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through Sonoma Clean Power. The project, therefore, will not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to greenhouse gas emissions. 

 
Comment R.8: 2.4  So much of the creek’s bottom in the park is concrete, as well as concrete walls. 
Didn’t the Sonoma County Water Agency approve that in the past? Could not Sonoma Water bear 
some responsibility now for its removal and possibly flooding. There’s a huge flooding problem 
here, as McMinn Ave is typically flooded and impassable at the creek at least a few times per year.  
The city had its survey crew in the neighborhood for about 3 weeks mapping and checking elevations 
this spring. The creek flows better behind the Roseland School District offices, once it becomes 
channelized. 
 

Response R.8: The proposed project focuses on recreational improvements and 
amenities and will not modify the bed or banks of Roseland Creek. The City has a 
Citywide Creek Master Plan that guides their restoration of creeks throughout the 
City. The Recreation and Parks Department does not typically incorporate creek 
restoration into park projects. The City’s Transportation and Public Works 
Department plans and implements creek restoration projects as funding becomes 
available. Future creek restoration for Roseland Creek may be completed as a 
separate project in the future as funding allows.  

 
Comment R.9: Impact AES-2 I’ve stated earlier my thoughts regarding the hidden restroom and its 
attached parking lot. I’d like to see more heritage trees remain, and street parking used instead. 
Access south of creek from over the bridges. School parking lots are empty on the weekends and 
after hours also.  
 
 Impact AES-4 Lighting shouldn’t be required in a dawn to dark only locked park. If necessary, only 
at the nature center structure for a drive by security check. 
 

Response R.9: The project will result in a limited amount of tree removal as 
described in the Draft EIR (page 21). The City completed extensive community 
outreach to develop the proposed Master Plan and incorporated parking and 
restrooms south of the creek based on community input. As discussed in the Draft 
EIR (page 22), nighttime safety lighting for structures and, as necessary along trails, 
will be included for security consistent with City standards. 

 
Comment R.10: Finally, my children and now grandchildren have played in that park for 39 years, 
just as it is. I’ve walked my dogs there for even longer. The school kids and walkers and dog walkers 
all make the park a lively and social experience. Along with the others who live close enough to the 
park to walk there, we’ve cleaned and monitored and enjoyed it for many years. Hoping for a 
sensible park build. 
 

Response R.10: This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any questions 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided.  
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S. Jorge Inocencio (dated June 17, 2024) 
 
Comment S.1: I am writing to provide feedback on the draft environmental impact report for the 
Roseland Creek Community Park. I am in favor of the City's proposed master plan and I think that 
the DEIR does a very thorough job of describing and offering mitigations for any potential 
environmental impact. I think that the DEIR addressess all of the concerns from the community 
regarding environmental preservation. 
 

Response S.1: This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided.  

 
T. Judy Johnson (dated June 15, 2024) 
 
Comment T.1: Please consider changes to the City’s plans for Roseland Creek Community Park that 
will focus on the land and its life. I refer to the letters and comments from Janet Cobb of the 
California Wildlife Foundation, Angela Moskow of the California Oaks Program, and Trish Tatarian 
of the California Native Plant Society. I am not a professional or scientist, just a human being who 
lives here and very much cares about our land, as do many Santa Rosa residents. 
 
The Park must not be a profit center, event venue or recreational park. This is a struggling remainder 
of the very special habitat that was the Santa Rosa plain and laguna. All that is needed is to help 
reverse the human damage and provide a healthy, peaceful area for people to walk, be calmed and 
refreshed, and connect with nature. 
 
How fortunate this is near schools, where kids can discover, enjoy and learn to protect habitat. The 
next generations are becoming acutely aware of the importance of and the destruction of nature. 
Many are losing hope. This park, in their own neighborhood, can provide a positive and dynamic 
early step in caring for Earth. They don’t need a “nature mall”. All that is needed is minimal paths 
and some benches. It should be eyes on, not hands on. 
 
The Santa Rosans living near Roseland Creek Park vary. Some cannot easily access or afford the 
time to visit the larger parks in the area. Some came to this County and this City to be near the 
special environment. Some have no clue what the indigenous land was like. Many want a respite 
from the endless noise, buildings and concrete, if only for a little while. And they don’t need a 
“nature mall”, either. So no parking lots, kiosks, BBQ pits, picnic areas, playing fields…. The non-
human creatures also need quiet and privacy to flourish in their home. 
 
Of course, work needs to be done on the plot. Get rid of the old pavings and foundations. Don’t add 
more paving. There is plenty of street parking for those coming any distance. Get the garbage out, 
garbage and recycle bins in. The woods and grasslands need invasives removed and native species 
reintroduced. Some trimming is needed, but no logging, and no landscape architects need apply. 
Once repaired, there is no need for roads. It is a small area. Can it please be a quiet, healthy part of 
the plain to be visited and appreciated? We will help. 
 
Please act responsibly for the long term. The days of “someone else will take care of it” must be 
over. Here is your opportunity to be an example. 
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Thank you for allowing me to have my say. 
 

Response T.1: Responses to comments provided by the California Wildlife 
Foundation and California Native Plant Society are provided in Responses D through 
F, above. The commenter’s opposition to providing a nature center, active park uses 
south of Roseland Creek, and parking is acknowledged. The project will remove 
invasive species in areas of the site proposed for recreational improvements and will 
work with community groups to plant native species on site. The project proposes 
limited tree removal as described in the Draft EIR (page 55). This comment is 
acknowledged and does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR, 
therefore, no further response is provided.  

 
U. Lynn Houser (dated June 15, 2024) 
 
Comment U.1: I am a resident of Santa Rosa for over 26 years who appreciates the value of our 
beautiful parks, open space, and connection to nature as a parent of two grown children. I have 
walked the 20 acre parcel to be Roseland Creek Community Park and strongly support this land to be 
protected in its natural state with restoration of priority areas to allow native plants, wildlife, and 
people to thrive. 
 
I believe a unique approach is needed to provide the great benefits to residents of Roseland, the 
general public, the plants and wildlife who live there as well as ecological services such as 
groundwater recharge. The northern meadow, juvenile Valley Oak woodland, Roseland Creek, and 
the Purple Needlegrass area in the south need to be addressed specifically to preserve and protect 
their value as well as comply with CEQA and the City of Santa Rosa Creek Master Plan. 
 

Response U.1: The proposed Master Plan involves trail improvements throughout 
the northern parcels of the park site as shown in Draft EIR Figure 2.2-4 (page 9). The 
proposed trail improvements will also encircle the purple needlegrass area on the 
southernmost park parcel. The proposed project does not include any modifications to 
Roseland Creek. Future improvements to Roseland Creek will be completed 
consistent with the Citywide Creek Master Plan by the Transportation and Public 
Works Department as funding becomes available. 

 
Comment U.2: The EIR is inadequate in addressing invasive species removal. 
 
The Creek Master Plan identified many invasive species that need to be removed prior to creation of 
park amenities. These species include Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), cherry plum 
(Prunus cerasifera), hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), wooly cotoneaster (Cotoneaster pannosus), 
harding grass (Phalaris aquatica), Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum), reed 
fescue (Festuca arundinacea), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), slim oat (Avena barbata), French 
broom (Genista monspessulana), Indian teasel (Dipsacus sativus), hairy cat’s ear (Hypochaeris 
radicata), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus ssp. pycnocephalus), periwinkle (Vinca major), 
fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum). The Roseland Creek southern 
part is severely impacted by harding grass dominance (Phalaris aquatica). This invasive weed is very 
pernicious and requires a comprehensive plan to eradicate, which will require long term monitoring. 
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With removal of invasive species, the native forbs, grasses and shrubs will be able to recolonize 
successfully. This should be specifically addressed in the EIR for all invasive species present. 
 

Response U.2: The City acknowledges the presence of a substantial number on 
invasive species on the project site. A comprehensive invasive species eradication 
program is not currently proposed in the Master Plan. The Recreation and Parks 
Department does not have a dedicated source of funding that will allow for 
implementation of such a program in addition to the regular maintenance required for 
the proposed park. The project, however, will remove invasive species in areas of the 
site proposed for recreational improvements and will work with community groups to 
plant native species on site. 
 

Comment U.3: The EIR is inadequate in addressing the need for the restoration of Roseland Creek. 
 
The removal of approximately 400 linear feet of concrete in the creek channel is necessary to comply 
with the Creek Master Plan. As a central part of the new Community Park, the concrete removal, 
invasive and other non-native plants, and restoration with native riparian plants grown locally, this 
part of Roseland creek can be safely enjoyed by the public while providing flood control and wildlife 
habitat. This restoration plan must be considered in the EIR. Restoration of the creek will provide 
habitat corridors, natural areas in the neighborhood that allow animals to move throughout areas and 
get much-needed habitat. A restoration plan should be included in the DEIR as part of the planning 
process. 
 
