring the possibility of replacing the
existing structure with a"naturalized" fish ladder and channel that
would utilize the dam as the barrier and move fish along a
constructed channel across Nimbus Shoals underneath Hazel to the
Hatchery.
I saw nothing on the issue of alcohol use in the Parkway,. which is a
big issue in my opinion as a frequent user of the Parkway. It will
become a bigger issue as the Gold Fields District of State Parks
steps up the heat on drinkers within their area and they (the
drinkers) move into the Parkway. In light of the fact that the
Parkway has both State and Federal Wild and Scenic designation
which prohibits off-leash dog areas I am curious why this issue is
being considered:I wish to go on record as being in full support of the comments
(dated March 31, 2003) provided to you by'Mr. Frank F. Cirill,
President Emeritus of the Save the American River Association,
regarding the ARPP Update. It is worth emphasizing Mr.
Cirill's comment No. 7: "Throughout the Parkway Plan Update
process, the following two points must,be seriously considered.
It is the Primary
, Goal of the American River Parkway to protect,
preserve and manage in as near-natural condition as possible, the
American River Parkway as a perpetual greenbelt and open space.
A Secondary Goal is to permit and encourage human uses of the
Parkwaywhich do not conflict with the Primary Goal that protects
these natural values. Whenever there is a conflict in determining
shall prevail
appropriate uses of the Parkway, the Prima r^Goal
,
over the subordinate Secondary Goal."

Audubon needs -to be added to the Update CAC. Peter Watkins is
the President of the Sacramento Audubon Society 929-6623. They
were very involved in the 1985 Update. Bird life critically
important to the Parkway.
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Association

Off-leash dog
recreation in
Sutter's

Frank needs to add-in to his previous comments SARA's longstanding objection to off-trail mountain biking in the Parkway.
SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Landing Park

Franklin
Burris,
North

CAC
representation;
Separate

Sacramento
Chamber of
Commerce

process and
funding for
North

SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Sacramento

-49-

"THCA RTS &.'BUSiNESS DISTRICT EVERYONE IN THE CAPITOL CITY IS TALKING ABOUT."

May 13, 2003

Ms: Sunny Williams, Planning Dept.
Sacramento County
827 7th Street, Room 230 Sacramento, Ca 95814
Dear. Ms. Williams:
The North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the May. 5`h Final Draft of American River Parkway
Convening Report and we continue to have concerns about the document, the approach to the, update, and it's
environmental and social justice implications to the North Sacramento Community.
Most egregious is that while requests for representation were granted to others in the Final report, we are still denied a seat
at the table, despite being one of the most active:organizations on parkway issues 'along the lower American River. We are
very disheartened to see that community representation has been further politicized and that-special interest seats have been
'increased on the proposed Update Citizen Advisory Committee: This seems contrary to the collaborative process espoused,
and to producing a usable and durable update plan for the parkway and community's of interest who use it.
°
Per your email, we still await your letter response to-our written comments on the Draft American River Parkway
Convening Report, especially regarding process, budget and coordination of the effort to community plan and add the
Woodlake/Cal Expo Reach to the American River Parkway Plan. We strongly recommend removal of Item #3 (Page 18)
from the proposed Update Citizen Advisory Committee's responsibility, and request that a separate community' (North Sacramento, Woodlake, Point West, Cal Expo) focused committee and funding be dedicated for this purpose.
-Please distribute this letter at the Lower American River Management Plan meeting I am told is being held today and will
be discussing the final convening report..
Yours iri'Service,
Original
/s/franklin burris

. '

Franklin Burris •
2003 President
North Sacramento Chamber of Commerce
C:

Hon. Robert T. Matsui, Congressman
Hon. Roger Dickinson, County Supervisor
Hon. Sandy Sheedy; City Councilmember
Hon. Ray Tretheway, City Councilmember
Hon. Steve Cohn, City Councilmember
Uptown Community Development Corporation
Point West TMA
Woodlake Neighborhood Association . .
Neighbors Aware, Inc.
Dixieanne Neighborhood Association
Sacramento County Alliance, of Neighborhoods
Sacramento BEE.
'
Chamber Boardmembers
492 ARDEN WAY 0 SACRAMENTO 0 CALIFORNIA 0 95815 m 916.925.6773 m FAx 925.2176
www.northsacramentochamber.org .
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Summary of.Meeting Comments and Questions
Lower American River Task Force
May 13, 2003

