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CHAPTER 6 
Project Alternatives 

6.1 Overview 

An EIR must describe a range of alternatives to the Proposed Project that might “feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one 
or more of the significant effects.” The feasibility of an alternative is ultimately determined by the 
lead agency based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory 
limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and site accessibility and control (State CEQA Guidelines 
section 15126.6(f)(1)). 

This chapter presents the Proposed Project objectives, summarizes the significant effects of the 
Proposed Project that cannot be avoided or reduced to insignificance, describes the alternatives 
that were considered but dismissed from further evaluation and the alternatives selected for 
evaluation, and then discloses the comparative effects of the alternatives relative to the Proposed 
Project. As required under section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an environmentally 
superior alternative is identified and addressed at the end of this chapter. 

6.2 Factors in the Selection of Alternatives 

6.2.1 Project Objectives 
The following are the project applicant’s stated objectives for the Proposed Project: 

 Develop a state-of-the-art entertainment and sports center (ESC) with approximately 
17,500 seats that will serve as the long-term home of the National Basketball Association 
(NBA) Sacramento Kings; 

 Develop up to 1.5 million square feet of mixed use development (office, hotel, retail, and 
residential) within the property formerly known as Downtown Plaza; 

 Locate the ESC on a site that can be readily assembled and that enables the development of 
the facility within budget and on schedule to meet the applicant’s commitments to the NBA 
and the City of Sacramento; 

 Locate, develop, and design the ESC so that it is usable for major entertainment and civic 
events; 



6. Project Alternatives 

 

Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 6-2 ESA / 130423 
Related Development December 2013 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

 Locate the ESC on a site where it will be compatible with and enhance the surrounding 
area, and catalyze redevelopment of previously blighted areas; 

 Locate the ESC on a site that is readily accessible by public transportation, preferably two 
or more modes of regional public transit; 

 Locate the ESC on a site that is served by existing streets and highway infrastructure that 
can reasonably accommodate local and regional automobile circulation; 

 Ensure that adequate parking for ESC patrons and employees is available for use during 
events;  

 Ensure that parking is available and sufficient to support the patrons and employees of the 
mixed use development and other adjacent uses; 

 Develop a project that maximizes the density of uses downtown to further City and regional 
smart growth principles; 

 Create a range of development adjacent to the ESC that is sufficient to activate the ESC 
open space plazas, and help ensure the future success of the ESC by creating an active and 
vibrant hub of activity; and 

 Provide for signage that supports and enhances the future success of the ESC. 

The following are the City’s stated objectives for the Proposed Project:  

 Regional Center: Develop an entertainment and sports center district that is a world-class 
destination and serves as a central gathering place for the community. 

 Continuous Active Place: Create an iconic civic open space and energize that space, the 
arena, and the downtown district through regular events, activities, and programming year 
round. 

 Uniquely Sacramento: Create an active entertainment and sports center district that is 
uniquely Sacramento and embraces our culture, our climate, and our community.  

 Unparalleled Entertainment Venue: Design and build the country’s most technologically 
innovative and advanced entertainment venue that is capable of accommodating the 
Sacramento Kings and a broad array of other events in a unique and enjoyable experience 
for fans and performers. 

 Sustainable Project: Develop a sustainable entertainment and sports center project that is 
certified LEED-Gold, supports smart growth principals, and encourages public transit use 
as well as pedestrian and bicycle transportation.  
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 Connect Downtown: Develop an entertainment and sports center project that connects with 
and enhances downtown from the waterfront to the Convention Center and from the 
Capitol to the Railyards and intermodal facilities. 

 Strengthen Downtown: Establish a framework for successful development surrounding 
Downtown Plaza.  

 Regional Economic Catalyst: Leverage the entertainment and sports center to develop our 
workforce and local businesses and help spark redevelopment of underutilized downtown 
properties throughout the Central Business District. 

 A Multimodal Place: Locate, design, and develop an entertainment and sports center that 
complements a variety of transportation modes including public transit, bicycling, walking, 
and driving, as well as the nearby intermodal facilities. 

 Embracing the Arts: Utilize the entertainment and sports center project to honor and add to 
the vibrant arts community in Sacramento by applying the talent of local and regional 
artists. 

 A First-Class Destination: Operate and maintain the City-owned entertainment and sports 
center and surrounding district so that they remain a first class destination. 

 Natomas Reuse: Achieve economic reuse of the Natomas arena site that supports and 
builds upon the goals and needs of the community. 

6.2.2 Significant Effects of the Proposed Project 
The following project-specific and cumulative significant and unavoidable impacts have been 
identified for the Proposed Project, as discussed in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, 
and Mitigation Measures. 

ESC/PUD 

Air Quality 

Impact 4.2-3:  The Proposed Project would result in long-term (operational) emissions of NOx. 

Impact 4.2-9: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in long-term 
(operational) emissions of NOx or ROG. 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.4-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage or destroy archaeological 
resources. 

Impact 4.4-5: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative losses of archaeological 
resources. 
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Noise 

Impact 4.8-1: The Proposed Project could result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 
exterior noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Impact 4.8-3: Construction of the Proposed Project could result in noise levels that temporarily 
exceed the City’s standards.   

Impact 4.8-4: Construction of the Proposed Project would expose existing and/or planned 
buildings, and persons within, to significant vibration that could disturb people and damage 
buildings. 

Impact 4.8-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in ambient exterior 
noise levels in the project vicinity. 

Impact 4.8-8: The Proposed Project would result in exposure of people to cumulative increases 
in construction noise levels. 

Impact 4.8-9: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative construction that could 
expose existing and/or planned buildings, and persons within, to significant vibration. 

Transportation 

Impact 4.10-2: The Proposed Project would worsen conditions on freeway facilities maintained 
by Caltrans. 

Impact 4.10-3: The Proposed Project would worsen queuing on the J Street freeway off-ramps 
from I-5. 

Impact 4.10-6: Access to light rail transit could be inadequate. 

Impact 4.10-12: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulatively unacceptable 
intersection operations in the City of West Sacramento. 

Impact 4.10-13: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulatively unacceptable operations 
on freeway facilities maintained by Caltrans. 

Impact 4.10-14: The Proposed Project would worsen cumulatively unacceptable queuing on the J 
Street freeway off-ramps from I-5. 

Impact 4.10-17: Access to light rail transit would be inadequate under cumulative conditions. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact 4.11-3:  The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in demand for 
water supply. 
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Offsite Digital Billboards 

Aesthetics, Light and Glare 

Impact 4.1-1:  The Proposed Project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings. 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.4-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage or destroy archaeological 
resources. 

Impact 4.4-5: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative losses of archaeological 
resources. 

6.3 Alternatives Considered but Dismissed From 
Further Evaluation 

In identifying alternatives to the Proposed Project, primary consideration was given to 
alternatives that could reduce significant unavoidable impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Project. Certain impacts that are identified as being significant and unavoidable under the 
Proposed Project (e.g., increase in air pollutants from project construction and operation) are due 
primarily to intensifying development activity in an area that is currently underutilized. These 
impacts would not be possible to eliminate, but could be reduced by limiting the size of the 
project. Alternatives that reduce the intensity of development on the project site or change the 
location of the project are addressed later in this chapter.  

The following alternatives were considered but dismissed from further analysis because they 
would not fulfill most of the project objectives, would not eliminate or substantially lessen 
environmental effects, and/or would otherwise be infeasible. 

6.3.1 Entertainment and Sports Center/Mixed-Use 
Development 

 No Entertainment and Sports Center: The primary objectives of the Proposed Project are 
to construct an entertainment and sports center in downtown Sacramento to serve as a long-
term home to the NBA Sacramento Kings and provide a community-wide resource that 
could serve as a venue for an array of entertainment and sporting events. As is described 
below, for nearly 15 years there has been increasing awareness and discussion that the 
existing Sleep Train Arena is inadequate to meet the long-term needs of the Kings and is 
increasingly limited in its ability to attract premier sports and entertainment events. Thus, 
the City eliminated from further consideration any alternative that did not involve the 
construction and operation of a new entertainment and sports center. Conversely, each of 
the alternatives that were included for evaluation in the EIR involve the construction and 
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operation of a new entertainment and sports center in Sacramento, either at the Proposed 
Project site or another location (evaluated in the off-site alternatives later in this chapter). 

 Substantially Smaller Facility: At the time of its opening in 1988, Sleep Train Arena was 
the smallest arena in the NBA in square feet and the second smallest in terms of seating 
capacity. By virtue of its small size and the current conditions of the facility, Sleep Train 
Arena lacks many of the features needed to successfully support an NBA basketball team 
and attract front-line sporting and entertainment events. In order to avoid or materially 
reduce the environmental effects of the Proposed Project that are affected by the size of the 
proposed ESC (such as construction air pollutant emissions), an alternative would need to 
include a substantially smaller entertainment and sports center, either in terms of seating 
capacity or in terms of patron and user amenities, or both. Such a facility would fail to 
achieve the basic objectives of the project in that it would fail to be a state-of-the-art ESC 
with 17,500 seats that could serve as the long-term home of the Kings, meet the applicant’s 
commitments to the City and the NBA, or be able to accommodate major entertainment and 
sporting events. Therefore, a facility smaller than Sleep Train Arena would not be able to 
accommodate demand for seats as well as other amenities. Finally, reducing the square 
footage of the facility would not in and of itself substantially reduce project impacts or 
reduce them to insignificance.  

 Alternative Sites: As discussed in more detail in Section 6.3.1, a number of sites for a new 
entertainment and sports center have been considered over the years. Those that the City 
has determined to be infeasible for financial, political, environmental, or practicability 
reasons (e.g., Cal Expo, the Docks, Lot G) are not considered further in this EIR.  

 PUD-Only Alternative:  An alternative to certain components of the project would be to 
construct the PUD portion only, which includes residential, hotel, retail and office uses.  
The ESC would not be constructed under this alternative.  While this alternative would 
avoid all of the impacts specific to the ESC, it would not meet most of the objectives of the 
Proposed Project, which involve construction of a new state-of-the-art entertainment and 
sports facility. For the reasons described above, any alternative that did not include the 
construction and operation of a new entertainment and sports center was dismissed from 
further analysis. 

Prior Arena Siting Efforts 

For more than a decade, the City of Sacramento, interested members of the public, and 
Sacramento Kings ownership groups1have recognized the need to replace Sleep Train Arena and 
have undertaken numerous efforts that considered potential alternative locations and 
configurations for a new sports and entertainment center in Sacramento. The public and private 
efforts to study and ultimately reach a consensus on a proposed ESC project are summarized 
below. 