The large, mature, valley oaks along Roseland creek, combined with the juvenile valley oak 
woodland provide a natural resource once commonly found in the Roseland area which is now 
severely reduced by development. To illustrate the habitat value and benefits of valley oaks (even 
without bears or deer present) I present the following: 
 
“ Valley oak trees are a keystone species - a species on which many other organisms in an ecosystem 
depend, such that if it were lost the ecosystem would change drastically. Valley oaks support 
approximately 300 animals, 1,100 plants, 370 fungi, and 5,000 insects and invertebrates. Bears, 
black-tailed deer, scrub jays, magpies, wood ducks, wild turkeys, quail, flickers and acorn 
woodpeckers all depend on oaks for food. Insects feed on the leaves, twigs, acorns, bark and wood of 
oak trees (which in turn are food sources for other larger critters.) Some animals depend on oaks to 
keep them safe from predators, while others use the branches, cavities, and bark itself as a home. 
Oaks continue to be useful to wildlife even after they die. Salamanders, worms, snails, termites and 
ants live in decomposing logs and help turn wood into humus, which enriches soil.” Source: Napa 
County RCD https://naparcd.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/1-Introduction-to-Oak-Ecology.pdf  
 
The EIR is inadequate in that it did not cite the 2014 Citywide Creek Master Plan (CCMP) Appendix 
C Roseland Creek Restoration Plan and state how the park Master Plan will incorporate the 
Restoration needs of Roseland Creek. The CCMP identifies the following: “Construct a self-
maintaining channel with adequate bank-full dimensions to transport sediment, contain healthy 
riparian vegetation and convey the 100-year flood.” This inadequacy should be addressed before 
construction of any Creekside amenities. The Roseland Creek Master plan cites the following Santa 
Rosa General Plan Policies: OSC-D-7 Rehabilitate existing channelized waterways, as feasible, to 
remove concrete linings and allow for a connection between the stream channel and the natural water 

https://naparcd.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/1-Introduction-to-Oak-Ecology.pdf
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table. OSC-D-8 Restore channelized waterways to a more natural condition which allows for more 
natural hydraulic functioning, including development of meanders, pools, rifles, and other stream 
features. Restoration should also allow for growth of riparian vegetation which effectively stabilizes 
banks, screens pollutants from runoff entering the channel, enhances fisheries, and provides other 
opportunities for natural habitat restoration There is no discussion in the EIR that these policies will 
be implemented for this park. 
 

Response U.3: The proposed project focuses on recreational improvements and 
amenities and will not modify the bed or banks of Roseland Creek. The City has a 
Citywide Creek Master Plan that guides their restoration of creeks throughout the 
City. The Recreation and Parks Department does not typically incorporate creek 
restoration into park projects. The City’s Transportation and Public Works 
Department plans and implements creek restoration projects as funding becomes 
available. Future creek restoration for Roseland Creek may be completed as a 
separate project in the future as funding allows.  

 
The value of valley oaks along Roseland Creek and throughout the project site is 
acknowledged. The proposed Master Plan has been designed to minimize tree 
removal and avoid impacts to trees as described in the Draft EIR. 

 
Comment U.4: Also affecting the Roseland Creek riparian habitat is the plan to build a parking lot in 
the southern portion with 17 spaces. Due to the proximity of the creek at the SW corner, the narrow 
entrance off Burbank Ave leaves limited space between the creek and the area planned for the 
parking lot. An entrance road with handicapped parking and a turnaround would be better suited for 
this part, with the parking located north of the creek. Also, the addition of a large turf area, sports 
courts, and playgrounds are not all appropriate for this small space, and there is potential for adverse 
effects on the Purple Needlegrass sensitive area in the SE corner. Therefore, walking and bike trails, 
picnic areas, and natural playgrounds would be best for this space. A fitness circuit could be installed 
without too much impact to the natural vegetation. The nearby schools and other community parks 
nearby have sports courts and turf sport facilities. 
 

Response U.4: The proposed entrance south of Roseland Creek aligns with an 
existing driveway for the former residence on the site. The proposed parking lot is 
located outside of the creek development buffer as shown in Figure 2.2-4. The purple 
needlegrass habitat on the site will be encircled by a trail and unaffected by the use of 
the lawn area, sports court, and playground on the western side of the parcel. The 
park areas south of Roseland Creek will include trails, picnic areas, and a playground 
as requested in the comment. This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any 
issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided.  

 
Comment U.5: The EIR is inadequate in addressing the restoration needs of the entire park 
regarding invasive species removal and monitoring. The northern meadow has a significant invasion 
of Harding grass (Phalaris aquatica). The Purple Needlegrass area in the SE corner may also be 
negatively impacted by the planned adjacent turf area, which will have to be mowed. Lawn mowing 
equipment can often transport and spread weed seeds, which will impact the native grasses. There 
should be some separation of the irrigated turf area and the Purple Needlegrass area, with either a 
berm or a buffer zone, such as a native plant landscaped area, to avoid weed introduction and 
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overwatering. Any plan for the undeveloped area south of the creek should specifically address the 
invasive Harding Grass present on site and restoration using locally sourced grasses and forbs should 
be implemented. 
 

Response U.5: Refer to Response U.2. As described in Draft EIR Section 3.4 
Biological Resources (page 41), the purple needlegrass community comprises 
approximately 45 percent relative cover with other predominantly non-native grasses 
and forbs including slim oat (Avena barbata), spring vetch (Vicia sativa), hairy cat’s 
ear (Hypochaeris radicata), rose clover (Trifolium hirtum), and Spanish lotus 
(Acmispon americanus var. americanus). The purple needlegrass area on the site is 
currently interspersed with non-native vegetation and maintenance of the area will 
not be modified with development of the park. As shown in Figure 2.2-4, the purple 
needlegrass area will be segregated from other park uses by a trail.  

 
Comment U.6: Finally, the paths proposed for the park are excessive in width, at 10 feet wide with a 
2 ft gravel shoulder on each side. I propose the roads to be 8 feet wide, which is adequate for 
maintenance and will save money on materials. This change will also allow for more surface area for 
rainwater percolation and groundwater recharge. 
 

Response U.6: Refer to Response E.5. 
 
Comment U.7: This 20 acre parcel is unique in the neighborhood and in Santa Rosa. A remnant, 
regenerating Valley oak forest surrounded by development, it provides highly valuable natural 
resources to native plants and the animals who depend on them. A community nature park here, 
mostly undeveloped and restored where necessary, provides access for children to walk to school, for 
teachers to teach about oak woodlands and riparian habitat, for families to see wildflowers and birds, 
and for recreation such as dog walking, picnicking, and unstructured play in the neighborhood and 
for the City as a whole. 
 
Thank you for accepting these comments. 
 

Response U.7: This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
V. Madrone Audubon Society (dated June 5, 2024) 
 
Comment V.1: We are writing to share our impressions and requests regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Madrone Audubon is headquartered in Santa Rosa and 
continues to enjoy a productive and positive relationship with the City of Santa Rosa.  Our nonprofit 
Audubon organization is also a Chapter of National Audubon.  Madrone Audubon serves 
approximately 3000 members in Sonoma County and the Bay Area.  
 
You may recall we have taken an active interest in both the longstanding advocacy for acquisition 
with conservation of the Roseland Community Park parcels and subsequent planning process.  Our 
interest has been in a balance of protecting and enhancing this ecological reserve with appropriate 
passive recreation for community members.  We shared discussions about a possible environmental 
task force, offering to lead that, to convene our County nonprofit organizations, sharing in activities 
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and education for this special Nature Preserve in the making.  The building to remain on-site was 
considered as a “Nature Center.” 
 
Like many, we were disheartened and deeply concerned about the outcome of the park design, which 
included multiple impactful elements in the supposed context of conserving, restoring and enhancing 
the wild acreage to support habitat, species and the ability to provide an educational Nature area.  
Indeed, this land should be considered local critical habitat.   
 
We agree that a formal Environmental Impact Report to document and assess attributes and impacts 
was both appropriate and needed. 
 
During the public review process, prior to obtaining the DEIR, your City staff and elected officials 
heard multiple comments from residents and students about the very strong desire to ensure 
protection of the oak woodland, creek and riparian corridor, grassland and overall habitat.  We also 
heard concurrent support for appropriate passive recreational opportunities that would fit well within 
the context of an ecological reserve. 
 
When I first visited the Roseland Creek property, I observed a large active Red-tailed Hawk Nest 
high in a tree on-site.  This was a remarkable observation.  With many site visits in the past 8 years, 
even with some detrimental activities occurring on the property, the importance of the Roseland 
Creek property as the ecological reserve it continues to be, with potential for quiet passive enjoyment 
and habitat protection and enhancement, cannot be overstated. 
 
Our DEIR review and comments will focus on supporting this continuing experience and opinion by 
discussing Biological Resources.   
 