(Frank Cirill) With regard to what has changed on the proposed CAC - suggestion that you
consider approaching the Audubon Society to be added to the CAC. With regard to recreational
organizations listed - of all the organizations SACDOG is different completely in that what they
want would require a change of city and county law; this issue has been extensively heard by the
BOS and is opposed by the BOS, Parks & Recreation Commission, 15 other organizations, and
County Parks. I feel that it's been addressed. and shouldn't be revisited - due to potential harm
to Parkway users.
Concerns and comments from this final draft will be reflected by County Planning in its staff
report and/or in the comments on this draft that go forward to the Board of Supervisors at its
June 1Ph hearing to consider the Update of the ARPP.

(Art White) The Parks Commission goes along with that (related to Frank's comment above).
(Jim Morgan) Does SACDOG have bylaws, etc. as a nonprofit organization like the other
organizations listed?
(Michael Picker) What about freestyle recreational kayakers that congregate at San Juan
Rapids? There doesn't seem to be acknowledgment of this group in the revised process design it's a challenge for them to be organized but they do have impacts and potential for conflicts with
rafters and issues regarding theft, fees, etc. How do they interact with this process? There are
really four different boating communities out there - the proposed process design of having a
meeting of the boating interests to determine how to represent their interests is a good start but
we don't want groups that are not register with the state (e.g. non-profit organizations) to be the
only ones that can be represented in the process.
(Michael O'Sullivan) Re: language on task list about "policies deemed priorities." Will the
CAC do that prioritization? Certain priorities have received scant attention before.
In this process design there is six months time to address policy issues that have not yet been
addressed in Task 2 and Task 3. It will be up to the CAC to determine how to spent this time. In
order to make an informed decision, the CAC will need to understand the potential issues, the
benefits and drawbacks of each, etc. I would expect the Tech Team to make some
recommendations to the CAC on issues that staff would like the CAC to address, but it will
ultimately be up to the CA C to prioritize and allocate its resources.
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SAVE THE
AMERICAN

SA VE THE AMERICAN RIVER ASSOCIA TION, INC.
P .O. BOX 277638 - SACRAMENTO, CA 95827-7638 - (916) 387-1763 '

May 21, 2003

.^...^..ti.^..

RECEIVED

SAFCA - Lower American River Task Force
1007 - 71 Street - 51 Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814-3407

M AY 2 9 2003
PLANNING DEPT.
County of Sacramento

Attn: Peter Buck
Attn: Sunny Williams
Attn: Sharon Huntsman

Subject: Convening Report: Process Recommendations for Updating the American
River Parkway Plan- Final Draft May 5, 2003
Reference is made to Attachment D: Stakeholder Feedback in the subject Convening Report.
Particular reference is made to the Save the American River Association's (SARA) Feedback
comments described in our March 31, 2003 memo.
.:T
Se'veraliimportant comments were`iriadvertently omitted in our March 31, 2003 "Feedback".and
we request'tliat the following comments be'included as a' supplement.
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A request to allow_ bicycling in. areas of the Parkway off the Jedediah Smith paved trail was
made a number of years ago, and was rejected on the basis that it is not compatible with the
values of the American River Parkway. The reasons that such use is prohibited are more valid
than ever. The existing prohibition is simple, clear and easily enforced. Opening up unpaved
areas to bicycles will increase litter, fire danger, vandalism, reduce already diminished critical
wildlife refuge habitat, and create conflicts with other Parkway users. It will also increase
pressures on an already overburdened Parkway Ranger force trying to enforce additionally
complex Parkway use rules.
SARA requests that all bicycle use in the American River Parkway shall be permitted only on
paved bicycle trails presently existing and also on any future trails especially constructed for
bicycle use in the Parkway. All bicycle use off of the existing paved bicycle trails or future
bicycle trails shall be prohibited.
^ Reference is made to the list of Organizations Representing Stakeholders Interests on
Page 15 of the Convening Report.
•; .•^•.^ ..
At the May 13, 2003 monthly, meeting of the SAFCA Lower American River Task Force,
'r fSARA's representative Frank Cirill recommended that the Sacramento Audubon Society be
r;`•added'to the Environmental Organizations listed ` The Audubon Society of-Sacramento has
informed SARA that they would like to be included in the list of Environmental Organizations.