                                                      
1 The ownership of the Sacramento Kings was controlled beginning in 1999 by members of the Maloof family, who 

purchased controlling interest in the team from Jim Thomas. The Maloof family sold all of its interest in the Kings 
in May, 2013 to new owners. The applicant represents the current ownership group. 
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2000-2006 

Discussion of the shortcomings of Sleep Train Arena (formerly known as Arco Arena) began in 
the mid- to late-1990s. In May 2000, during her mayoral campaign, Mayor Heather Fargo, the  
successful candidate, called for construction of an arena at the former Union Pacific Downtown 
Railyards site. A Property Based Improvement District (PBID)/entertainment district was 
proposed as the primary funding mechanism for the arena. After several years of discussion 
during which plans for the sale and redevelopment of the Railyards were ongoing, in October 
2003 the City Council put the plan for an arena in the Railyards on hold due to lack of agreement 
with then-owners of the Sacramento Kings. 

In mid-2004, there was a short-lived effort by the City to study a plan to place a new arena at 
Westfield’s Downtown Plaza shopping center near 7th and K Streets. In July 2004 the effort was 
abandoned as a result of a study that concluded the Downtown Plaza site was not a feasible site  
because, in part, its then-owner, Westfield, objected to the project. A month later, Sacramento 
Kings officials rejected plans for a downtown arena after the City Council placed a cap on the 
City’s contribution at $175 million. 

In September 2004, then-Sacramento County Sheriff Lou Blanas proposed a plan that would have 
generated funds to pay for a new arena by opening 10,000 acres of North Natomas farmland in 
the unincorporated portion of Sacramento County to development. By early 2005, that proposal 
was abandoned due to a lack of enthusiasm for additional development in Natomas. 

Over the next year, the City, County, and then-Sacramento Kings ownership worked on a plan to 
develop a new arena near the northwest corner of the Downtown Railyards site, which by that 
time had been acquired by private developers and was being replanned for urban land uses. This 
proposal included a plan to fund the development of the arena through a voter-approved new 
quarter-cent sales tax. The proposal was placed on the November 2006 ballot as local (county-
wide) Measures Q and R. However, in September 2006, two months prior to the election, the 
Kings ownership at the time withdrew campaign funding and support, and indicated that they 
required additional parking, all parking revenue, and no entertainment uses within a 1,000-foot 
radius of the new arena; these parameters were incompatible with the Railyards plans that were 
being developed and were unacceptable to the developer of the Railyards and the City. In 
November 2006, voters soundly defeated the sales tax proposals contained in Measures Q and R. 

2006-2009 

After the failure of Measures Q and R, in December 2006, NBA Commissioner David Stern 
announced the league’s participation in a new effort to locate and develop a new arena in 
Sacramento. Over the next year and a half, City staff, NBA officials, and the community explored 
different options, and in May 2008 the California Exposition & State Fair (Cal Expo) Board of 
Directors entered into a Letter of Understanding with the NBA to explore the potential 
redevelopment and development of an arena at Cal Expo. After nearly a year of planning and 
study, in February 2009 the NBA unveiled a $1.9 billion development plan for the Cal Expo site 
that proposed a new arena, a renovated Cal Expo, along with new hotels, retail, housing and 
office space. In March 2009 the Cal Expo Board of Directors directed staff to prepare an request 
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for qualifications (RFQ) for developers to redevelop Cal Expo, including a new arena that would 
have replaced Sleep Train Arena. In November 2009, the Letter of Understanding between the 
NBA and Cal Expo expired without significant progress on the plan to redevelop Cal Expo, in 
part due to economic conditions and financing issues, including issues surrounding potential 
traffic effects on Business 80. 

2010-2012 

That same month, November 2009, Sacramento Mayor Kevin Johnson establishes the 
Sacramento First Task Force, a 12-member team of volunteers to explore ways to finance and 
build a new entertainment and sports center in Sacramento. In December 2009, in response to 
requests from the task force, seven proposals were submitted for consideration. The seven 
proposals included: 

1. An entertainment and sports center that was to be located at the Sacramento Railyards, to 
the south of the railroad tracks on City-owned property in close proximity to I-5 to include 
space for the City’s intermodal transportation facility.  

2. The Convergence Plan that included an exchange of properties involving the Railyards, Cal 
Expo and Natomas property, with a proposed entertainment and sports center to be located 
on the city-owned property, south of the newly aligned railroad tracks, within the Railyards 
Specific Plan area. 

3. A proposal for an entertainment and sports center with Downtown Plaza as the proposed 
site. The development location for this proposal was at the northeast corner of the 
intersection of Third and L streets, on the site of the City-owned Parking Lot G that is 
adjacent to Downtown Plaza shopping center. 

4. A proposal to put the arena within the Docks Area. The Docks Area is located in 
Downtown Sacramento, situated between the Sacramento River and Interstate-5, south of 
the Old Sacramento Historic State Park and the Tower Bridge. 

5. A proposal that included a theme park and entertainment and sports center at the Cal Expo 
Fairgrounds location. 

6. A proposal for development of an entertainment and sports center on the city-owned 100-
acre property adjacent to and north of the existing Sleep Train Arena and just south of Del 
Paso Road. 

7. A proposal for an arena that would be located on the current Proposed Project site on the 
east end of Downtown Plaza. The submittal proposed extensive retail and restaurant 
development, and a public park. 

In late 2009 and early 2010, the Sacramento First Task Force studied the submittals. In spring 
2010 the Sacramento City Council accepted the Sacramento First Task Force recommendation to 
proceed with the Sacramento Convergence Plan, and approved an Exclusive Right to Negotiate 
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(ERN) with the Sacramento Convergence, LLC. The Convergence Plan was based on a complex 
set of land exchanges and coordinated redevelopment proposals, including development of a new 
entertainment and sports center and multi-modal transportation center at the Railyards, the mixed-
use redevelopment of the current Cal Expo property, and the development of a new State 
Fairgrounds in on property in Natomas currently owned by the Kings and the City. In September 
2010, the Cal Expo Board of Directors voted not to continue to study the proposed Natomas 
location for a future Cal Expo site. This effectively ended the Sacramento Convergence Plan as a 
viable option for an arena plan since the relocation of Cal Expo to the Natomas location was a 
necessary part of the plan. 

Two months later, in November 2010, the Sacramento First Task Force reconvened and invited 
new proposals for an entertainment and sports center, as well as updated versions from the first 
round of proposals that had been submitted in December 2009. Four development teams 
submitted proposals to the task force. Three of the proposals identified downtown Sacramento as 
the location while the fourth proposed an arena on the City’s 100-acre site located in Natomas 
adjacent to the existing Sleep Train Arena. 

 The ICON-Taylor team proposed an entertainment and sports center on the City owned-
property south of the railroad tracks in the Railyards. This plan was ultimately recommended 
by the Sacramento First task force as the best proposal given the experience of the team 
members. The ICON-Taylor team was selected due to its expertise in arena development and 
development of major projects in downtown Sacramento. 

 The C.O.R.E. Team (Community Organized Redevelopment Effort) proposed an 
entertainment and sports center at the Downtown Plaza. The C.O.R.E. proposal 
recommended using a public-private partnership for developing an entertainment and sports 
center at the site of Downtown Plaza. Potential investors were identified for the project, 
however, many of the key financial details were not identified. Thus, the Task Force agreed 
that an objective feasibility study needed to be completed before progressing any further. 

 The Sacramento Convergence Team proposed to develop an entertainment and sports center 
on City-owned land in the Railyards and on two adjacent acres it would purchase. The 
proposal included a new State Fair complex and 125 acres of private mixed-use development 
on existing Cal Expo land. In addition, the group proposed to redevelop the land that 
currently contains Sleep Train Arena into a mixed-use development. Task Force had concerns 
when Cal Expo Board was reluctant to allow expenditure of Cal Expo-generated revenue or 
investment dollars on a project at the Downtown Railyards. The Cal Expo Board ultimately 
rejected this plan effectively ending its viability. 

 The Natomas ESC Partners team recommended locating the entertainment and sports center 
at the current Sleep Train Arena site in Natomas. Development of the new entertainment and 
sports center was to be funded by the one-time sale of 10,000 personal seat licenses and the 
private issuance of taxable facility bonds. Several Task Force members raised concerns with 
a localized economic impact of an entertainment and sports center project in Natomas, as 
opposed to a greater regional economic impact of a downtown facility. Other concerns raised 
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by the Task Force included the federal flood building restrictions on development in 
Natomas that could prevent development until federal funding was in place for levee 
improvements.  

In January 2011, the Sacramento First Task Force recommended that the City work with the 
ICON-Taylor team for 90 days to determine the feasibility of its proposal for an entertainment 
and sports center at the downtown Railyards. 

In February 2011, NBA Commissioner David Stern announced that the then-Kings ownership 
had been in discussions with the City of Anaheim regarding possible relocation of the Kings 
franchise to Southern California. In April 2011, the NBA Board of Governors discussed 
relocation of Kings to Anaheim at its annual NBA Board of Governors meeting, and in early May 
2011, the NBA recommended the then-Kings ownership to attempt one last “shot” for an arena 
deal in Sacramento. 

Through the same period, the City was continuing to advance concepts for a new entertainment 
and sports center. In February, 2011, the Sacramento City Council considered all four arena 
teams and selected the ICON-Taylor team to conduct a feasibility study for an Entertainment and 
Sports Center in Sacramento. In May 2011, the ICON-Taylor team reported back to Council with 
comments, recommendations, policy issues and next steps for the entertainment and sports center 
project. In September 2011, the City Council adopted a resolution to negotiate an Exclusive Right 
to Negotiate with the ICON-Taylor team. 

Advancing the concept of a new entertainment and sports center at the Railyards, in February 
2012 the City of Sacramento reached nonbinding terms with the NBA and then-Kings ownership 
regarding consideration of an entertainment and sports center at Sacramento Railyards site. In late 
February, the City issued a Notice of Preparation and initiated efforts to prepare an environmental 
impact report (EIR) on the entertainment and sports center at the Railyards. In April 2012, the 
Kings ownership withdrew any support for the proposal. The City terminated preparation of the 
EIR and the proposal advanced no further. 

Meanwhile, JMA Ventures purchased Downtown Plaza from Westfield in the summer of 2012, 
potentially clearing a previous hurdle and allowing redevelopment of the mall. 

2013 

In January, 2013, an agreement was signed to sell the Sacramento Kings to a group that intended 
to seek NBA approval to relocate the team to Seattle. In mid-February 2013, NBA league 
officials received an application for relocation of the Sacramento Kings. 

At the same time, in January 2013, Sacramento Mayor Kevin Johnson identified potential qualified 
buyers to prepare a competitive offer to purchase the team and commit to the effort to keep the team 
in Sacramento long-term. On February 19, 2013 the City Council passed a Resolution in Support of 
Keeping the Sacramento Kings in the City of Sacramento and the Pursuit of a New Sports and 
Entertainment Facility in Downtown Sacramento. (Resolution No. 2013—0048) 
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On March 26, 2013, City staff presented to the City Council a preliminary nonbinding term sheet 
for the potential development of an Entertainment and Sports Center in downtown Sacramento 
between the City and an investment group that was seeking to purchase the Kings.  The 
investment group would later be organized as Sacramento Basketball Holdings, LLC. The City 
Council approved the Preliminary Nonbinding Term Sheet with a 7-2 vote. In May 2013, the 
NBA approved the sale of the Sacramento Kings to Sacramento Basketball Holdings, LLC, the 
project applicant. 