In the midst of Roseland, across from Roseland Creek Elementary School, with nearby residences, 
the Roseland Creek Community Park land is described as follows:  
 
“Seven biological communities were identified on the project site (refer to Figure 3.4-1). 
Nonsensitive biological communities include non-native grassland, developed/landscaped areas, and 
disturbed valley oak woodland. Potentially sensitive biological communities observed on the project 
site include intermittent stream (Roseland Creek), valley oak riparian woodland, riparian wetland, 
and purple needlegrass grassland, all of which are detailed following Figure 3.4-1.  
bio resources”… (p. 38) 
 
The variety of habitat types, including the creek with riparian corridor and possibility for ongoing 
restoration, also reflect the biological resources/species who rely on this area for survival as well as 
the City of Santa Rosa securing this habitat in a climate crisis where all we can do to support species 
survival is very important.  Your Santa Rosa students from elementary to high school age will 
understand your positive action in this regard - if you make decisions to support high level 
conservation.  Educational opportunities as well as community volunteering will help connect 
community members to their ecological reserve – and conservation that is needed will occur.  It is 
not an understatement to say the City of Santa Rosa and the Roseland community can cultivate and 
support a world-class Nature Preserve while also providing passive recreational amenities for 
residents of the community. 
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Response V.1: This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
Comment V.2: We encourage you to review and consider the opinion and report of Shawn 
Smallwood, Ph.D., his report filed from 2021.  Dr. is a highly reputable biologist whose 
observations, analytical and reporting skills are skills are excellent and reliable. Through his report, 
comparing to the WRA report(s), you will gain insights as to accurate representation and 
documentation of biological resources on the Roseland Creek Community Park property.  Dr. 
Smallwood’s September 2021 report includes: 
 
“…While visiting the site, I detected 38 species of vertebrate wildlife, 5 of which were special-status 
species (Table 1). The site supports oak titmouse, of which there are many, and Anna’s 
hummingbirds (Photos 8 and 9). I saw Nuttall’s woodpeckers and a colony of acorn woodpeckers 
(Photos 10 and 11), Pacific-slope flycatcher and black phoebe (Photos 12 and 13), California scrub-
jays and mourning doves (Photos 14 and 15), hooded orioles (Photo 16) and turkey vultures (Photo 
17), among other species. I also saw invasive species, including wild turkeys and Eastern fox 
squirrels, both species of which were introduced to California from their natural ranges east of the 
Mississippi River, and a house cat on the hunt (Photo 18). Occurrences of non-native species, and 
more explicitly the ratio of non-native to endemic species, reflect on the ecological integrity of a 
place (Smallwood 1994). In the case of Roseland Creek Community Park, the ratio of 3 non-native to 
35 endemic species of vertebrate wildlife, or <8% of the species I detected, indicates a high degree of 
ecological integrity. Given its interior location within the City of Santa Rosa, I would have expected 
a higher percentage of non-native species. The Park is relatively intact, ecologically, and it is rich in 
wildlife”… 
 
The park project design the City of Santa Rosa Council approved is too impactful and unbalanced. 
Community groups, residents, students and teachers have appealed to the City for many years to 
create an ecological reserve with passive recreation, cultural elements, and educational opportunities. 
This direction is what is optimal for the Roseland Creek property.  We strongly encourage you to 
consider changing course to a more positive, balanced, climate-supportive and innovative park 
design and project.  Of course, we remain interested in supporting and participating. Understanding 
and achieving the balance of human activity with sensitivity to habitat areas can lead to best 
decisions and outcomes. Madrone Audubon has a 12-year history of nesting support for the West 9th 
Street heron and egret rookery in SW Santa Rosa.  We are expanding our relationship with Lincoln 
Elementary School, thanks to a grant from National Audubon, for habitat gardening to support 
survival of birds, butterflies, bees and other species in need.  We would, as we have shared in the 
past, want to support the City of Santa Rosa’s change of course and decisions for the ecological 
reserve in Roseland. 
 

Response V.2: The biological resources assessment prepared for the project is an 
accurate representation of the potential habitats and species on the project site. The 
biological resource impacts identified in the Draft EIR adequately characterize the 
impacts of the project under CEQA (pages 34-58).  
 
The proposed Master Plan was developed with a substantial amount of community 
input received in over 30 meetings for the project. The Board of Community Services 
reviewed and recommended approval of the proposed Master Plan in July 2021. The 
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Master Plan, as proposed, incorporates input from the Roseland area community and 
was developed to balance the desire for both active and passive recreational uses. 
This comment does not raise any specific questions regarding the adequacy of the 
EIR. The City acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the Master Plan 
approval, as proposed. 
 

W. Mary Goe (dated May 11, 2024) 
 
Comment W.1: I would like to see the nature park kept as natural as possible. The fewer parking 
spaces the better. I would like to see the creek restored and the concrete removed. Some of the 
concrete wall along the creek has collapsed and I fear it could be dangerous to children playing in the 
creek bed. 
 

Response W.1: The proposed Master Plan provides for primarily passive recreational 
uses north of Roseland Creek and will be developed consistent with the existing 
conservation easements on the property. As described in Section 2.2.2.1 Access, 
Circulation, and Parking, the project proposes a limited number of parking spaces 
that will be constructed concurrent with the park amenities they’re intended to serve.  
 
The proposed project focuses on recreational improvements and amenities and will 
not modify the bed or banks of Roseland Creek. The City has a Citywide Creek 
Master Plan that guides their restoration of creeks throughout the City. The 
Recreation and Parks Department does not typically incorporate creek restoration into 
park projects. The City’s Transportation and Public Works Department plans and 
implements creek restoration projects as funding becomes available. Future creek 
restoration for Roseland Creek may be completed as a separate project in the future as 
funding allows.  
 

X. Natasha Granoff (dated June 17, 2024) 
 
Comment X.1: I am a 25-year resident of Santa Rosa and have walked the proposed Roseland 
Community Park many times with various agencies and residents who are passionate about saving 
one of the last remaining valley oak woodlands in Sonoma County.  I concur with the comments of 
three letters you have received regarding the DEIR: from the California Oaks Program of the 
California Wildlife Foundation, from Milo Baker Chapter CNPS and from Lynn Houser. I would like 
to add, from an aesthetic and environmental perspective, developing a “standard city park” requiring 
significant infrastructure that removes established native trees and vegetation, destroys a valuable 
ecosystem and its biodiversity, adds heat islands of concrete and asphalt, contradicts Santa Rosa’s 
greenhouse gas reduction goals, and climate resilience goals, which include the human need for 
natural spaces so important in a quickly changing climate.  And finally, the irony of the expense of 
destroying an ecosystem important to all life, humans, and animals, and then spend maintenance 
hours maintaining an unnatural system is based on old ideas. Let us go forward differently, and make 
this a training ground for environmental inquiry, by the local community, schools, and non-profits. 
We are way beyond business as usual, we cannot afford business as usual. 
 

Response X.1: The proposed Master Plan was developed with a substantial amount 
of community input received in over 30 meetings for the project. The Master Plan, as 
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proposed, incorporates input from the Roseland area community and was developed 
to balance the desire for both active and passive recreational uses. The Master Plan 
has been designed to avoid impacts to native trees and vegetation. As described in 
Section 3.8.2.2 of the EIR, the project will adhere to applicable measures in the 
City’s Climate Action Plan resulting in a less than significant greenhouse gas 
emissions impact at a project and cumulative level. This comment is acknowledged 
and does not raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further 
response is provided. 

 
Y. Richard Ingram (dated June 17, 2024) 
 
Comment Y.1: Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the DEIR. 
 
My comments pertain, in part, to sections within the DEIR regarding Land Use and Planning, 
Hydrology and Water Quality and Wildfires. Analyses within these three sections of the DEIR 
appear incomplete: 
 

• Impacts regarding Land Use and Planning have not considered the transition of the future 
park from it’s past use under private ownership to public use. 

 
• Impacts regarding Hydrology and Water Quality have not considered the potential for 

ongoing occupation by unhoused people. 
 

• Impacts regarding Wildfires have not considered the fuel load inventory as it relates to both 
park maintenance capability the potential for ongoing occupation by unhoused people 

 
The DEIR is, as well, silent concerning a discussion regarding Public Safety. Our environment, how 
we live, how we utilize public spaces, how public spaces are administered and maintained, all 
influence Public Safety. In our modern era, design elements of public spaces, including parks, are 
typically shaped with major considerations toward Public Safety. How the park will be maintained, 
administered, policed are all factors that may significantly impact the environment as it relates to 
water quality, wildfires and the health and welfare of those residents using the park and those who 
live adjacent to the park. Will there be sufficient resources dedicated by police, fire and parks 
departments to maintain this new park in a manner that avoids environmental impacts? That question 
needs to be considered in the DEIR in a way that assures those public officials who are considering 
the project for approval that the development of the proposed park will put an end to the significant 
risks to the environment that, for the past several years, have occurred on the parcels of land where 
the park is planned. 
 