SAFCA-Lower American River Task Force - Page 2. of 2 - May 21, 2003

• Additional Recommendation:
The natural resources that are found within the Parkway offers users many meaningful
recreational opportunities. However, it is essential and absolutely necessary to recognize.
that those recreational opportunities are not limitless.
There are limits.
Those uses that can be seen to be incompatible and thus potentially harmful to the
Parkway's natural resources should not be allowed.

SARA has been solely committed to the establishment, protection and enhancement of the
American River Parkway, Sacramento's priceless open space resource, since our inception in
1961. We look forward to participating in the Parkway Plan Update to ensure the furthering of
that vision.

Sincerely,

Alan D. Wade, President
Save the American River Association

EXHIBIT

B"

AMERICAN RIVER PARKWAY PLAN UPDATE:
PROPOSED COMPOSITION OF ARPP UPDATE CITIZENS ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
Organizations Representing Stakeholder Interests (14)
The following organizations will be asked to designate a representative to the Update Citizens
Advisory Committee who demonstrates commitment to participation in this collaborative
process.
Environmental Organizations (4)
n Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
n Save the American- River Association (SARA)
n Friends of the River (FOR)
n California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Recreational Organizations (8)
n Buffalo Chips Running Club
n Sacramento Area Mountain Biking Association (SAMBA)
n Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
n
n

^Boating organization (currently exploring)
California Fly Fishers Unlimited

n
n

American River Parkway Volunteer-Equestrian Patrol
Sacramento Area Dog Owners Group (SACDOG)

n

Disabled community (currently exploring)

Community Organizations/Committees (2)
n American River Parkway Foundation

n

American. River Natural History Association

One Individual Representing the County of Sacramento's Recreation and Parks
Commission in an ex-officio capacity (1)
As the entity responsible for the operation and management of the American River Parkway, the
County's Recreation and Parks Commission will assign one of its members to serve on the
Update. Citizens Advisory Committee in an ex-officio capacity.
Individuals Representing Geographic Areas (10)
Individuals who are active in civic, business and%or, neighborhood organizations in their areas
will be appointed as Geographic Area Representatives by either the Board of Supervisors,
Sacramento City Council or Rancho Cordova City Council through the open recruitment process
of each jurisdiction.
1. City of Sacramento
appoints 4(one seat for each adjacent area: North Sacramento,
Natomas, Richards Boulevard/Downtown, and Midtown).
2. Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
appoints 5(One seat for each
supervisorial district).
3. City of Rancho Cordova appoints 1.

05

Geographical Definition for City of Sacramento Appointments:
1. North Sacramento: The area as defined by the North Sacramento Planning Area 8.
2. Natomas: The area as defined by the South Natomas Planning Area 9.
3. Richards Boulevard/Downtown: The area as defined by the Central City Planning
Area 1.
4. Midtown: The area as defined by the East Sacramento Planning.Area 6.

EXHIBIT ^^ "

Update Citizens Advisory Committee.
for the
American River Parkway
ORGANIZATIONS
(Each organization assigned a representative to the Update CAC)
Environmental Organizations (4)
Environmental Council of Sacramento (ECOS)
Save the American River Association (SARA)
Friends of the River (FOR)
California Native Plant Society (CNPS)

Representative

Al Freitas
Frank Cirill
Ron Stork
Frank Wallace

Recreational Organizations (8)
Buffalo Chips Running Club
Sacramento Area Mountain Biking Association (SAMBA)
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA)
Boating
California Fly Fishers Unlimited
American River Parkway Volunteer Equestrian Patrol
Sacramento Area Dog Owners Group (SACDOG)
Accessability Coordinator Bureau of Reclamation

Becky Johnson
Bob Horowitz
Lea Brooks
Greg Speicher
Dave Ford
Katie Bagell
Janel Silva
Larry McIver

Community Or

(3)
American River Parkway Foundation
American River Natural History Association
Sacramento County Recreation and Parks Commission: ex-officio
Sacramento County Appointments (5)
Dist 1 - Dickinson
Distr 2 - Collin
Dist 3 - Johnson
Dist 4 - Niello
Dist 5 - Notolli

Valerie Halcomb
Lou Heinrich
ArtWhite

Eric Johnson
Peggy Berty
Peter Tateishi
Renee Taylor
To be Determined

City of Sacramento Appointments (4)
To be Determined
City of Rancho Cordova (1)
To be Determined