6.3.2 Offsite Digital Billboards 
 Alternative Sites: The offsite digital billboard locations included in the Proposed Project 

were selected because they would potentially meet Caltrans standards and would be visible 
from major freeways making them potentially economically viable and feasible under the 
City’s Sign Ordinance (see Chapter 15.148.800). A total of ten sites were evaluated, 
although no more than six (6) sites would ultimately be selected under the terms of the 
Preliminary Nonbinding Term Sheet approved by the City Council in March 2013. It is 
currently unclear that there are other City-owned properties that would potentially meet 
Caltrans standards and would provide the visibility from major freeways to be 
economically feasible. Because the number of sites evaluated was greater than the actual 
number of billboards and represent a variety of locations throughout the Sacramento 
community, the ten identified sites represent a range of reasonable alternatives for the 
offsite digital billboards and no additional billboard locations were considered. 

 Smaller Billboards: The impacts of the digital billboards are due primarily to their 
visibility and advertising surface, which is largely affected by height and orientation. Signs 
with a smaller area but still large enough to be easily seen would not substantially reduce 
significant impacts relating to, for example, light and glare. In addition, advertising on 
digital billboards is most often contracted on a regional and national basis. The companies 
that purchase advertising space on digital billboards design their advertisements to fit a 
standard sized digital billboard face and would be unlikely to go to the cost of designing 
advertisements for a uniquely sized billboard face, thus altering the size of the billboard 
face as part of an effort to reduce the size or visibility of a digital billboard is not 
considered feasible.  

 Lastly, the height of a digital billboard is largely dictated by the physical characteristics of 
the light emitting diodes (LEDs) that comprise the billboard face. As is described in 
Section 4.1, the LEDs are designed to be seen from straight on, and the visibility rapidly 
diminishes as the view angle to the LED becomes more oblique. If the face is too high or 
too low, the visibility would be materially reduced. In addition, since the billboards are 
designed and placed to be seen by approaching motorists, the billboard face must be of 
sufficient height to be above an automobile dashboard and below the typical tinted upper 
edge of a windshield (typically the upper 1-3 inches).  
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 For the reasons described above, an alternative that would materially alter the size, height, 
or orientation of a digital billboard would not be considered feasible. 

 Static Billboards: In some cases, the digital billboards were found to have significant 
visual impacts due largely to the fact that they are brightly lit and have continually 
changing electronic messages. Traditional static billboards would not have the same visual 
character, but are often lit with spotlights that could have greater luminosity and spillover 
effects.  

 One of the objectives of the Proposed Project is to provide for signage that supports and 
enhances the success of the ESC. The proposed offsite digital billboards would meet this 
objective by (1) providing a platform for advertising ESC events, and (2) generating 
revenue. In light of the multitude of events that would take place at the ESC, digital 
billboards would be much better able to advertise multiple events than a static billboard. 
Further, revenue generation is materially higher for digital billboards than static billboards. 
Because static billboards would fail to be consistent with the terms of the Preliminary 
Nonbinding Term Sheet, and would fail to meet a basic objective related to signage, an 
alternative involving static billboards was not considered further in this analysis. 

6.4 Alternatives Selected for Further Consideration 

This section describes the range of alternatives to the Proposed Project that are analyzed in this 
Draft EIR and presents how specific impacts differ in severity from those associated with the 
Proposed Project. For the most part, significant impacts of the alternatives can be mitigated to 
insignificance through adoption of mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4, which contains 
the environmental analysis of the Proposed Project. To varying degrees, the following alternatives 
would also avoid and/or lessen project impacts, including some or all of the unavoidable effects 
of the project. 

6.4.1 Offsite Digital Billboards 
As discussed above, a total of ten offsite digital billboard sites were evaluated, although, as 
identified in the March 2013 preliminary nonbinding term sheet, no more than six sites would 
ultimately be selected. For the most part, the impacts of the digital billboards have to do with 
location and orientation of the billboard face, and the billboard construction activities. Because 
there is such limited feasible variation in the size, height, or specifications of digital billboards, 
the primary potential variation that can be captured in alternatives involves the location of the 
site. The impacts of building a digital billboard at each of the ten sites are summarized in Table 6-
1.  The digital billboards would have no impacts on greenhouse gas emissions, public services, 
transportation and circulation or utilities services and systems.  Therefore, these topics are not 
included in Table 6-1. 
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Impacts Common to All Digital Billboard Sites 

Because the ten digital billboard sites would have similar designs and construction techniques, a 
number of their impacts would be virtually identical for all evaluated sites.  As shown in Table 6-
1, most of the digital billboard impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.  The only 
significant and unavoidable impact common to all 10 sites would be the potential to damage or 
disturb archaeological resources (Impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4-5).  As discussed in Impact 4.4-2, the ten 
billboard sites were surveyed for cultural resources, and no significant historic or prehistoric 
resources were discovered at any of the sites.  All of the sites are considered to have low potential 
for archaeological resources.  Nonetheless, the possibility exists that there could be subsurface 
archaeological resources at any of the sites.  Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 would ensure that, if any 
archaeological resources are uncovered during construction, the resources would be appropriately 
protected, evaluated and treated.  However, because cultural resources that are discovered (if any) 
would likely be removed from the site and therefore taken from the context in which they are best 
comprehended, the impact would remain significant for all ten sites.   

Of the remaining impacts, construction air pollutant emissions would also be similar among the 
ten sites.  The areas where there are differences between sites are aesthetics, biological resources 
and hazards.  The sites that would have impacts of greater severity are discussed below. 

I-5 at Water Tank:  This site is located adjacent to the City water tank near Freeport Boulevard.  
There is a residential neighborhood located to the northwest and west of this digital billboard site 
(see Figure 2-22a).  Depending on its orientation, a digital billboard at this location might be 
visible from the yards and perhaps even interiors of homes located on El Morro Court and/or El 
Rico Way, the streets closest to the billboard site.  If visible, the digital billboard could degrade 
the visual environment of these homes (Impact 4.1-1).  Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a would reduce 
the magnitude of this impact by ensuring that a digital billboard is oriented, designed and 
screened to minimize visibility from nearby homes.  However, it is currently not possible to 
determine with certainty that this measure could fully screen the illuminated billboard face at 
these sites. Thus, the impact at this site may remain significant. Depending on the angle of the 
sign, light from the billboard could be visible from and/or spillover onto nearby residential 
parcels (Impact 4.1-2).  This impact would be less than significant with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.1-2, which would restrict the light output from the digital billboard, thereby 
preventing spillover. 

Ornamental tress located adjacent to this site could provide suitable nesting habitat for raptors and 
other migratory bird species.  In addition, cliff swallow nests have been observed on the bottom 
of the adjacent water tank.  Although a billboard at this location would not require removal of 
trees and/or the nests on the water tank, construction activities could disrupt nesting birds 
(Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-6).  Mitigation Measure 4.3-2 would ensure that nesting birds were 
protected by requiring preconstruction surveys and buffers around active nests. 

US 50 at Pioneer Reservoir:  This site is located within the boundary of the Pioneer Reservoir, 
immediately north of the Pioneer Bridge, where US 50 crosses the Sacramento River (see Figure 
2-22a).   
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This site is located in proximity to several sites identified on hazardous materials lists.  Therefore, 
it is possible that the site contains contaminated soils that could be disturbed during construction 
(Impact 4.6-1). Mitigation Measures 4.6-1b and 4.6-1c require that a Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment (ESA) be prepared for this site prior to final project design.  Any recommendations in 
the ESA must be implemented, including follow up sampling to characterize the contamination 
and remediation as needed.  This measure would ensure that construction workers are protected 
from contaminated soils if present, and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Business 80 at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park:  This site is located within the former City 
landfill adjacent to Business 80 (see Figure 2-22b). 

There are two elderberry shrubs within this billboard site, one of which contained exit holes.  
Therefore, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB), a federally-listed species, could be present.  
Construction activities and associated removal of vegetation, ground disturbance and run-off from 
construction sites could result in loss of the VELB habitat and possibly mortality for VELB (if 
present) (Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-6).  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a would require a survey for VELB 
and compensatory mitigation for any Valley elderberry shrubs that are affected by construction of 
a digital billboard at this location.  With mitigation, this impact would be less than significant. 

This site contains eucalyptus trees that could provide suitable nesting habitat for raptors and 
roosting sites for special-status bat species that could be disturbed by construction activities (4.3-
2).  This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a, which would protect nesting birds by requiring preconstruction 
surveys and establishing buffers around any nests that are present. 

Business 80 at Del Paso Regional Park/Haggin Oaks:  This site is located along the Haggin 
Oaks Trail adjacent to the Alister MacKenzie Golf Course (see Figure 2-22b). 

This site contains mature ornamental trees, which could provide suitable habitat for raptors and 
other migratory birds and roosting sites for special-status bat species (Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-6).  
In addition, the site contains habitat that could support burrowing owls.  Mitigation Measures 4.3-
2a, 4.3-2b, and 4.3-2c would ensure these wildlife species are protected from harm by requiring 
preconstruction surveys, avoiding construction during the nesting season, and that appropriate 
buffers would be used to protect nesting birds or roosting bats if they are present. 

Business 80 at Sutter’s Landing Regional Park/American River:  This site is located north of 
Interstate 80 and west of the American River (see Figure 2-22c).  The freeway and adjacent 
soundwall separate the billboard site from the River Park residential neighborhood to the south.  
The site is adjacent to the American River Parkway.  Depending on where the billboard was 
situated on the site, the billboard structure would be visible from the Parkway, which could 
degrade the visual quality of this area (Impact 4.1-1).  Mitigation Measure 4.1-1b would reduce 
the magnitude of this impact by ensuring that a digital billboard is located at a sufficient distance 
from the Parkway that would minimize its visibility from the Jedediah Smith Memorial Trail and 
the river, however the impact would remain significant after mitigation.   The Business 80 
freeway would provide enough separation that light from the billboard would not spillover onto 
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residential parcels to the south, so the lighting impact would be less than significant at this 
location (Impact 4.1-2). 

Trees located within 500 feet of the project site could provide suitable nesting habitat for raptors 
and migratory bird species that could be disturbed by construction activities (4.3-2 and 4.3-6).  
This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a would protect nesting birds by requiring preconstruction surveys and 
establishing buffers around nests. 

This site is located within this “Triangle” mitigation area. A digital billboard at this site may 
conflict with the compensatory mitigation goals identified by Resolution No. 2011-609, because a 
portion of the “Triangle” mitigation area would be occupied by the proposed digital billboard 
footprint and not available for restoration (Impact 4.3-5). Additionally, installation of a digital 
billboard in this location may result in temporary construction-related impacts to the restoration 
area. Mitigation Measure 4.3-5 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by 
requiring the applicant to restore all temporary project-related impacts immediately following the 
completion of installation of the digital billboard, and to implement additional site restoration and 
enhancement within the “Triangle” mitigation area to ensure no net loss of habitat values. 