The DEIR should assess whether the City has capacity with current infrastructure and staffing levels 
of the police, fire and parks department to actually do what is necessary to provide a level of service 
that will assure people using that park or people living adjacent to the park that it will be a safe place. 
The four parcels that make up the land for future park are now open space, owned, maintained and 
policed by the City. The 19-acre site has, for the past several years, been a revolving door for 
unhoused transients. The site has been set on fire numerous times over the years. Huge 
accumulations of trash left by unhoused people have occurred. There have been fights, arrests, 
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trespassing and theft from adjacent homes boardering the future park. Unhoused people have used 
the future park site and Roseland Creek as a toilet and a trash receptacle. 
 

Response Y.1: CEQA requires that the physical impacts of a project be considered in 
the EIR. The project site is located in an urban area that is served by existing public 
services. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.15 Public Services (page 122), the use 
of the site as a park will not result in an expansion of the service area for the police or 
fire departments and, therefore, construction of additional facilities to provide those 
services will not be required. The proposed park will include trash receptacles to 
reduce the potential for littering within the park property. In the event illegal activity 
is observed on the park property, residents are encouraged to contact law 
enforcement. City policy related to unhoused populations will be enforced on the 
project site.  
 
In accordance with the City’s Business and Strategic Action Plan, once the park is 
developed, a moderate level of service will be provided based on the passive use of 
the site and limited number of amenities proposed. For example, maintenance tasks, 
such as turf mowing, are anticipated to be completed on a bi-weekly basis during the 
growing season as occasional use of the lawn area is anticipated. Additionally, special 
purpose maintenance will be interlaced with the general maintenance as necessitated 
by the proposed improvements. The frequency of maintenance will vary from daily 
trash removal to annual maintenance of benches, structures, and signage.   

 
Comment Y.2: Section 3.11, Land Use and Planning, speaks to the conformity of the proposed park 
with the current land use. This land has been open space for some time and the creation of a park is 
certainly a natural progression given the City’s growth and annexation of Roseland. Prior to being 
open space, it was rural farmland. Existing homes, for instance, along Hughes Avenue which border 
the entire northern boundary of the proposed park, were constructed in the early 1950’s and bordered 
what was then farmland. Being adjacent to a proposed public park is significantly different than 
being adjacent to private farmland. The real change in land use that needs to be addressed in the 
DEIR is from private land that was held by individuals where access was controlled and maintenance 
of that land was responsibly undertaken, to now - ownership by public entities. The development of 
the park is just the final step in the conversion of what was once private land to public land. The 
issues associated with private residences bordering public land include public safety issues. Those 
owning homes in the neighborhood along Hughes Avenue that back up to the proposed park have 
long had to suffer the consequences of the lack of maintenance and security of what was once private 
land and is now public land. 
 

Response Y.2: The use of the project site for a public park was previously 
considered in the City’s General Plan and Roseland Area/Sebastopol Road Specific 
Plan. Recreational land uses are generally compatible with residential use. The 
conversion of the project site to a formal park use will result in increased 
maintenance of the site.  

 
Comment Y.3: Questions of how the City will prevent unhoused people from camping in the park, 
building fires in the tall grass should be addressed in the EIR. The park plan that's associated with 
this environmental document creates very little change to the landscape. As an example, the first 
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several hundred feet south of the northern park border will remain essentially unchanged. The DEIR 
indicates that there are no impacts associated with land use changes. In fact, there have been impacts 
associated with the creation of this public land. The open space district and now the City have 
historically not provided an adequate level of maintenance throughout the period of this long and 
drawn out process of creating a park. Weeds are not mowed until they are 6 feet tall. Unhoused 
people camp and build fires during high fire danger periods subjecting the entire neighborhood to 
unnecessary risks. 
 
Prior to public or quasi-public acquisition of this property, the land was farmed in a responsible 
manner. Trespassing was not allowed. Now that the City has the property, unhoused people have 
more rights to use the land than they once did when the land was under private ownership. This 
change in ownership created a change in land use, a change in the level of public safety and definite 
impacts to the environment. These impacts are not being addressed in the DEIR. 
 

Response Y.3: CEQA requires that the physical impacts on the environment be 
addressed in the Draft EIR. The creation of a formal park on the site will result in 
increased maintenance and general public use of the site which could discourage 
unhoused populations from congregating on the property. City policy related to 
unhoused populations will be enforced on the project site.  

 
Comment Y.4: Section 3.10 discusses Hydrology and Water Quality. Currently there are 
environmental impacts occurring every day within the proposed park boundary from unhoused 
people that are not utilizing sanitation facilities. With the creation of the park, how will the City 
ensure that these impacts do not continue. The plan for the park calls for the installation of a split rail 
fence along Burbank Avenue and closing a gate at night. Will that be adequate to prevent unhoused 
people from continuing to do what they do now? These potential impacts are not discussed in the 
DEIR. 
 

Response Y.4: The proposed Master Plan will allow for the development of a park 
on the property and does not propose any facilities to serve unhoused populations. 
The park will be open from sunrise to sunset and vehicular gates will be manually 
opened and closed on a daily basis to prevent overnight parking on the property. 
Restroom facilities will be provided to serve park users. City policy related to 
unhoused populations will be enforced on the project site. 

 
Comment Y.5: Section 3.20 discusses Wildfires. The DEIR indicates there are no significant 
impacts associated with wildfires. Unhoused people building fires in tall grass has the potential to 
create huge environmental impacts. The potential exists for the destruction of an entire 
neighborhood. Air quality, water quality, impacts to health and welfare are all potential impacts. 
There have been numerous unhoused people who are allowed to camp on City owned property for 
extended periods of time without facilities, without water, without sanitation, without rules to be 
followed. The creation of the park does not solve these problems if the land that is being utilized does 
not change and the enforcement of the rules remains the same. 
 

Response Y.5: Refer to Response I.8 for information related to recent fires on the 
site. City policy related to unhoused populations will be enforced on the project site. 
CEQA requires that the Lead Agency avoid speculation in the DEIR. The 
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development of a park on the project site is not intended to provide services or 
facilities for unhoused populations. 

 
Comment Y.6: Parks and open space are terrific ideas and healthy for a neighborhood. Housing the 
unhoused is a complex and daunting problem facing Cities. The issues around the interface between 
public and private land are difficult problems to address. However, the City should take ownership of 
these problems and provide resolutions to an ongoing and old issue that has plagued this 
neighborhood. And it needs to begin by including evaluation of these real issues within the context of 
this environmental document. 
 
It is unfortunate that this land has not been developed into a park in a timely fashion. Now that the 
City is involved I am hopeful that a wonderful park will be created. The City has inherited numerous 
pre-existing problems with the annexation of Roseland. One of the largest problems may be one that 
is not well recognized. Surface water drainage in the Roseland area is a very big challenge. 
Sebastopol Road, north of the proposed park, collects an inordinate amount of debris/garbage that 
makes its way into surrounding waterways. This is an environmental problem that is likely beyond 
the scope of this DEIR, however Roseland Creek runs right through the middle of the proposed park 
and the creek is subject to ongoing degradation from surface water discharges from streets in the 
area. An opportunity exists with the creation of this park to improve and address some of these 
surface water discharges while also reducing wildfire risks and addressing security concerns. 
 

Response Y.6: The proposed park will include trash receptacles. Stormwater 
treatment on the park site will be provided consistent with the requirements of the 
Phase I MS4 permit. The City will limit impervious surfaces in the park consistent 
with the conservation easements on the project site. 

 
Comment Y.7: Along the northern boundary of the proposed park, some of the past proposed park 
alternatives involved the creation of vernal pool wetlands. Some opinions expressed by consultants 
indicated that the vernal pool wetlands would not be as successful as one would hope. However, the 
creation of vernal pool wetlands is only one type of maintained wetland that can benefit the 
environmental health of the area. If the focus of the constructed wetlands were to change from 
creating vernal pool habitat to controlling pollution that's coming from street runoff, then wetlands 
could be successful. Much of the area north of the park eventually drains to Roseland Creek. If 
surface water collected during storms could be diverted before entering the Creek and routed through 
surface water treatment wetlands, harmful pollutants could be treated through passive natural 
processes by being slowly routed through these wetlands. The potential for area flooding could also 
be diminished by utilization of these wetlands as well by slowing the speed of the runoff thereby 
reducing the peak flows in the creek. These newly constructed treatment wetlands could act as a 
buffer between people that were utilizing the park and the residents that border the northern boundary 
of the proposed park. In this way, security for those residents could be improved, storm water 
pollution could be mitigated, and wildfire threats could be lowered by careful maintenance of these 
new wetlands. 
 

Response Y.7: The project will incorporate stormwater treatment facilities on the 
park site. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 7.0 Alternatives (page 167), the project 
biologist reviewed the potential for constructed wetlands to be successful on the site 
and found the available watershed would be insufficient to establish wetland 
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characteristics in normal and above average rainfall years. Additionally, soil types on 
the majority of the project site, including the northerly property boundary, are 
comprised of well drained loams that have a high soil infiltration rate. These soils are 
not classified as hydric soils which are used as an indicator for wetlands. Importation 
of appropriate soil types to support wetland creation such as clay or bentonite is not 
generally supported by regulatory agencies. A constructed drainage to convey flows 
to a wetland on the project is also unlikely to provide adequate flow volumes to 
support a constructed wetland. Where wetlands are constructed, monitoring to ensure 
success criteria are met typically would occur over a five-year period with potential 
costs of approximately $50,000. Per acre construction costs, outside of a regulatory 
permit process, would be approximately $120,000 per acre. If the success criteria 
were not met over the five-year monitoring period, additional construction costs and 
monitoring costs may be warranted. Based on the above considerations, the City does 
not propose to incorporate constructed wetlands into the Master Plan. 