10/20/2003
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EXHIBIT "D"
AMERICAN RIVER PARKWAY PLAN UPDATE:
PROCESS SUMMARY
Project Goals
Stakeholders agree that the goals of the '85 Parkway Plan provide effective policy guidance for
updating the Parkway Plan and should be retained. These goals are:
I.,'

To provide, protect and enhance for public use a continuous open space
^eenbelt along the
American River extending from the Sacramento River to Folsom Dam;
2.
To provide appropriate access and facilities so that present and future generations can-enjoy
the amenities and resources of the Parkway which enhance the enjoyment of leisure
activities;
3:
To preserve, protect,. interpret and improve the natural, archaeological, historical and.
recreational resources of the Parkway, including adequate flow of high quality water,
anadromous and, resident fishes, migratory and resident wildlife, and diverse natural.
vegetation;
,
.
;
4.
To mitigate adverse effects of activities and facilities adjacent to the Parkway, and
5.
To provide public safety and protection within and adjacent to the Parkway.
Organization.
'The Update of the American River Parkway Plan is an opportunity to build upon the high degree
of collaboration that has. evolved among stakeholders and public agencies with management
responsibility and interest in the lower American River. With this in mind, the following groups
create the recommended organization for the Update:.
Update Citizens Advisory Committee
In developing the proposed Update Citizens Advisory Committee (UCAC), the cosponsoring
agencies balanced the need for a manageably sized working group while providing
representation of the Parkway's recreational, environmental, business and community interests.
While it is necessary to select a representative group to do the intensive work of the UCAC, it is
important to note the opportunities for participation during community workshops, the LARTF,
providing comments at the UCAC meetings, and testifying to the Board of Supervisors and
Sacramento City Council during periodic briefings.
The task of the UCAC will be to-provide recommendations for an updated Parkway Plan to the
Board of Supervisors and City Council: The UCAC will have direct input and feedback from the
Project Management (PM) Team, Technical (Tech) Team, Lower American River Task Force,
existing County/City boards, commissions, and committees with interest along the American
River Parkway, and the public (as described below). In making its recommendations the UCAC
will consider: ,
•
•
•

Scientific and technical- information about the Parkway's resources;
Concerns and interests of the Tech Team and PM Team;
Relevant laws, policies and regulations governing- the Parkway; and
Comrnunity values and needs.

6^

Technical Team
The Tech Team is comprised of staff from local, state and federal agencies with Parkway
regulatory or management responsibilities along the Parkway, or groups who will provide input
on project specific coordination opportunities. The Tech Team will provide technical, scientific
and policy issue input to the UCAC and may
assist County Planning in the final revision of the
.Plan. With 19
agencies with jurisdiction along the Parkway, it is vital to have their initial input
to discussions within the UCAC, as well as
.continued input and guidance.
Boards and Commissions
The County
of Sacramento has a number of existing boards, commissions and committees, with
interest, along the Parkway. This existing structure will be incorporated into the feedback loop to
the UCAC.. Their
specific focus, experience, and knowledge of Parkway history, policies,
proposed projects and contentious issues will provide a valuable link of information to the
process.
Lower American River Task Force
The LARTF is an existing, non-appointed

organization consisting of local and neighborhood
organizations, and local/state/federal agencies The LARTF,is
a collaborative group that has
worked to improve existing flood-control facilities while protecting and enhancing
the LAR's
environmental and recreation resources since 1994: The LARTF
will serve as an efficient venue
to garner broad stakeholder input and will serve as a sounding board in the drafting of.proposed
recommendations for the UCAC.
Public Input
The Parkway is a regional resource of significant interest to many organizations and individuals.
There are four ways for the public to provide input to this process: 1) by participating in
community workshops to provide input on integrated area planning; 2) by participating in the
LARTF,
whose membership is open to individuals and organizations with an interest in the
lower American River; 3) by providing comments at UCAC meetings, which will allow ample
time for public input; or 4) by testifying at the Board of Supervisors and/or City Council meeting
during periodic briefings. To ensure that those who want to be involved are -aware of these
opportunities,. the County is maintaining an "Interested Stakeholders Mailing
List" and will
provide those on the mail list with all meeting notices and project documents via the County '
Planning web site, by e-mail or by mail upon request.
Project Management Team
The PM Team is comprised of the five local agencies co-sponsoring the Update: The Sacramento
County Department of Planning and Community Development (County Planning), the project
manager for the Update, working in close coordination with the Sacramento County Department
of Regional Parks, Recreation and Open Space (County Parks); The City of Sacramento,
Department of Parks and Recreation (City Parks) and Department of Planning and Building (City
Planning); the California Exposition and State Fair (Cal Expo); the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (SAFCA); and the Sacramento Area Water Forum (Water Forum). Due to the
complex and collaborative nature of this project and the necessity of approval by the County and
City of Sacramento, the PM Team will assist with the overall project coordination and guidance.
They will also provide a review of the UCAC recommendations to ensure compatibility with
their agency-policy plans and regulations.