Interstate 80 at Roseville Road:  This site is located at the intersection of I-80 westbound and 
Roseville Road (see Figure 2-22c).   

One site on a contaminated site list, the North Highlands Air National Guard, is located within ¼ 
mile of the Roseville Road billboard site.  Therefore, the project site could contain contaminated 
soils and/or groundwater (Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-3). Mitigation Measures 4.6-1b and 4.6-1c 
requires that a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment be prepared for this site prior to final 
project design.  Any recommendations in the ESA must be implemented, including follow up 
sampling to characterize the contamination and remediation as needed.  This measure would 
ensure that construction workers are protected from contaminated soils and groundwater if 
present, and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

SR 99 at Calvine Road:  This site is located on a parcel adjacent to the SR 99 southbound 
onramp from eastbound Calvine Road (see Figure 2-22d).   

This site contains a portion of a detention basin and associated upland annual grasslands.  
Wetland features appear to be present within the detention basin.  If the billboard were located 
within the detention basin, it might encroach on wetlands.  Even if the billboard would not 
encroach into the detention basin, construction activities could indirectly affect the wetlands 
through ground disturbance and subsequent erosion and water quality degradation (Impacts 4.3-3 
and 4.3-7).  This impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-3, which would require preparation of a wetland delineation, avoidance of wetlands 
if feasible, and implementation of mitigation measures, if necessary, to achieve no net loss of 
wetlands.    



6. Project Alternatives 

 

Sacramento Entertainment and Sports Center & 6-16 ESA / 130423 
Related Development December 2013 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

I-5 Bayou Road:  This site is located in North Natomas, within the landscaped shoulder on the 
north side of Bayou Road near Interstate 5 (see Figure 2-22d).  No significant impacts would 
occur for this site other than those described above under Impacts Common to All Digital 
Billboard Sites. 

I-5 at San Juan Road:  This site is located immediately west of Interstate 5 and north of San 
Juan Road (see Figure 2-22e).  The site is bordered by the interstate and road and undeveloped 
land.  A residential neighborhood is located to the south, across San Juan Road.  Due to the 
potential visibility of the billboard face from front yards and through windows to indoor areas, it 
is possible that nighttime operation of a billboard in this location could result in a substantial 
degradation of the visual environment for sensitive receptors at the I-5 at San Juan Road site 
(Impact 4.1-1).  Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a would reduce the magnitude of this impact by ensuring 
that a digital billboard is oriented, designed and screened to minimize visibility from nearby 
homes.  However, it is currently not possible to determine with certainty that this measure could 
fully screen the illuminated billboard face at these sites. Thus, the impact at this site may remain 
significant. In addition, light from the sign could spillover into front- and backyards and interiors 
of homes south of San Juan Road (Impact 4.1-2).  Mitigation Measure 4.1-2(h) would restrict the 
light output from the digital billboard, reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

This digital billboard site contains a fresh emergent wetland that is hydrologically connected to 
drainage channels that could provide habitat for the giant garter snake, a federally-listed species 
(Impacts 4.3-1 and 4.3-6).  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b would reduce impacts on giant garter 
snake by requiring surveys for the snake, and implementation of construction protocols that 
would ensure that the snake would be protected from harm. 

This site is located adjacent to the City’s existing water drainage system and supports approximately 
0.06 acres of freshwater emergent wetland.  The exact location of the billboard is not known, but 
it could encroach into this wetland, resulting in the loss of the wetland (Impacts 4.3-3 and 4.3-7). 
This impact would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, 
which requires preparation of a wetland delineation,  avoidance of wetlands if feasible, and 
implementation of mitigation measures, if necessary, to achieve no net loss of wetlands. 

I-5 at Sacramento Railyards:  This site is located in the Sacramento Railyards near the I Street 
onramp to northbound Interstate 5 (see Figure 2-22e). 

The Sacramento Railyards property is subject to ongoing remediation for soil and groundwater 
contamination.  The digital billboard at this location would be constructed with a spread footing 
foundation so that only 5 feet of excavation would be needed.  Contaminated soils and 
groundwater are unlikely to be encountered at such a shallow depth.  Nonetheless, depending on 
the ultimate location of the billboard, it could disturb contaminated soils (Impact 4.6-1).  
Mitigation Measures 4.6-1b and 4.6-1c requires that a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment be 
prepared for this site prior to final project design.  Any recommendations in the ESA must be 
implemented, including follow up sampling to characterize the contamination and remediation as 
needed.  This measure would ensure that construction workers are protected from contaminated 
soils if present, and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
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TABLE 6-1
COMPARISON OF DIGITAL BILLBOARD IMPACTS 
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4.1 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 
4.1-1: The Proposed Project could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings. 

SUM NI NI NI SUM NI NI NI SUM NI 

4.1-2: The Proposed Project could create substantial new sources of light. LSM NI NI NI NI NI NI NI LSM NI 

4.2 Air Quality 
4.2-2: Construction of the Proposed Project would result in short-term emissions of NOx. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.2-4: The Proposed Project would generate construction emissions of PM10. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.2-8: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in short-term (construction) 
emissions. 

LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.2-10: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in PM10 concentrations. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.3 Biological Resources 
4.3-1: Construction of the Proposed Project could disturb or harm federally listed wildlife species and/or 
destroy or degrade their habitat. 

NI NI LSM NI NI NI NI NI LSM NI 

4.3-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could disturb nesting raptors, migratory birds, and/or 
special-status bat species.  

LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LS NI NI NI LS 

4.3-3: The Proposed Project could remove, fill, interrupt or degrade protected wetlands. NI NI NI NI NI NI LSM NI LSM NI 

4.3-5: The Proposed Project would install a digital billboard within a habitat mitigation area. NI NI NI NI LSM NI NI NI NI NI 

4.3-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative harm to special-status species or 
species of special concern and/or loss of degradation of their habitat. 

LSM NI LSM LSM LSM LS NI NI LSM LS 

4.3-7: The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative loss and degradation of wetlands. NI NI NI NI NI NI LSM NI LSM NI 
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TABLE 6-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF DIGITAL BILLBOARD IMPACTS 
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4.4 Cultural Resources 
4.4-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage or destroy archaeological resources. SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM 

4.4-3: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage and/or destroy paleontological resources. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.4-5: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative losses of archaeological resources. SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM SUM 

4.4-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative losses of paleontological resources. LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
4.6-1: The Proposed Project could expose people to previously unidentified contaminated soil during 
construction activities. 

LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM LSM 

4.6-3: The Proposed Project could expose people to existing contaminated groundwater during 
dewatering activities. 

LS LSM LS LS LS LSM LS LS LS LSM 

 
NOTES: 
NI = No impact 
LS = All impacts for this issue area would be less than significant without mitigation at this site. 
LSM = At least one impact would be significant unless identified mitigation is implemented.   
SUM = At least one impact would be significant even with implementation of mitigation.  

SOURCE: ESA, 2013. 
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6.4.2  ESC and Mixed Use Development  
As discussed above, in identifying a range of alternatives for consideration in this EIR, the focus 
was on avoiding or reducing the magnitude of project impacts while achieving the basic 
objectives of the project, including construction and operation of a new entertainment and sports 
facility.  As discussed under Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration, a smaller ESC 
would not meet project objectives or substantially reduce project impacts, so for the ESC, the 
alternatives analysis considers different locations.  Because the mixed-use portion of the project 
would generate substantial impacts in and of itself, the alternatives analysis considers a reduced 
mixed use development alternative. 

The alternatives to the ESC and PUD components of the Proposed Project analyzed in this 
Draft EIR are: 

Alternative 1: No Project Alternative  

Alternative 2: ESC at Railyards  

Alternative 3: ESC in Natomas 

Alternative 4: Reduced Mixed Use Development 

Table 6-2 summarizes the development assumptions for each the alternatives. Each of the 
alternatives is described in more detail and analyzed in the following subsections.  

TABLE 6-2 
COMPARISON OF ESC/PUD ALTERNATIVES 

  
Proposed  

Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 
Alternative 2: 
Railyards ESC 

Alternative 3: 
ESC in 

Natomas 

Alternative 4:
Reduced Mixed 

Use  

ESC Assumptions 
ESC Capacity 17,500 seats 17,317 seats 17,500 seats 17,500 seats 17,500 seats 

ESC Size (square feet) 779,000 sf 480,000 sf 697,000 sf 697,000 sf 697,000 sf 

Kings Games/Year 47 47 47 47 47 

Other Events/Year 139 139 139 139 139 

Annual Attendance 1.54 million 1.32 million 1.54 million 1.54 million 1.54 million 

Mixed Use Development Assumptions 
Retail/Commercial (sf) 350,000 293,281 350,000 397,593 197,000 

Office (sf) 475,000 131,141 475,000 146,634 100,000 

Hotel (sf/rooms) 175,000 
(250 rooms) 

0 175,000 (250 
rooms) 

0 175,000 
(250 rooms) 

Residential (sf/units) 500,000 
(550 units) 

0 500,000 
(550 units) 

0 500,000 
(550 units) 

Total Mixed Use 
Development 

1,832,500 756,922 1,832,500 876,727 972,000 

SOURCE: ESA, 2013. 

 

Table 6-5, at the end of this chapter, summarizes the significant effects of the alternatives as 
compared to the effects of the Proposed Project. 
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Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

Description 

Under CEQA, the No Project Alternative must consider the effects of forgoing the project. The 
No Project/No Development Alternative describes the environmental conditions that exist at the 
time that the environmental analysis commences (CEQA Guidelines, section 15126.6 (e)(2)). In 
the case of the Proposed Project, the Downtown project site is already in a developed state, so 
continuation of existing conditions would involve continued operation of Sleep Train Arena and 
ongoing economic and related activity at the Downtown Plaza.   Existing conditions are described 
in the Environmental Settings of each section within Chapter 4 of this Draft EIR.  The 
alternatives analysis must also describe conditions that could reasonably be expected to occur if 
the project is not approved.  In this case, it is reasonable to assume that, if the Proposed Project is 
not approved, improvements in the overall economy would increase retail activity in downtown 
Sacramento and that the owners of Downtown Plaza would be successful in obtaining new 
tenants.   

Under the No Project alternative, the City Council would not approve any project, and none of the 
mitigation measures identified within this Draft EIR would be implemented.  No demolition 
would occur under Alternative 1, because the existing Sleep Train Arena and Downtown Plaza 
buildings would be retained. 

Under the No Project Alternative, Alternative 1, it is assumed that the Kings would remain 
playing at Sleep Train Arena. In light of the stated commitment of the current Kings ownership to 
have the team remain in Sacramento, it is reasonable to assume that Kings ownership and the City 
would seek an alternate location for the development of a new ESC in Sacramento. 