 
Comment Y.8: The development of a park of this size is a significant undertaking for the City and 
it's also a significant opportunity to make Roseland better as a whole. Not enough has been done on 
this property for too long. 
 
I implore that the City use thoughtful leadership to see that this park gets built and is done right, as 
well as being open to the opportunity that the creation of this park provides to address other issues in 
Roseland. 
 

Response Y.8: This comment is acknowledged and does not raise any issues 
regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
Z. Seth Tippey (dated June 2, 2024) 
 
Comment Z.1: I want to start by saying that I know this project has been worked on for years and 
years, and there has been a lot of community involvement, both in trying to push this park forward 
and in resisting any change to the area. And as much as I want the natural beauty of this park to 
remain completely unchanged, I recognize that my wish is quite selfish, and that improving access 
will allow more people to enjoy this beautiful park. So I can see the need to add parking and make it 
easier for people of all ages to be able to walk the paths.  
 
The part that I feel most compelled to comment on is the addition of the lawn area and sports court. 
My wife and I have been living in Roseland for years, and we've watched as all the open fields have 
disappeared. Development is everywhere -- including just beyond Roseland Creek Park where 
dozens of houses are being built as we speak -- and Roseland's natural beauty is being replaced. This 
is one of the few natural parks in Roseland that remains intact. Given how many other parks already 
exist in the area with sports fields/courts, why does this one need to turn into the same thing? Again, 
I do recognize that keeping the park exactly the same is unrealistic. What exists here is worth 
sharing, and I would be happy if more people got to enjoy it. Just don't destroy the parts of the park 
that are unique and replace them with generic sports fields/courts that you can find at every other 
park. 
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Response Z.1: The proposed Master Plan was developed with a substantial amount 
of community input received in over 30 meetings for the project. The Master Plan, as 
proposed, incorporates input from the Roseland area community and was developed 
to balance the desire for both active and passive recreational uses. Locating the active 
park uses south of Roseland Creek will allow for the northern areas of the park to 
remain in a more natural state. The park will also be developed consistent with the 
existing conservation easements for the site. 

 
Comment Z.2: My wife and I watched two baby great horned owls grow up last year. I've never 
seen that in my entire life. I regularly encounter flocks of baby turkeys. Red shouldered hawks nest in 
the trees. This park is amazing. The fact that it's still here is amazing. The reason we bought our 
house here is because our property backs up to its open fields and trees. We have the gift of getting to 
walk our dog in this park every day, and I want more people to experience what they might not even 
know exists in their own neighborhood. 
 
Please consider keeping the park as natural and undisturbed as possible. I know it won't be the same 
as it is today, but I think people would greatly benefit from having access to a park that's this 
beautiful and unique. Leave it undisturbed and see how the community reacts to having easier access 
to its paths along the creek before deciding to add features that make it like every other park in 
Roseland. 
 
Thank you for your time and effort on this project. 
 

Response Z.2: Refer to Response Z.1. This comment is acknowledged and does not 
raise any issues regarding the adequacy of the EIR, therefore, no further response is 
provided. 
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Page 49 Section 3.4.2.1 Project Impacts; REVISE the text of the special-status bats mitigation 
measure as shown below: 

 
MM BIO-1a.1: A qualified biologist shall conduct a roost assessment survey of trees and 

structures located within the project site prior to removal. The survey will assess 
use of the features for roosting as well as potential presence of bats. To prove 
absence, one to two nocturnal surveys with appropriate night vision equipment 
must be conducted during those times when bats would be occupying a roost (i.e., 
during the maternity season). If the biologist finds no evidence of, or potential to 
support bat roosting, no further measures are recommended as long as removal 
occurs within seven days of the survey. If evidence of bat roosting is present, 
additional measures described below shall be implemented: 

 
• If evidence of bat roosting is discovered during the pre-construction roost 

assessment and demolition is planned March 1 through April 14, or 
AugustSeptember 1 through February October 1428 (outside the winter 
hibernation, and bat maternity roosting season), a qualified biologist should 
implement passive exclusion measures to prevent bats from re-entering the 
structures. After sufficient time to allow bats to escape and a follow-up 
survey to determine if bats have vacated the roost, demolition may continue 
and impacts to special-status bat species will be avoided. For tree removal 
that occurs during this time, trees should be felled in a two-step method as 
follows: 
o Remove limbs of trees first and leave them unprocessed on the site for at 

least 24 hours. 
o After the 24 hour period passes, the remainder of the tree can be felled 

and debris can be processed. 
• If a pre-construction roost assessment discovers evidence of bat roosting in 

structures or trees during the maternity roosting season (March 1 April 15 
through July August 31) or winter hibernation season (October 15 to February 
28), and determines maternity roosting bats or hibernating bats are present, 
demolition of maternity roost or hibernation structures will be avoided during 
the maternity roosting and hibernation seasons or until a qualified biologist 
determines the roost has been vacated. Any trees removed during this time 
shall follow the two-step method of removal described above.  

 
Page 64 Section 3.5.2.2 Cumulative Impacts; the following text will be DELETED:    
 
Collection and evaluation of finds are also part of these mitigation measures. 
 
Appendix B  Biological Resources Assessment; REPLACE Figure 4 Special-status Wildlife 

Documented within 5 Miles of the Project Area with the revised figure shown on  the 
following page. 
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Appendix A: Draft EIR Comment Letters  



State of California – Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Bay Delta Region 
2825 Cordelia Road, Suite 100 
Fairfield, CA  94534 
(707) 428-2002
www.wildlife.ca.gov

June 10, 2024 

Jen Santos, Deputy Director – Parks 
City of Santa Rosa 
55 Stony Point Road 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
JSantos@srcity.org 

Subject:  Roseland Creek Community Park Master Plan, Environmental Impact Report, 
SCH No. 2022080148, Sonoma County 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Intent to 
Adopt an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) from the City of Santa Rosa (City) for the 
Roseland Creek Community Park Master Plan (project) pursuant the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 CDFW previously submitted 
a letter dated September 7, 2022 in response to the EIR Notice to Preparation (NOP) 
for the project.  

CDFW is submitting comments on the EIR to inform the City, as the Lead Agency, of 
our concerns regarding potentially significant impacts to biological resources associated 
with the project.  

CDFW ROLE 

CDFW is a Trustee Agency with responsibility under CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21000 et seq.) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15386 for commenting on
projects that could impact fish, plant, and wildlife resources. CDFW is also considered a
Responsible Agency if a project would require discretionary approval, such as permits
issued under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), Lake and Streambed
Alteration (LSA) Program, or other provisions of the Fish and Game Code that afford
protection to the state’s fish and wildlife trust resources.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Proponent: City of Santa Rosa 

Objective: The project proposes to construct a new community park to serve the 
Roseland neighborhood. Trails, interpretive signs, and upland habitat restoration in 

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq.  The “CEQA 
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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existing grasslands are proposed for the northern section of the park. The central 
portion of the project site contains the oak (Quercus sp.) woodland habitat, which would 
be left intact and would also contain trails and interpretive signs. A nature center and 
restroom building would be constructed near the parking lot on the west side of the 
park, north of Roseland Creek. A picnic area and outdoor classroom or community 
garden would be located along the northern side of the riparian corridor along Roseland 
Creek at the edge of the oak woodland. On the south side of the riparian corridor, there 
would be a restroom near the parking lot, picnic areas (including single-use BBQs), a 
nature-themed play area, a lawn area, and sports court. A trail surrounding the lawn and 
play areas would include fitness stations. The existing purple needlegrass (Stipa 
pulchra) grassland area near the southeast corner of the site would be preserved, with 
trails encircling it. The site currently consists of primarily undeveloped land. Habitat on-
site consists of annual grasslands, oak and riparian woodlands, and Roseland Creek. 

Location: The 19.49-acre project site is located at 1027 McMinn Avenue, and 1360, 
1370 and 1400 Burbank Avenue (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 125-331-001, 125-252-
003, 125-252-002, and 125-252-004) in the City of Santa Rosa and in Section 27, 
Township 7 North, Range 8 West of the Mount Diablo Meridian U.S. Geological Survey 
7.5’ quadrangle map, at approximately Latitude 38.423440°N, Longitude 
122.733154°W.  