C9

Process
The UCAC will work within an 18-month timeframe to reach substantial agreement on the five
tasks as stated in the Final Draft Convening Report.
Ultimately the Sacramento City Council and
the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors will be asked to adopt the final recommendations.
The feedback of the elected officials will be solicited as tasks are completed. In addition, the Cal
Expo Board of Directors, which owns a large portion of land within the Parkway adjacent to its
facilities, and the newly incorporated City of Rancho Cordova, which includes a significant
portion of the Parkway, will be sent final drafts and be briefed periodically on the progress.
Once the Sacramento City Council and the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors have
reviewed the final draft UCAC recommendations, the updated Parkway Plan will be submitted
for environmental review. It is important to note that there could be changes that result from the
environmental review process. Finally, the Board of Supervisors and the City Council will adopt
the updated Parkway Plan as part of their respective General Plans. Once adopted. staff will
pursue state legislation to recognize the updated Parkway Plan through the Urban American
River Parkway Preservation Act, Public Resources Code §5840.
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ADOPTED BY THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

AY PLAN UPDATE
A RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE AMERICANRIVER PA
PROCESS DESIGN AND APPROVE THE ESTABLSIH ENT OF THE UPDATE
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMM XTEE

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CI)rY OF SACRAMENTO THAT:
The City Council hereby:
1: Approves the American River Parkway Plan ypdate process and accepts the Final Convening
/
Report. .
2. Establishes the Update Citizens' Adviso Committee. There is hereby established the
City/County Upd'ate Citizens' Advisor Committee for the American River Parkway Plan.
ittee. • The Committee is established for developing
3. A roves the Purpose of the Co
advisory recommendations to the acramento City Council and Sacramento County Board of
Supervisors for updating the P9 95 American River Parkway Plan.
4. Approves the Duties of the ommittee Members. The Committee's primary duties. shall be
the following:
a.

Work collaborativ y to develop advisory recommendations, taking into account laws and
-policies governi the Parkway; comrnunityvalues and need, scientific and technical
information ab it the Parkway's resources, and .concerns raised by staff of public
agencies.

b. Attend alyegularly scheduled meetings having reviewed previous meeting summaries
ound materials distributed in advance of each meeting.
and bac
c. Part^pate, in community workshops and consider public comments and concerns in
del' erations.
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d. Work toward agreement by making good faith efforts to understand differing points of
view and attempt to find solutions acceptable to all Committee members and the
Technical Team.
e. Provide effective representation by consulting their organizations or geographic area
constituents on upcoming issues and informing them about Update Committee
deliberations.
5. Appointment of Committee Members.
a., The Committee will consist of twenty-five (25) members as described in Exhibit B and
attached to this resolution. Four (4) of these members will be appointed by the City
Council.
b. The four (4) members to be appointed by the Sacramento City Council shall be active in
civic, business, and/or neighborhood organizations in their areas.
The length of term served by each Committee member is a 36-month period beginning at
the first meeting of the Committee.
d. The sunset date of the Committee will be 36-months after the first meeting of the
Committee.
e.

The Sacramento City Council and Board of Supervisors shall hold the first meeting
within 28 days of the appointment of all members.

f.

Subsequent meeting of the Committee shall be every four to eight weeks.

g. Committee members shall serve without compensation.
6. Definition of Geographical Areas Represented by City of Sacramento appointments:
a. North Sacramento: The area.as defined by the North Sacramento Planning Area 8.
b. Natomas: The area as defined by the South Natomas Planning Area 9..
c. Richards Boulevard/Downtown: The area as defined by the Central City Planning Area 2.
d. Midtown: The area as defined by the East Sacramento Planning Area 6..
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8. Announcement for Appointment Openings. The announcement for the appointment openings
will take place within three days of adoption of this resolution.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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