Sleep Train Arena 

Under Alternative 1, Sleep Train Arena would continue to operate at its current location in 
Natomas. The Sleep Train Arena is 442,000 square feet, and has a seating capacity of 17,317. The 
adjacent practice facility is approximately 38,000 square feet. No improvements would be made 
to Sleep Train Arena beyond standard maintenance and minor upgrades, so the capacity of the 
arena and the mix of seat types would not change, and arena amenities including food service, 
locker rooms, and other facilities, would be maintained but not materially expanded or improved.  

For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the number of events would be similar to the 
Proposed Project, with approximately 47 Kings games and 139 other events per year. In actuality, 
the number of games and events would vary by year, and over time it would likely be 
increasingly difficult to book major events. Annual attendance levels are assumed to be 
approximately 1.3 million per year, which is the average attendance level over the last 10 seasons 
(see Appendix K), although the number and size of events would likely continue to decrease as 
the arena became increasingly antiquated.  

Downtown Plaza 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this EIR, Project Description, occupancy rates at Downtown Plaza 
have fallen over the last decade for restaurants, small retail stores and office space. With the 
exception of the Macy’s buildings and the cinema and fitness space, the small-scale, in-line retail 
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space in Downtown Plaza has experienced a steady decline in occupancy from over 90% 
occupied in 2004 to approximately 50% occupied in 2013. The office space in Downtown Plaza 
has experienced an average occupancy of approximately 50% during that same period. This 
reduction in occupancy is consistent with economic trends. Since 2012, Downtown Plaza has 
experienced a substantial decrease in occupancy in anticipation of redevelopment of the property. 
Office occupancy rates have also fallen, from 53.0% in 2004 to 47.4% in 2011.  

For this analysis, it is assumed that Downtown Plaza occupancy under existing conditions would 
return to 2011 levels, reflecting conditions prior to the proposed redevelopment of the property. It 
should be noted that since publication of the Notice of Preparation, Macy’s has consolidated its 
operations in the west building, and no longer uses the Macy’s East building (Macy’s Men’s 
Store). This analysis assumes that the Macy’s East building is re-occupied with a general retail 
tenant, which would be reflective of 2011 conditions.  

As discussed above, the No Project analysis must also consider reasonably foreseeable future 
conditions. Downtown Plaza is underutilized at present and has been for several years. That is, 
there is vacant commercial space, and those retail shops that are located at the Plaza tend to 
experience about 33% less activity than what would be expected at similar stores under better 
conditions (see Appendix K). One reason for the relatively low level of retail activity is the 
economy, which is still in recovery. An additional reason for the low level of tenancy is that the 
prior owners did not manage and maintain the Plaza sufficient to maintain high levels of retail or 
office tenancy. Since 2012, Downtown Plaza has experienced a substantial decrease in occupancy 
in anticipation of redevelopment of the property. 

It is reasonable to assume that through positive management and maintenance of the Downtown 
Plaza property, economic activity and occupancy at Downtown Plaza would increase over time, 
even if the Proposed Project were not approved. Therefore, for future (cumulative) conditions, it 
is assumed that occupancy rates and levels of retail sales would improve due to a recovering 
economy. It is further assumed that efforts to re-tenant the Plaza would be successful, but would 
not exceed levels that have been achieved in recent periods when the economy was strong. For 
analysis purposes, it is assumed that in the future, occupancy of small retail, restaurant and office 
uses would be restored to 2004 levels (see Table 6-3).  

Table 6-3 shows the occupied square footage by business type in Downtown Plaza assumed for 
Alternative 1 under existing and future conditions.  

There would be no new hotel or residential uses within the project site under this alternative.  No 
demolition or new construction within the Downtown Plaza would occur. 
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TABLE 6-3 
ALTERNATIVE 1: DOWNTOWN PLAZA ASSUMPTIONS 

  
Existing Conditions 

(2011) 
Future Conditions 

(2004) 

Business Type 
Total Space  

(SF) 
Occupanc

y Rate 

Occupied 
Space  
(SF) 

Occupancy 
Rates 

Occupied 
Space  
(SF) 

Cinema 42,370 1.00 42,370 1.00 42,370 

Fitness 50,848 1.00 50,848 1.00 50,848 

Restaurant / Small Retail 317,057 0.63 200,063 0.96 304,375 

Total Retail 410,275 0.72 293,281 0.97 397,593 

Office Buildings 276,668 0.47 131,141 0.53 146,634 

Total SF 686,943 0.62 424,422 0.79 544,277 

 
NOTES: Equivalent to 2004 and 2011 levels as shown in Appendix K.  
SOURCE: Downtown Plaza Sacramento, LLC, 2013; ESA, 2013. 

 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Table 6-5 at the end of this chapter provides an impact-by-impact comparison of the significant 
impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 1. 

In general, impacts of the No Project Alternative would be identical to the existing conditions 
described in the settings of Chapter 4, because no new development would occur at the 
Downtown Project site nor would any land uses change. In the future, if the Downtown Plaza 
were re-tenanted, then there would be increases in traffic congestion and related impacts, such as 
traffic noise and emissions from vehicles.   

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project  

Because there would be no construction under this alternative, and no changes to the operation of 
the Sleep Train Arena and/or Downtown Plaza, none of the impacts identified for the Proposed 
Project would occur under the No Project alternative. 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project  

Under this alternative, no demolition would occur, and no new development would be 
constructed, so there would not be any of the impacts associated with construction, such as 
disturbances from construction lighting (Impact 4.1-2), construction emissions (Impacts 4.2-2, 
4.2-4, 4.2-8 and 4.2-10), construction traffic (Impacts 4.10-10 and 4.10-21), disturbance to 
nesting raptors or migratory birds (Impact 4.3-2 and 4.3-6), loss of street trees (Impacts 4.3-4 and 
4.3-8), damage to historic, archaeological and/or paleontological resources (Impacts 4.4-1 
through 4.4-6),  exposure to contaminated soils (Impact 4.6-1), interference with remediation of 
the South Plume (Impacts 4.6-4 and 4.6-6), increased risk of flooding (Impacts 4.7-2 and 4.7-5), 
interference with a buried 115-kV line (Impact 4.11-12) and construction noise and 
vibration(Impacts 4.8-3, 4.8-4, 4.8-8 and 4.8-9).   

Because there would be no new development and no changes to the size or configuration of the 
Sleep Train Arena or the Downtown Plaza, the No Project Alternative would not increase the 
amount of lighting or glare in the Downtown project site or elsewhere (Impacts 4.1-2 and 4.1-3), 
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create new sources of HVAC or event noise (Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-6), increase noise levels 
within existing and future residences (Impacts 4.8-2 and 4.8-7), result in adverse effects on 
pedestrian facilities (Impact 4.10-8 and 4.10-19), and/or increase discharges to the City’s sewer 
and drainage facilities (Impacts 4.11-5and 4.11-7).  The bus stops on L Street would remain in 
their current location, so access to bus transit would be adequate (Impact 4.10-5 and 4.10-17). 

As discussed above, certain impacts could increase over existing conditions if the Downtown 
Plaza is aggressively re-tenanted.  Higher occupancy would result in more traffic to and from the 
Plaza.  Retail uses are the most likely to achieve higher occupancy rates based on historic data, 
and are more likely than office to rebound in the future.  For example, in 2004, the retail 
occupancy rate was about 97%, but the 2012 rate was only 62%.   Office on the other hand, has 
been historically low—53% in 2004 and 37.5% in 2012.  In addition, there is substantially more 
retail than office space in the Downtown Plaza—approximately 410,000 square feet of retail 
(exclusive of Macy’s West) versus 277,000 square feet of office.  Retail traffic is typically off-
peak because stores open and close later than typical office hours.  Therefore, an increase in 
occupancy rates at the Downtown Plaza would not be expected to increase traffic enough to 
substantially increase congestion on Caltrans facilities (Impacts 4.10-2 and 4.10-13), J Street off 
ramps (Impacts 4.10-3 and 4.10-14),  and/or West Sacramento facilities (Impact 4.10-12).   Any 
increases in demand transit services would not be substantial enough to require new infrastructure 
(Impacts 4.10-6 and 4.10-17). 

Other impacts related to increased occupancy—additional vehicle emissions (Impacts 4.2-3 and 
4.2-9) and noise, increase wastewater generation (Impacts 4.11-5 and 4.11-7), increased demand 
for water (Impact 4.11-3)—would not exceed emissions under the Proposed Project, because the 
square footage increases under the Proposed Project (exclusive of the ESC) would be greater than 
the underutilized square footage in the existing Downtown Plaza. 

For these reasons, impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less severe than the 
Proposed Project, even if Downtown Plaza occupancy rates increased to historic peak levels.  

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project  

The No Project Alternative would not result in any impacts that would be more severe than the 
Proposed Project, because there would be no construction or changes to operations at the Sleep 
Train Arena and/or Downtown Plaza.   

While the No Project Alternative would not have any significant impacts when compared to 
existing conditions, it should be noted that it would not achieve some of the environmental 
benefits associated with the Proposed Project, which would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
per attendee (relative to the existing Sleep Train arena) by approximately 18 to 22% (see Tables 
4.10-20 and 4.10-30) and would reduce per attendee GHG emissions by approximately 36 to 45% 
(see Table 4.5-2).  The new arena would be larger than the existing facility, but because it would 
be designed to be certified as LEED Gold, it would also be more energy and water efficient.  
These aspects of the ESC would reduce greenhouse gas emissions relative to the existing Sleep 
Train arena.  Because of the reduction in arena-related trips and redistribution of traffic, the 
Proposed Project would reduce traffic congestion along several segments of Interstate 5, 
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Interstate 80 and US 50 (see pages 4.10-36 and -37).  Finally, dewatering and discharge of 
groundwater into the CSS would continue under the No Project Alternative (see Impact 4.7-3).  
None of these environmental benefits would be achieved under the No Project Alternative. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

None of the Project Objectives would be achieved under the No Project Alternative.   

Alternative 2: ESC at the Railyards  

Description 

Alternative 2 assumes that a new entertainment and sports center would be built at the Railyards 
in a location previously considered by the City in 2011-2012, as delineated in the August 2012 
Briefing Report.2 No major changes would be made to the Downtown Plaza, but it is assumed 
that occupancy rates would increase to approximately 2004 levels due to improvements in the 
overall economy and re-tenanting efforts as described under Alternative 1b. 

The ESC at the Railyards would be located on a 13-acre site located adjacent to and immediately 
west of the Sacramento Valley Station, bordered by the elevated structure of Interstate 5 to the 
west, the Amtrak passenger tunnel to the east, the Depot and associated parking lots to the south, 
and the recently-realigned Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks to the north (see Figure 6-1).  