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

California Endangered Species Act 

Please be advised that a CESA Incidental Take Permit (ITP) must be obtained if the 
project has the potential to result in “take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either 
during construction or over the life of the project. As indicated in CDFW’s NOP 
response letter and further described below, the project has the potential to result 
in take of California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), which is CESA 
listed as threatened species, and Sonoma sunshine (Blennosperma bakeri), 
Sebastopol meadowfoam (Limanthes vinculans), and Burke’s goldfields 
(Lasthenia burkei), which are CESA listed as endangered species. Issuance of a 
CESA ITP is subject to CEQA documentation; the CEQA document must specify 
impacts, mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the 
project will impact CESA listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant 
modification to the project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain a 
CESA ITP. 

CEQA requires a Mandatory Finding of Significance if a project is likely to substantially 
restrict the range or reduce the population of a threatened or endangered species. (Pub. 
Resources Code, §§ 21001, subd. (c) & 21083; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15380, 15064, & 
15065). Impacts must be avoided or mitigated to less-than-significant levels unless the 
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CEQA Lead Agency makes and supports Findings of Overriding Consideration (FOC). 
The CEQA Lead Agency’s FOC does not eliminate the project proponent’s obligation to 
comply with CESA. 

Lake and Streambed Alteration 

An LSA Notification, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq., is required 
for project activities affecting lakes or streams and associated riparian habitat. 
Notification is required for any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the 
natural flow; change or use material from the bed, channel, or bank including associated 
riparian or wetland resources; or deposit or dispose of material where it may pass into a 
river, lake or stream. Work within ephemeral streams, washes, watercourses with a 
subsurface flow, and floodplains are subject to notification requirements. CDFW will 
consider the CEQA document for the project and may issue an LSA Agreement. CDFW 
may not execute the final LSA Agreement (or ITP) until it has complied with CEQA as a 
Responsible Agency. Thank you for including the requirement of an LSA 
Agreement as a mitigation measure in the EIR.   

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the project’s significant, or potentially significant, 
direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. Attachment 1 
includes a Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for CDFW’s 
recommended mitigation measures. 

I. Mandatory Findings of Significance: Does the project have the potential to
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal?

COMMENT 1: Page 42-43, Environmental Setting and Related Impact Shortcoming 

Issue: The EIR indicates that wetlands are present within the project site. Wetlands 
in the Santa Rosa Plain may support Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, 
and Burke’s goldfields. Sebastopol meadowfoam has been documented one mile 
southwest of the project site (California Natural Diversity Database [CNDDB] 
Occurrence Number 1). 

As noted in CDFW’s NOP response letter, the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation 
Strategy, Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical 
Inventories for Federally Listed Plants on the Santa Rosa Plain 
(https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/santa-rosa-plain-conservation-strategy) and 
CDFW’s 2018 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status 
Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities 
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(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols#377281280-plants) provide 
guidelines for acceptable survey documentation for protocol-level surveys for CESA 
and federally listed plants on the Santa Rosa Plain. According to the EIR, protocol-
level surveys were conducted in March, April, and May 2018, and one follow-up site 
visit in May 2022, with negative results. However, the above Santa Rosa Plain 
Conservation Strategy (Strategy) protocols require two years of surveys with a 
minimum of three visits during the growing season per year to be considered valid. 
Only one site visit was made during 2022, therefore this survey may not be 
considered valid. In addition, survey reports were not included with the EIR so it is 
unclear if all elements of the survey were completed in conformance with the above 
protocols. 

Specific impacts and why they may occur and be significant: Sonoma sunshine, 
Sebastopol meadowfoam, and Burke’s goldfields are CESA and federally listed as 
endangered species. These species may be directly or indirectly impacted by the 
project, and due to inadequate surveys, they may be present on-site but remain 
undetected resulting in mortality of individuals or indirect impacts from degradation 
of habitat adjacent to ground disturbance due to altering hydrological conditions or 
other factors. Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and Burke’s goldfields 
are considered endangered under CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15380. Therefore, if these species are present on or adjacent to the project site 
where they would be directly or indirectly impacted, the project may substantially 
reduce the number or restrict the range of these species, which would be a 
mandatory finding of significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15065, 
subdivision (a)(1). 

Recommended Mitigation Measure: For an adequate environmental setting, to 
comply with CESA and the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and to reduce 
impacts to Sonoma sunshine, Sebastopol meadowfoam, and Burke’s goldfields to 
less-than-significant, CDFW recommends including the following mitigation measure 
in the EIR. 

MM-BIO-1. The project shall submit to CDFW two years of completed botanical
survey results and obtain CDFW’s written approval of the results prior to project
construction. The botanical survey results shall follow CDFW’s 2018 Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities (https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-
Protocols#377281280-plants) and the Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy,
Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for
Federally Listed Plants on the Santa Rosa Plain
(https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/santa-rosa-plain-conservation-strategy). If
CDFW is unable to accept the survey results, the project shall conduct additional
surveys prior to initiation of project activities or may assume presence of Sonoma
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sunshine, Burke’s goldfields, and Sebastopol meadowfoam. Please be advised 
that for CDFW to accept the results, they should be completed in conformance 
with CDFW’s 2018 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-
Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities 
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols#377281280-plants) and the 
Santa Rosa Plain Conservation Strategy, Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting 
and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed Plants on the Santa Rosa 
Plain (https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/santa-rosa-plain-conservation-
strategy), including, but not limited to, conducting surveys during appropriate 
conditions, utilizing appropriate reference sites, and evaluating all direct and 
indirect impacts such as altering off-site hydrological conditions where the above 
species may be present. Surveys conducted during drought conditions may not be 
acceptable. If the botanical surveys result in the detection of the above CESA 
listed plants that may be impacted by the project, or the presence of these 
species is assumed, the project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW prior to 
construction and comply with all requirements of the ITP. In addition, the project 
shall consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for any impacts to 
suitable habitat for plants listed under the federal ESA.  

COMMENT 2: Page 44-45, Environmental Setting, Mitigation Measure, and Related 
Impact Shortcoming 

Issue: The EIR states that California tiger salamander are unlikely to occur in the 
annual grasslands and oak woodlands within the project limits. However, several 
other projects in the immediate vicinity of the project site obtained ITPs for California 
tiger salamander as described in CDFW’s NOP response letter. In addition, three 
occurrences of California tiger salamander have been documented within 0.75 mile 
of the project (CNDDB Occurrence Numbers 11, 62, and 72) and California tiger 
salamander  dispersal to the project site may be possible through the surrounding 
low-density development. 

In addition, the EIR includes MM-BIOc.1-1, which states, “Prior to the 
commencement of ground disturbing activities, the site shall be inspected for 
burrows or other refugia that could support CTS. If none are detected, work can 
proceed without further measures. If burrows or other refugia with potential to 
support CTS are detected and cannot be avoided, the project shall consult with 
CDFW to determine if any additional measures, including an incidental take permit, 
may be required.” The project description is unlikely to feasibly avoid burrows and 
other upland refugia, especially south of Roseland Creek. In addition, any California 
tiger salamander may be effectively isolated from breeding and upland habitat by 
construction of the project, resulting in impacts to the species. Additionally, 
regardless of the current presence of California tiger salamander, the project would 
still result in permanent loss and likely temporary loss of suitable California tiger 
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salamander habitat, further degrading any potential recovery of this threatened and 
imperiled species.  

Specific impacts and why they may occur and be significant: California tiger 
salamander may be directly or indirectly impacted by the project resulting in mortality 
of individuals from direct impacts or indirect impacts from degradation of habitat 
adjacent to ground disturbance and other factors. Additionally, the project would 
result in the permanent and likely temporary loss of California tiger salamander 
habitat. California tiger salamander are considered threatened under CEQA 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15380. Therefore, if California tiger 
salamander are present on or adjacent to the project site where they may be directly 
or indirectly impacted, or habitat loss occurs, the project may substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of these species, which would be a mandatory 
finding of significance pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15065, subdivision 
(a)(1).  

Recommended Mitigation Measure: For an adequate environmental setting and to 
reduce impacts to California tiger salamander to less-than-significant and to comply 
with CESA and federal ESA, CDFW recommends including the following mitigation 
measure in the EIR. 

MM BIO-2. Prior to commencing project construction, the project shall obtain a 
CESA ITP from CDFW for impacts to California tiger salamander and comply with 
the ITP. The project shall also obtain authorization from the USFWS for impacts to 
California tiger salamander and comply with the authorization. The project shall 
provide habitat compensation for California tiger salamander in accordance with 
the Strategy, CESA ITP, and USFWS authorization. Please note that the CESA 
ITP habitat compensation requirements are often consistent with the Strategy but 
may differ based on current information and site-specific conditions. CDFW staff 
are available to assist with the ITP process.  

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

CEQA requires that information developed in EIRs and negative declarations be 
incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental 
environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) Accordingly, 
please report any special-status species and natural communities detected during 
project surveys to CNDDB. The CNDDB field survey form can be filled out and 
submitted online at the following link: https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-
Data. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the following link: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES 

The project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment 
of environmental document filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the 
Notice of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of 
environmental review by CDFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is 
required in order for the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. 
(See: Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, 
§ 21089.).

CONCLUSION 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the EIR to assist the City in 
identifying and mitigating project impacts on biological resources.   