Today this alternative site is largely vacant, with the exception of the umbrella sheds or canopies 
that formerly provided protection for passengers awaiting trains (before the tracks were moved to 
the north). The umbrella sheds are constructed of steel beams and posts with wood slats forming 
the roofs. The sheds extend for approximately 1,000 feet along the former track alignment 
immediately north of the Depot. The remainder of the Alternative 2 site has been extensively 
graded, and is composed of exposed soils and temporary roads. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, under Alternative 2 the Railyards ESC would be an approximately 
779,000 square foot facility providing a venue for sports and entertainment events. The Sacramento 
Kings offices and practice facilities would be constructed on the site. The Railyards ESC would 
have the same number of seats—17,500—as the Proposed Project, and it is assumed that event 
attendance levels would be essentially the same, an estimated 1.5 million attendees per year. 

Aside from removal of the existing umbrella sheds, described above, no other demolition would 
occur. 

Unlike to the Proposed Project, under Alternative 2 excavation to lower the event floor of the 
ESC would be limited by local infrastructure and concerns about past soil and groundwater 
contamination. Aside from minor excavation for the purposes of delivery of wet and dry utilities, 
it is assumed that the ESC under Alternative 2 would be constructed above grade. 

                                                      
2  AECOM and Fehr & Peers. Entertainment & Sports Complex and Intermodal Transportation Facility Briefing 

Paper. April 2012. 
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The architectural character of the Railyards ESC would be similar to the Proposed Project. 
Because of the lack of excavation, it is assumed that the building facades would range in height 
from approximately 110 to 180 feet above the surrounding grade. The structure would be 
generally round with rectilinear edge buildings that would accommodate practice facilities and 
offices. The main façade would be transparent glazing, with glass curtain walls along the walls 
facing the plazas. 

The main entry would be located on the east/southeastern portion of the buildings, between the 
ESC and the Depot, with additional entry points to the northeast and southwest. The main plaza 
would serve as a parking lot and drop-off area for rail passengers during the day on weekdays. 
During evenings and on weekends the plaza would be restricted to pedestrians and only limited 
drop offs. A loading area would be provided on the west side of the site, situated between the 
ESC and Interstate 5. The ESC at the Railyards would be constructed and operated in a manner 
similar to the Proposed Project, with a variety of measures intended to minimize water and energy 
use. Under this alternative, it is assumed that the applicant would seek LEED Gold certification in 
order to qualify under SB 743 (Public Resources Code section 21168.6.6). 

As shown in Figure 6-1, the layout of the Railyards ESC would be designed to accommodate and 
interact with the adjacent Sacramento Intermodal Transportation Facility (SITF), which serves as 
the City’s passenger rail hub for Amtrak, RT light rail, and buses. Phase 1 of the SITF has been 
completed and includes the relocated track, new passenger rail platforms, a pedestrian tunnel 
connecting the new platforms with the Depot to the south and Central Shops to the north. Phase 2 
is the rehabilitation of the Depot, currently underway, which will continue to serve as the station 
for passenger rail. A third phase, not yet begun, would create a multi-building, intermodal district 
in the area between the Depot and the new platforms. Under Alternative 2, Phase 3 of the SITF 
would be concentrated along 5th Street, closest to the planned location of the terminus of the 
future California High Speed Train rail line, and adjacent to the recently constructed central 
pedestrian tunnel. 

Access and Parking 

Primary access for vehicles to the Railyards ESC site would be provided from I-5 via the 
Richards Boulevard interchange and J Street off-ramps, from SR 160 via Richards Boulevard and 
the future Railyards Boulevard, and from the Central City via 5th Street and 6th Street. Amtrak, 
Regional Transit (RT) light rail, and RT and other regional transit service buses could transport 
event attendees to the project site. Passenger drop-off areas would be provided in front of the 
Depot, adjacent to the Depot on 5th Street, and on G Street immediately east of 5th Street. 
Limited surface parking would be allowed in front of the Depot during the day on weekdays. 

Plazas between the ESC and the SITF would enable pedestrians to move between these facilities 
without interference by vehicles. No public roads would be constructed within the Railyards ESC 
site. A new limited-access roadway for delivery, maintenance, and emergency vehicles only would 
be constructed along the western and northern borders of the site connecting 3rd Street to F Street. 

Parking would be provided primarily in off-street parking spaces located in structures within one-
half mile of the Railyards ESC site. There are approximately 11,250 off-street parking spaces 
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within a half mile of the Railyards ESC site. Over 5,000 of these spaces are controlled by the 
City, many of which are located in structures beneath I-5 and within the Downtown Plaza 
superblock. In addition to the City-owned spaces, Sacramento County has over 1,600 off-street 
spaces that are located within a half mile to the east of the site. 

A new parking structure with 1,000 or more parking spaces would be constructed within two 
blocks of the Railyards ESC to serve premium ticketholders, players and team staff. The new 
parking structure would likely be located within the Railyards or on other nearby vacant parcels. 

Downtown Project Site 

Under this alternative, it is assumed that the proposed PUD would be developed at the same 
levels identified under the Proposed Project, including 550 residential units, 250 hotel rooms, 
350,000 square feet of retail uses and 475,000 square feet of office uses.  Under this alternative, 
this development would occupy a similar footprint as the Proposed Project, except that setbacks 
from existing historic buildings around the site would increase to provide noise buffers (see 
Figure 6-2). 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Table 6-5 at the end of this chapter provides an impact-by-impact comparison of the significant 
impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 2. 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project  

Because essentially the same square footage would be constructed Under Alternative 2 as under 
the Proposed Project, construction-related impacts, such as construction emissions (Impacts 4.2-2, 
4.2-4, 4.2-8, 4.2-10), would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 2 is assumed to require similar levels of excavation and the same number of piles for 
the ESC and PUD areas, so impacts related to dewatering and pile driving would be similar to the 
Proposed Project.  Soils at the Railyards ESC site have been remediated, so there is little 
likelihood that construction workers would be exposed to contaminated soils (Impact 4.6-1).  
However, as with the Downtown ESC site and the PUD area, there is some possibility that there 
are contaminated soils at the levels where excavation would occur.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 would 
ensure that such soils are properly identified and remediated if encountered during construction, 
so workers would be protected from exposure.  The South Plume that emanates from the former 
Central Shops in the Railyards flows beneath a portion of the Railyards ESC site (see Figure 4.6-
1), so dewatering impacts could interfere with remediation of the South Plume (Impacts 4.6-4 and 
4.6-6).   Development of the PUD area could also interfere with groundwater remediation if 
excavation and/or pile driving were necessary.  Mitigation Measure 4.6-4 would ensure that 
dewatering activities would not substantially interfere with the remediation activities under both 
the Proposed Project and Alternative 2, reducing the impact to a less-than-significant level.    

According to Figure 6.3-1 of the Railyards Specific Plan, the Railyards ESC site is not in area of 
archaeological sensitivity (Impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4-5).  The geological conditions at the Railyards 
ESC are similar to the Downtown ESC site, so there is little likelihood that paleontological  
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resources would be present at either site (Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-6).  Nonetheless, as with the 
Proposed Project, there is the possibility that archaeological and/or paleontological resources 
could be discovered at either site and in the PUD area during excavation.  Mitigation Measures 
4.4-2 and 4.4-3 would reduce these impacts by requiring that work stop if such resources are 
uncovered, and that the resources be appropriately evaluated and treated.  For these reasons, 
impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Both the Proposed Project and Alternative 2 would include development of the PUD area with 
high-rise buildings that, if clad in reflective surfaces, could cause glare that would be visible from 
L Street and 7th Street when the sun is low.  Mitigation Measure 4.1-3 prohibits highly reflective 
mirrored glass walls for more than 35% of building facades within the PUD, which would reduce 
the impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring that substantial amount of glare would not 
be created. 

Like the Proposed Project, under Alternative 2 the Railyards ESC would be constructed to LEED 
Gold standards, and the increase in mixed-use development at the Downtown Plaza project site 
would be identical.  Similar to the conditions created for the Proposed Project, there would be 
substantial reductions in VMT per attendee due to the Railyards ESC location, although the 
reduction in VMT would not be as great as under the Proposed Project for Existing plus Project 
conditions.   Under Existing plus Project conditions, transit ridership to the Railyards ESC would 
be somewhat lower than predicted for the Proposed Project because only one of RT’s three light 
rail transit (LRT) lines currently serves the Railyards location.  The Gold LRT Line connects the 
Railyards site to Rancho Cordova and Folsom along the Highway 50 Corridor.  The closest stops 
on the Blue LRT line are six to eight blocks away from Railyards ESC site, requiring patrons to 
either walk more than one-half mile or take the Gold Line and transfer at one of the K Street 
stops.  The closest stops on the Green LRT line are four blocks away from the SITF.  The 
Railyards ESC site would have similar trip lengths to the Downtown Project site.  As a result of 
somewhat lower transit usage, VMT levels for the Railyards ESC would not be reduced quite as 
much as under the Proposed Project.   

As a result of changes in estimated future VMT, impacts on traffic, operational air emissions 
(Impacts 4.2-3 and 4.2-9), and traffic noise (Impacts 4.8-1 and 4.8-6) would be similar to, but 
slightly higher than the Proposed Project.   

Both the Proposed Project and the Railyards ESC would rely on existing parking resources, so 
traffic distribution within the downtown would be similar, with a couple of exceptions.  Under 
Alternative 2, the parking garages under Downtown Plaza may not be removed and would be 
available to accommodate event attendees.  An approximately 1,000-space garage for preferred 
parking would be constructed within one or two blocks of the Railyards ESC site, and drop offs 
would be located on Fifth Street and G Street, so some traffic could shift toward 5th Street, G 
Street, H Street and 7th Street as well as the connecting streets.   

Conditions on City streets and Caltrans facilities would change slightly due to two factors.  First, 
as discussed above, there could be a slight reduction in transit use because only one LRT line 
serves the Railyards ESC site at present, compared to three lines serving the Proposed Project 
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site. Second, as discussed above, traffic distribution would change.  Congestion levels at the I-
5/Richards Boulevard interchange off-ramp intersections would be higher for Alternative 2 than 
under the Proposed Project.  At the same time, congestion levels at the 3rd Street/J Street 
intersection would be lower for Alternative 2 than the Proposed Project as a result of the greater 
use of the I-5/Richards interchange (Impacts 4.10-1, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-11, 4.10-13 and 4.10-
14). Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 and 4.10-3 would therefore be required for both the Proposed 
Project and Alternative 2, and the impacts would remain significant in both cases because the 
mitigation would be under the purview of another agency (Caltrans). Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 
which requires preparation of an Event Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to address travel 
associated with ESC events, and would reduce congestion on the local street system during such 
events.  The redistribution of traffic under Alternative 2 would not change the impact on  West 
Sacramento facilities (Impact 4.10-12). There is no feasible mitigation for the impacts on West 
Sacramento streets. 