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to  
Nick Wagner, Senior Environmental Scientist (Specialist) at (707) 428-2075 or 
Nicholas.Wagner@wildlife.ca.gov; or Melanie Day, Senior Environmental Scientist 
(Supervisory) at (707) 210-4415 or Melanie.Day@wildlife.ca.gov.  

Sincerely, 

Erin Chappell 
Regional Manager 
Bay Delta Region 

Attachment 1: Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

ec: Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2022080148) 
Vincent Griego, USFWS - Vincent_Griego@fws.gov 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Biological Resources (BIO) 

Mitigation Measure (MM) Description 
Implementation 

Schedule 
Responsible 

Party 

MM-BIO-1. The project shall submit to CDFW two years of
completed botanical survey results and obtain CDFW’s written
approval of the results prior to project construction. The
botanical survey results shall follow CDFW’s 2018 Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-Status Native
Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities
(https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-
Protocols#377281280-plants) and the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy, Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting
and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed Plants
on the Santa Rosa Plain
(https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/santa-rosa-plain-
conservation-strategy). If CDFW is unable to accept the survey
results, the project shall conduct additional surveys prior to
initiation of project activities or may assume presence of
Sonoma sunshine, Burke’s goldfields, and Sebastopol
meadowfoam. Please be advised that for CDFW to accept the
results, they should be completed in conformance with CDFW’s
2018 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to
Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural
Communities (https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-
Protocols#377281280-plants) and the Santa Rosa Plain
Conservation Strategy, Appendix D: Guidelines for Conducting
and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed Plants
on the Santa Rosa Plain
(https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/santa-rosa-plain-
conservation-strategy), including, but not limited to, conducting
surveys during appropriate conditions, utilizing appropriate
reference sites, and evaluating all direct and indirect impacts
such as altering off-site hydrological conditions where the
above species may be present. Surveys conducted during
drought conditions may not be acceptable. If the botanical
surveys result in the detection of the above CESA listed plants
that may be impacted by the project, or the presence of these
species is assumed, the project shall obtain a CESA ITP from
CDFW prior to construction and comply with all requirements of
the ITP. In addition, the project shall consult with the USFWS
for any impacts to suitable habitat for plants listed under the
federal ESA.

Prior to ground 
disturbance 

Project 
Applicant 
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MM BIO-2. Prior to commencing project construction, the 
project shall obtain a CESA ITP from CDFW for impacts to 
California tiger salamander and comply with the ITP. The 
project shall also obtain authorization from the USFWS for 
impacts to California tiger salamander and comply with the 
authorization. The project shall also provide habitat 
compensation for California tiger salamander in accordance 
with the Strategy, CESA ITP, and USFWS authorization. 
Please note that the CESA ITP habitat compensation 
requirements are often consistent with the Strategy but may 
differ based on current information and site-specific conditions. 
CDFW staff are available to assist with the ITP process. 

Prior to ground 
disturbance 

Project 
Applicant 
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From: Brenda L. Tomaras <btomaras@mtowlaw.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2024 9:06 AM 
To: Santos, Jen <JSantos@srcity.org> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Roseland Creek Community Park DEIR 

Good Morning Jen, 

First, Lytton would like to thank the City for accepting its suggested revisions to the mitigation 
measures.  I think it points to the good working relationship between the Tribe and the City.  The only 
concern Lytton has is regard to the discussion portion to indicates that there will be collection and 
evaluation of any finds on site.  Many tribes, including Lytton, do not want testing done on artifacts and 
in fact, would prefer that the items be reburied on the site.  This is especially true for items that are 
conserved sacred or ceremonial.  The onsite monitors are there to provide such crucial cultural 
information. 

Thank you. 

Brenda L. Tomaras  
Tomaras & Ogas, LLP 
10755-F Scripps Poway Parkway #281 
San Diego, CA 92131  
(858) 554-0550
(858) 583-3482 Mobile
(858) 777-5765 Facsimile

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail transmission, and any documents, files or previous e-mail messages attached to it is confidential and may be 
legally privileged.  If you are not the intended recipient or authorized agent for the intended recipient, you have received this message and attachments 
in error, and any review, dissemination, or reproduction is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify us by reply 
e-mail or by telephone at (858) 554-0550, and destroy the original transmission and its attachments without reading them or saving them.  Failure to 
follow this process may be unlawful.

mailto:btomaras@mtowlaw.com
mailto:JSantos@srcity.org


From: Ana Munoz   
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2024 10:42 PM 
To: Santos, Jen <JSantos@srcity.org> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Environmental impact report for Roseland Creek Park 

Greetings Ms. Santos. 
My name is Ana Munoz, I live near the Park being discussed and I have a few comments. 
I have owned my house since 2011 and since I moved into the area there has been a constant desire first 
by the county of Sonoma and now the City of Santa Rosa  to develop the park beyond what it is 
today.  No doubt that the City will benefit financially by developing the park  fully with restrooms, parking 
lots, paved walks, BBQ pits and playground, we know that when a grant is received, a good portion of the 
funds are destined for the City's use. 
The City is not going to stop trying to push the development of the park until they get it, I have atended 
multiple meetings and every time there are meetings, public input, and manipulation of the desire of the 
people who are impacted by the development.  I understand that my comments will fall in deaf ears 
because there is a conflict of interest.  
However, the city will make a great mistake by destroying the existing park.  Every time we have had 
meetings there is overwhelming desire to keep the park in its natural state.  All it needs is a small budget 
to have quarterly  paths' maintenance and grass mowing.  Perhaps adding more native trees and shrubs 
and cleaning the creek to prevent mosquitoes. 
Children play in the park and enjoy it as is.  If we want playgrounds we have several within a mile 
radius.  Rather than destroying the natural state of the park perhaps improving traffic flow from the 5 or 
more elementary schools in the immediate vicinity will make us happier since we don't have to have 
gridlock from parents driving children to and from school and making it impossible for the general public 
to conduct business. 
Building sanitation facilities will bring vagrants and criminal activity to an area that is relatively calm and 
introducing vices to our young children. 
For the past 12 years I have said to maintain the park as a nature park without infrastructure. 
We have several parks withing walking distance with what you want to add to this park.  Save the money 
and improve and maintain what we have, make them child and families friendly. 
We want our children to have parks that are safe free of criminal activity. 
This park is unique in its natural state with the creek habitat and native trees and fauna.  improve what is 
there do not create another concrete disaster. 
Thanks, 
Ana Munoz 
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California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks, 201 University Avenue, H-43 Berkeley, CA 94710, (510) 763-0282 

May 30, 2024 

Jen Santos, Deputy Director, Parks 

Recreation and Parks Department 

100 Santa Rosa Avenue 

Santa Rosa, CA 95404 

Transmitted via e-mail: jsantos@srcity.org 

Re: Roseland Creek Community Park Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH No. 

2022080148 

Dear Ms. Santos: 

The California Oaks program of the California Wildlife Foundation works to conserve oak 

ecosystems because of their critical role in sequestering carbon, maintaining healthy watersheds, 

providing plant and wildlife habitat, and sustaining cultural values. California Wildlife 

Foundation/California Oaks (CWF/CO) is writing about deficiencies of and problems with the 

Roseland Creek Community Park Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). This 

letter was prepared at the request of the Milo Baker Chapter of California Native Plant Society. 

California Native Plant Society is a member of California Oaks Coalition, which brings together 80 

international, national, Tribal, state, regional, and local organizations to conserve and perpetuate the 

state’s primary old-growth resource. 

The park’s design should protect the beauty, shade, habitat, flood protection, and carbon 

sequestration and cultural values of the land’s oaks. These trees enhance the livability of 

surrounding communities by lowering air and soil temperatures, providing cooling shade, 

improving air and water quality, and providing a restorative natural environment in an area of Santa 

Rosa where natural areas are deficient.  

Improvements to lands protected by a conservation easement should be protective of oaks. 

Appendix C of the DEIR, Section 3.3, Tree Impact Assessment, discusses the Oak Protection Area 

that is part of the conservation easement for 1400 Burbank Avenue, and the easement’s provisions 

for low-intensity recreational and educational uses. The proposed removal of heritage valley oaks 

for trail alignment and paving would degrade the beauty, shade, habitat, flood protection, and 

cultural and carbon sequestration values that should be protected by the easement. Heritage oaks 

also provide seedlings for future oaks in this area, which if removed, would materially impair or 

interfere with the conservation values that are to be protected under the conservation easement. All 

trails should be designed to keep heritage trees standing. The DEIR is deficient in addressing this 

violation of the conservation easement. The conservation easement 3.0 (b) Statement of Purpose 

states, “Protect and preserve the natural resources of the property, including its riparian corridor and 

oak savanna” The conservation easement also “prohibits and prevents any use of the property that 

will materially impair or interfere with the conservation values of the property.” All trails should be 

developed to go around heritage trees and to protect their root systems. 

UllFORNIA W ILDLIFE 

FOUNDATION 
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Significant trimming of valley oak tree #106, which is growing in the site’s valley oak 

woodland, should not be carried out. Significant trimming is harmful to oak trees. (CWF/CO 

refers you to page four of Care of California’s Native Oaks, which has a section on oak pruning.) 

The proposed action would damage the ecological importance and sensitivity of valley oak 

woodland. As a State Ranked 3 community, valley oak woodland is classified as vulnerable due to a 

restricted range, relatively few populations, recent and widespread declines, or other factors making 

it vulnerable to extirpation. The proposed significant trimming of tree #106 should not occur. 

The proposed removal of four heritage trees and construction impacts on an additional 18 

heritage trees are also in violation of the Department of Parks and Recreation’s mission. The 

discussion, in Section 5.0, Summary and Recommendations, of the potential removal of four 

heritage trees and potential impacts on an additional 18 heritage trees from trail alignment and 

paving also runs counter to the mission of the Department of Parks and Recreation. Specifically, the 

destruction of the site’s mature and protected trees is a dereliction of the department’s duty to 

uphold the mission of “protecting environmental resources and promoting health and wellness.” An 

art museum would not destroy its most important artworks as part of its “improvements.” Similarly, 

Roseland Creek Community Park should not destroy its heritage oaks. 

Section D (6) of Section 17-24.050 of the City of Santa Rosa’s Tree Protection Ordinance states that 

“No compaction of the soil within the root zone of protected trees shall occur.” The root protection 

area, which is half again as large as the area from the trunk to the dripline of an oak, is critical to 

oak tree health. More detail can be found in the above-referenced Care of California’s Native Oaks, 

which includes sections on paving and other construction activities. 

Mitigation for oak impacts is inadequate. The project should protect the oaks and the City of 

Santa Rosa should amend oak protections and mitigation requirements to reflect the tree’s cultural 

values and importance in combatting the heat island effect, sequestering carbon, supporting 

biodiversity, protecting the watershed, and providing access to nature in the city. Trees that are 

impacted by the project should be replaced at a level that will offset the lost biomass and canopy of 

the removed trees and the substantial temporal loss of growth habitat structure and diversity. 

The project, as currently conceived, should not be advanced. Thank you for your consideration of 

our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Janet Cobb      Angela Moskow 

Executive Officer, California Wildlife Foundation California Oaks Program Director 

jcobb@californiawildlifefoundation.org amoskow@californiaoaks.org 

cc: Milo Baker Chapter of California Native Plant Society 

The Honorable members of the Santa Rosa City Council, c/o Dina Manis, City Clerk, 

dmanis@srcity.org 
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Roseland Creek Community Park 
CNPS Milo Baker Chapter Comments 5/31/2024 

Jen Santos, Deputy Director – Parks 
jsantos@srcity.org 

RE: Roseland Community Park Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

The Milo Baker Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is providing the City of Santa Rosa 
with these comments on the proposed April 2024 Roseland Neighborhood Park Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR). The Milo Baker Chapter is the Sonoma County representative of the California 
Native Plant Society, and our mission is to “Conserve California native plants and their natural habitats, 
and increase understanding, appreciation, and horticultural use of native plants.”  Our members have 
been involved in the park planning process by attending the public meetings, providing written feedback, 
and visiting the site to educate local schools about the plants, habitats, and overall ecology that is present 
on this proposed park property.   

This property has many different habitats that are in the process of natural regeneration but require some 
restoration actions to return the natural ecosystem functions. We greatly appreciate that the City will 
preserve many of the natural areas including the rare purple needlegrass grassland, the northern 
meadow, the oak woodland, and the habitat adjacent to Roseland Creek.  We also appreciate the nature 
center and interpretive signs because these park elements are in alignment with the Native Plant 
Society’s mission and would support the community’s understanding and appreciation of the natural 
features present in this proposed park.  

The following comments, both general in nature and specific to DEIR, are in aid to ensure restoration, 
enhancement and education within this jewel of a City park.  

The EIR did not reflect the need for the restoration of Roseland Creek and the need to remove the 

approximately 400 linear feet of channelized and, in some areas, concrete in the creek and to 

make the creek more climate change resistant. 

As we wrote previously in 2020, restoration of Roseland Creek should be addressed as part of the park 
plan. While the City has a Citywide Creek Masterplan (CCMP) that envisions restoration of this creek and 
the community has presented a more detailed vision of creek restoration, nothing was written in the DEIR 
addressing this issue. Roseland Creek’s headwaters are located at the Railroad tracks near West 
Barham Avenue where the creek passes through private parcels in Roseland for three blocks before 
passing under McMinn Avenue entering proposed park property. This is the most natural upstream area 
of the creek and restoration, and preservation of the creek would create excellent native plant and wildlife 
habitat.  Downstream of the park, the creek passes through open space and protected habitats and a 
creek trail is partially built and planned to connect near the confluence of Roseland Creek and the Laguna 
de Santa Rosa just west of Llano Road. Creeks can serve as a habitat corridor that would connect the 
open space of the Laguna with the residents in Roseland. Habitat corridors are defined as natural areas 
that allow animals to move throughout areas and get much-needed habitat.  Intact riparian habitat 
supports many bird and wildlife species that enrich our lives. A restoration plan should be included in the 
DEIR as part of the planning process. 

The EIR did not cite the 2014 CCMP Appendix C Roseland Creek Restoration Plan and state how 
the park Master Plan will incorporate the Restoration needs of Roseland Creek. 

The CCMP identifies the following: “Construct a self-maintaining channel with adequate bank-full 
dimensions to transport sediment, contain healthy riparian vegetation and convey the 100-year flood.” 
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This should be addressed before construction of any Creekside amenities. The Roseland Creek Master 
plan cites the following Santa Rosa General Plan Policies: 

OSC-D-7 Rehabilitate existing channelized waterways, as feasible, to remove concrete linings and 

allow for a connection between the stream channel and the natural water table. Avoid 

creating additional channelized waterways, unless no other alternative is available to 

protect human health, safety, and welfare. 

OSC-D-8 Restore channelized waterways to a more natural condition which allows for more 

natural hydraulic functioning, including development of meanders, pools, rifles, and 

other stream features. Restoration should also allow for growth of riparian vegetation 

which effectively stabilizes banks, screens pollutants from runoff entering the channel, 

enhances fisheries, and provides other opportunities for natural habitat restoration 

There is no discussion in the DEIR that these policies will be implemented for this park. One of the logical 
areas for the creek restoration is where the community garden area is proposed. The drawing incorrectly 
depicts riparian habitat along the northside of the creek where there currently is no riparian habitat. 

The DEIR did not address invasive species removal. 

The Roseland Creek Master Plan identified many moderate to highly invasive species that need to be 
removed prior to creation of park amenities. These species include Himalayan blackberry (Rubus 
armeniacus), cherry plum (Prunus cerasifera), hawthorn (Crataegus monogyna), woolly cotoneaster 
(Cotoneaster pannosus), harding grass (Phalaris aquatica), Mediterranen barley (Hordeum marinum ssp. 
gussoneanum), reed fescue (Festuca arundinacea), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), slim oat (Avena 
barbata), French broom (Genista monsessulana), Indian teasel (Dipsacus sativus), hairy cat’s ear 
(Hypochaeris radicata), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus ssp. pynocephalus), periwinkle (Vinca 
major), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum).  A discussion of invasive 
species removal should be presented as part of the park plan. 

The DEIR does not show a crosswalk on Burbank Avenue for the bike trail on the southside of 
Roseland Creek.  

There is only one crossing of Burbank Avenue and it is shown to be in the northern portion of the park. If 
the southern trail is to be part of the Santa Rosa Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, then a crosswalk is 
needed in this portion of the park to connect to the west side of Burbank Avenue and downstream on 
Roseland Creek. There are no crosswalks on the east side of Burbank Avenue. Page 10 states, 
“…fencing that will function as a natural barrier between vehicles and pedestrians traveling adjacent to 
Burbank Avenue and to help guide students to the future street crossing.” The proposed crosswalk in the 
northern portion of the park, as proposed, will connect into the existing bus stop pullout lane. This should 
be changed to have the crossing tie into the existing sidewalk areas. 

The proposed multi-use trails are too wide. 

The DEIR states (page 4) “The proposed multi-use trail creek crossing would be a prefabricated bridge 
placed on abutments outside the top of bank. The multi–use trail meanders through the oak woodland 
habitat area in the center of the site and connects to McMinn Avenue. The trail would be a paved 10-foot-
wide path with two-foot-wide gravel shoulders on either side, providing ADA access.” 

Sidewalks on Burbank Avenue are not 10 feet wide, and, in some areas, they are no more than 2 feet 
wide, and are adjacent to the busy road of Burbank Avenue. We feel that 10-foot-wide paved trails with 
an additional 2 feet on either side is excessive. We recommend that 8-foot-wide trails with 1 foot gravel 
shoulders on either side is appropriate and are within the ADA parameters identified by the City of Santa 
Rosa. Emergency vehicles will still have access along this width of trail.  
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