Because the Downtown and Railyards ESC sites are in close proximity to one another, the 
development levels in the PUD are assumed to be the same, impacts on Light Rail (Impact 4.10-6 
and 4.10-17) would be similar.  As discussed above, ridership on LRT would not increase as 
much under Alternative 2 (for Existing plus Project conditions), but would still be significant. 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-6 would reduce impacts on Light Rail, but the required improvements 
would be under the control of Regional Transit rather than the City, so the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Alternative 2 would increase demand for water and wastewater treatment by the same amount as 
the Proposed Project, because the size of the ESC and the amount of mixed-use development 
would be the same.  While the City has adequate water supply under existing conditions, under 
some drought conditions there could be periodic shortfalls due to limited conveyance capacity 
(Impact 4.11-3).  Both the Downtown project site and the Railyards ESC site discharge 
wastewater and storm drainage to the City’s combined sewer system (CSS).  Because they would 
have the same attendance and operational characteristics, the peak flows from the ESC at either 
the Proposed Project site or at the Alternative 2 Railyards site could exceed the capacity of the 
CSS (Impacts 4.11-5 and 4.11-7). Mitigation Measure 6.11-2 of the 2007 Railyards Specific Plan 
EIR requires that the City limit development in the Railyards so that combined wastewater and 
sewer flows to not exceed 5 cfs until the proposed cistern is built and/or the CSS is improved.  
Given the pace of development at the Railyards, it is unlikely that these improvements would be 
on line before the ESC is constructed in 2015.  However, Mitigation Measure 4.11-5 of this Draft 
EIR requires that the project applicant manage wastewater, drainage and dewatered groundwater 
so that the capacity of the CSS is not exceeded.  This measure would also fully mitigate the 
impact on the CSS if the ESC were constructed in the Railyards.  

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project  

Compared to the Downtown ESC site, the Railyards ESC site is relatively free of immediately 
adjacent residential uses, and generally is surrounded by non-residential uses, including the 
Depot, the UPRR tracks, the I-5 freeway, and the SITF site.  Residential and other sensitive uses 
are located farther from the Railyards ESC site (approximately 600 feet to the south, across J 
Street and 700 feet to the east, across 7th Street). Consequently, impacts that affect residents, 
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hotel occupants and similar sensitive receptors would be less severe under Alternative 2.  For 
example, construction lighting would be similar to the Proposed Project, but it would occur 
farther from sensitive receptors, so the impact would be less severe (Impact 4.1-2).  Similarly, 
outdoor amplified noise could be disruptive at nearby residences (Impacts 4.8-2 and 4.8-7), but 
this impact would not be as severe as under the Proposed Project.    

The Railyards ESC site has been excavated during soil remediation and thoroughly graded.  The 
site does not contain vegetation.  Therefore, the loss of street trees (Impacts 4.3-4 and 4.3-8) and 
disturbance of nesting raptors and migratory birds and (Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-6) would be 
confined to the PUD area.  Although the impact would be lessened under Alternative 2, 
mitigation would still be required due to the number of trees in the PUD area.   

Under Alternative 2, the ESC would not be built adjacent to Hotel Marshall, but the loading dock 
could still be removed to accommodate mixed-use development.  If so, Mitigation Measure 4.4-
1a would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. The Railyards ESC would be far 
enough from the historic Depot and Central Shops that construction activities, including pile 
driving would not create a risk of damage at these buildings.  However, mixed-use development 
in the PUD area could still be in proximity to historic buildings.  Pile driving within 55 feet of 
historic buildings and 30 feet of non-historic buildings could result in damage.  Given the 
configuration of the Downtown Project site, it may not be feasible to create setbacks from 
existing buildings to fully protect them from vibration (Impacts 4.4-1, 4.4-4, 4.8-4 and 4.8-9). 
Pile driving in the PUD area could also disrupt nearby residences (Impacts 4.8-3, 4.8-4, 4,8-8 and 
4,8-9).   While residents nearest the Railyards ESC would not be subject to vibration impacts, 
they are close enough to experience construction noise, particularly if construction occurs outside 
of normal hours.  For these reasons, impacts related to vibration and construction noise would be 
reduced under Alternative 2, but would still be significant.  Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.8-3a 
would be required of Alternative 2.  This measure specifies steps to be taken before, during and 
after construction in order to protect buildings from vibration impacts and to minimize 
disturbances due to noise and vibration at nearby residences.   

Under the Proposed Project, interior noise levels at local residences could exceed City standards 
due to the proximity of I-5, HVAC equipment and outside amplification of events at the ESC 
(Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-2, 4.8-6, and 4.8-7).  Under Alternative 2, residences constructed in the PUD 
area could be exposed to freeway, loading dock and HVAC noise, so Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a, 
which requires that HVAC equipment and loading docks be located away from residences and/or 
shielded, and  4.8-2a, which requires that residential buildings be designed to ensure acceptable 
interior noise levels, would be required of Alternative 2.  Noise from the Railyards ESC would be 
farther from existing and future residences, so outdoor amplification would not be as disruptive. 
Nonetheless, an acoustical evaluation would be needed to demonstrate that the outdoor 
amplification system meets City noise standards, as required by Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b.  
during construction activities, particularly pile driving.  

Under Alternative 2, bus stops on L Street would not need to be removed, so impacts on bus 
transit (Impact 4.10-5 and 4.10-16) would not occur, and Mitigation Measures 4.10-5 would not 
be required. 
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The Proposed Project would require curbside lane closures during construction, which could 
disrupt vehicular, pedestrian, bike and transit traffic (Impacts 4.10-10 and 4.10-21).  Mitigation 
Measure 4.10-10 requires a Construction Traffic Management Plan, which would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  Under Alternative 2, most construction staging would 
likely occur on site, so the impact would be less severe. 

There are no 115-kV power lines or related facilities buried within the Railyards site, so no 
impact would occur (Impact 4.11-12). 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project  

The PUD area is the only portion of the Proposed Project that contains a landscaped area 
(approximately one-half acre).  If this area is developed with impervious surfaces, then there 
would be an increase in stormwater runoff that would be discharged to the CSS and/or Basin 52, 
both of which are at capacity during flood events (Impacts 4.7-2 and 4.7-5).  Because the 
Railyards ESC site is exposed dirt that would be covered with impervious surfaces, under 
Alternative 2 there would be a greater impact on runoff than under the Proposed Project. In either 
case, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.7-2, which would require management of stormwater flows. The Railyards 
ESC site is constrained so it might not be possible to detain stormwater onsite.  The City currently 
anticipates that a detention basin will be constructed north of the tracks and west of the Central 
Shops to serve early year development in and around the SITF.  The current plans for the 
detention basin do not accommodate the runoff that would come from the development of an ESC 
at the Railyards site.  One option would be to increase the size of this basin.  Another option 
would be to provide an additional detention facility elsewhere in the Railyards.  In either case, 
construction and operation of a detention basin could have additional offsite impacts.  

Alternative 2 could result in pedestrian circulation with a greater effect on traffic operations than 
the Proposed Project (Impacts 4.10-8 and 4.10-19). Under Alternative 2, access to the I Street on- 
ramps to I-5 could be impeded by pedestrian crossings of I Street to access the Railyards ESC 
during both pre-game and post-game periods. The SITF site would have no vehicle access and 
limited pedestrian access from the west and south, which means that access to the SITF site 
would be highly concentrated at the 5th Street/H Street intersection.  Very limited parking would 
be provided on the SITF site, so virtually all of the 17,500 attendees at a Kings basketball game 
would walk in and out of the site from the south or east.  This level of pedestrian traffic would 
cause high levels of congestion at the intersections adjacent to the SITF on I Street and 5th Street 
during the pre-game and post-game periods.  Mitigation Measure 4.10-8 would reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level by requiring upgraded traffic signals and timing, increased 
crosswalk widths and other measures to control pedestrian circulation.  

Relationship to Project Objectives  

Alternative 2 would meet most of the project objectives to some degree, but not to the same 
extent as the Proposed Project.  Alternative 2 would result in a state-of-the-art entertainment and 
sports center to serve as the long-term home of the NBA Sacramento Kings, and develop up to1.5 
million square feet of mixed use development (office, hotel, retail, and residential) within the 
property formerly known as Downtown Plaza.   The ESC would be a technologically advanced, 
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sustainable building that could be used for major entertainment and civic events, and the ESC and 
PUD would be located in an area where it would be maximize density and meet smart growth 
principles, be compatible with and enhance the surrounding area, and could catalyze 
redevelopment of previously blighted areas.   The ESC would serve as a destination catalyst for 
development in the downtown.  The Railyards ESC would be served by public transportation, 
including rail, light rail and buses, bike and pedestrian facilities, and existing streets, highways 
and parking facilities that have adequate capacity to accommodate ESC traffic.  The design would 
be the same as the Proposed Project, so it would meet the design and layout objectives. 

The Railyards ESC may not meet the project objective relating to locating the ESC on a site that 
can be readily assembled and that enables the development of the facility within budget and on 
schedule to meet the applicant’s commitments to the NBA and the City of Sacramento.  The 
Railyards ESC is under one ownership (the City), but is not controlled by the applicant.  In 
addition, the site is constrained by its size and the proximity of the SITF.  An August 2012 
Briefing Report identified the following difficulties with locating an arena at the Railyards site:   

Compromised Program Functions. Existing site features–the small size of the site, 
constrained access, site grading, constructed tunnels, utility lines, and other physical 
constraints on the site–limit potential development solutions such as the ability to lower 
the ESC facility below grade. To enable the successful function of both the ESC and 
SITF on the project site, the optimal performance of each facility may be compromised or 
cause inconveniences which will need to be recognized and deemed acceptable by site 
users and stakeholders and/or functions accommodated elsewhere such as those described 
below. 

 Spaces needed for loading areas of the ESC site are minimal 

 Pedestrian plaza spaces are tight for the ESC event functions and need to be 
designed to allow pedestrian activities to safely overflow onto public right-of-ways 
and in the adjacent areas of the Downtown 

 VIP and patron parking for the ESC will need to be provided off-site though 
possible parking opportunities are nearby and within a walkable distance of the site 

 The number of bus berths would be limited by the size of the facility that can be 
fitted on the site; thus, potentially requiring exploration of other sites 

 Transit patrons would mix with ESC patrons in the plaza areas that accommodate 
their shared circulation and service needs, especially during events at the ESC 
which may be a frustration for transit users 

In addition, despite the proximity to the SITF, Alternative 2 would not be as accessible to public 
transportation as the Proposed Project. As documented above, the Alternative 2 site would be 
accessible to one RT LRT line compared to the three lines that are immediately adjacent to the 
Proposed Project site.  Further, the Proposed Project site is proximate to bus stops used by numerous 
RT and regional transit bus service providers, and is better served than the Alternative 2 site.   
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Under Alternative 2, the ESC site is more constrained in terms of accessibility of the local street 
and highway system than the Proposed Project.  Situated between J and L Streets, the Proposed 
Project site is readily served by the CBD’s grid street system, and is readily accessible from I-5 at 
I, J, L, and P/Q Streets.  Conversely, the Railyards ESC site is highly constrained with vehicular 
accessibility limited to access from H, I, and 5th Streets. 

Compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would fail to enhance connections through the 
downtown area.  Since it would be relatively isolated on the Railyards site, Alternative 2 would 
not provide the connectivity of the Proposed Project between Old Sacramento and the K Street 
corridor. 

6.4.4 Alternative 3: ESC in Natomas  
Description 

Under this alternative, a new ESC would be constructed on property owned by the project applicant 
and/or the City of Sacramento near the existing Sleep Train Arena. The Natomas ESC would be 
similar in size, function and character as the Proposed Project. Downtown Plaza is assumed to 
have improved operations, with the same occupancy levels as Alternative 1 (see Table 6-3). 

Natomas ESC 

The Alternative 3 site would be within the Sleep Train Arena complex, which is located south of 
Del Paso Road, east of Interstate 5, west of Truxel Road and north of Arena Boulevard in North 
Natomas. The Alternative 3 site would be located within approximately 200 acres of land owned 
by the Sacramento Kings and the City of Sacramento, composed primarily of paved parking lot 
and vacant land. A partially constructed and now-abandoned baseball stadium is located in the 
northern portion of the site. Sleep Train Arena is located in the central portion of the site. The 
southern portion of the site is dominated by the Sleep Train Arena surface parking lot. The 
Alternative 3 site is shown in Figure 6-3. 

The Alternative 3 site is surrounded by a perimeter access road on the south, west and eastern 
boundaries. Surrounding land uses include two-story office buildings and parking lots to the 
north, vacant land to the east, multifamily residential development to the southeast, vacant land 
and multifamily residential development to the west. 

For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the Natomas ESC would likely be constructed on 
the existing parking lot to the southeast of the existing Sleep Train Arena. Access would be the 
same as the current access for Sleep Train Arena, with entrances connecting to East Commerce 
Way and Truxel Road. The Alternative 3 ESC footprint would occupy approximately six acres. 
The building would be approximately 700,000 square feet and would have a maximum 
occupancy of 17,500 seats. As with the Proposed Project, the new ESC would include expanded 
amenities including food service, locker rooms, and other facilities. 

Under this alternative, the existing Sleep Train Arena would be demolished after opening of the 
new ESC. 
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The existing parking lot has over 12,000 spaces, which is more than adequate to provide parking 
for attendees even at sold out events. The new ESC would displace a portion of those spaces, so 
the current Sleep Train Arena site would be paved and striped for parking after the existing arena 
is demolished. 

The Natomas ESC would be built to LEED Silver standards as is required for all City-owned 
buildings. It is assumed that it would not be designed to be LEED Gold, nor would it qualify as a 
Downtown arena under SB 743. 

Downtown Plaza 

Under Alternative 3, occupancy rates at the Downtown Plaza would be expected to return to 2004 
levels. Table 6-3 shows the occupied square footage by business type in Downtown Plaza. 

There would be no new hotel or residential uses under this alternative. 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Table 6-5 at the end of this chapter provides an impact-by-impact comparison of the significant 
impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 3. 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project  

None of the impacts of Alternative 3 were found to be the same or similar to the Proposed 
Project. 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project  

Under this alternative, no new development at the Downtown project site would occur, so impacts 
associated with construction, such as construction emissions (Impacts 4.2-2, 4.2-4, 4.2-8 and 4.2-
10), would be reduced.  Nonetheless, these impacts could be significant for the ESC and would 
require mitigation to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.  The Natomas ESC site 
is completely paved with the exception of the existing Sleep Train arena.  There is no native 
vegetation or buildings over 45 years of age on the site, so damage to historic buildings would not 
occur (Impact 4.4-1).  Also, groundwater under the Natomas ESC site is not known to be 
contaminated, so construction at that location would not interfere with remediation efforts 
(Impacts 4.6-4 and 4.6-6).  

There are multifamily residences located immediately to the west and south across Sports 
Parkway, the perimeter road that surrounds the Sleep Train arena parking lot.  In addition, there 
are multifamily residences to the east of Truxel Road, approximately 1,500 feet to the east. 
Assuming that the new ESC was constructed adjacent to the existing arena, the nearest residence 
could be within 500 feet of the construction site.  With these distances, it is likely that 
construction noise would not be significant unless pile driving (rather than the auger drilling 
technique) were used (Impacts 4.8-3 and 4.8-8). Construction trucks would likely pass-by 
residential receptors, and if this were to occur outside the allowable hours described in the noise 
ordinance, it could also be potentially significant.  Similarly, potential construction PM10 
emissions (Impacts 4.2-4 and 4.2-10) would be great enough that Mitigation Measure 4.2-4 would 
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be required to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.   

Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would increase only slightly due to the increased 
capacity of the ESC (Impacts 4.2-3 and 4.2-9), and would not exceed SMAQMD standards.   

There are no historic buildings in the vicinity of the Alternative 3 site, and surrounding residences 
and commercial buildings would be a sufficient distance from construction and demolition 
activities that vibration from demolition of the existing arena and pile driving would not damage 
existing (Impacts 4.4-1, 4.4-4, 4.8-3, 4.8-4, 4.8-8 and 4.8-9).  Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would not 
be required for Alternative 3, however, local residents could be disturbed by construction noise, 
particularly pile driving and heavy equipment on local roads, so Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 would 
still be required.  Nevertheless, the level of disturbance would be lower for Alternative 3 than the 
Proposed Project, because the distance to residences would be greater (approximately 500 feet for 
Alternative 3 compared to almost no separation for the nearest residents at the Downtown Project 
site). 

There are no known contaminated sites in proximity to the Natomas ESC site.3  Nonetheless, 
there is always the risk of exposure to unexpected contaminated soils (Impact 4.6-1).  This impact 
would be less severe under Alternative 3 than under the Proposed Project because the area to be 
disturbed would be reduced as a result of the lack of development in the PUD area.  Nonetheless, 
Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 would be required to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.   

The Natomas ESC would create light during construction (Impacts 4.1-2), but the sensitive 
receptors would be farther away, and none are immediately adjacent to the site, so the impact 
would be less severe.  

According to the City’s General Plan MEIR (Figure 6.4-1), the Natomas ESC site is not 
considered sensitive for cultural resources.  Nonetheless, there is a possibility that unexpected 
archaeological resources could be discovered during excavation (Impacts 4.4-2 and 4.4-5). 
Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, which requires that if such resources are uncovered work 
must stop and the resources be appropriately evaluated and treated, would be required of 
Alternative 3.  The impact would be less severe than the Proposed Project, because the area to be 
disturbed would be smaller since the PUD area would not be developed. 

The ESC design contemplates substantially more exterior lighting than the existing Sleep Train 
Arena. Therefore, Alternative 3 would generate additional light on the site (Impact 4.1-2).  Due to 
the distance to the nearest residence (about 500 feet from the Alternative 3 site), the potential 
impact of spillover light would be less severe than under the Proposed Project.  Under Alternative 
3 ESC lighting would not spillover onto residential properties, but could be visible, and 
depending on brightness and character, could be considered disruptive.  As with the Proposed 
Project, Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

                                                      
3  Envirostor, 2013. California Department of Toxic Substance Contro, DTSC’s Hazardous Waste and Substances 

Site List – Site Cleanup (Cortese List). 
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/profile_reort.asp?global_id=34240036. Accessed November 7, 2013. 
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Under Alternative 3, the PUD area would not be developed, so there would be no high-rise 
structures added to the Downtown Project site that could, if clad in reflective materials, create 
glare (Impact 4.1-3).  Unlike the Downtown ESC, the Natomas ESC would be surrounded by 
open land, and would be visible from Interstate 5, similar to the existing Sleep Train Arena.  The 
new ESC would have large glass surfaces, but would be far enough from the freeway that it 
would not disrupt drivers.  Therefore, this impact would be less than significant, and Mitigation 
Measure 4.1-3 would not be required. 

Residences near the Natomas ESC site would be too far removed to be disturbed by HVAC 
equipment noise, but due to a lack of intervening buildings that would attenuate noise levels, 
could be affected by outdoor amplified noise (Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-2, 4.8-6 and 4.8-7).  The impact 
would be less severe than under the Proposed Project, but would require implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 to reach a less-than-significant level.   

Because traffic patterns would be the same as existing conditions, no new development would 
occur within the PUD area, and there would be only a minor increase (one percent) in the number 
of trips (due to the number of seats). Alternative 3 would therefore result in less-than-significant 
impacts on City streets (Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-11), Caltrans facilities (Impact 4.10-2 and 4.10-
13), and J Street off ramps (Impact 4.10-3 and 4.10-14), and no impact on West Sacramento 
facilities (Impact 4.10-12).  

Since this alternative would not alter attendee mode split or trip lengths, traffic conditions would 
be unchanged.  Alternative 3 would not reduce the average attendee VMT, which is an 
environmental benefit of the Proposed Project.  In addition, the reductions along several segments 
of Interstate 5, Interstate 80 and US 50 (see page 4.10-40) would not occur under Alternative 3. 
However, if this alternative was designed with preferential carpool parking (or a reduced parking 
cost for vehicles with three or more people) or if convenient bus service was added to the site 
design, it is possible that vehicle trips could be equal to or less than the current condition.   

Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would likely require the development of a Construction 
Traffic Management Plan to identify the number of trucks, haul routes, employee parking, lane 
closures, and other conditions (Impacts 4.10-10 and 4.10-21).  Traffic associated with 
construction activity would be very modest when compared to an event at the arena.  Given the 
number of arterial roadways, freeways, and interchanges that can be used to access the site, it is 
unlikely that there would be any material construction traffic impacts. 

Light Rail does not currently extend to the Natomas ESC site (although the future RT Green Line 
LRT route would pass by the Natomas ESC site), and bus service is much more limited than in 
the vicinity of the Downtown Project site.  There is no substantial pedestrian travel to and from 
the Natomas ESC site. Because of the lack of accessibility of the site from non-automotive modes 
of travel, there would be no impacts on bus transit (Impact 4.10-5 and 4.10-16), LRT (Impact 
4.10-6 and 4.10-17), or pedestrian facilities (Impact 4.10-8 and 4.10-19) under Alternative 3.   

The Natomas ESC site is not connected to the Combined Sewer System, and the increase in peak 
wastewater generation would be slight because the number of seats would increase by only 1% 
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under Alternative 3.  Therefore, for Alternative 3 impacts on the City’s CSS would not occur 
(Impacts 4.11-5 and 4.11-7), and no mitigation would be required.  

There are no 115-kV power lines or related large facilities buried within the Natomas site, so no 
impact would occur (Impact 4.11-12). 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project  

The Natomas ESC site is composed of parking lot and landscape trees.   The trees would need to 
be removed to accommodate project construction (Impacts 4.3-4 and 4.3-8).  Raptors and/or 
migratory birds could use the trees for nesting (Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-6).  Mitigation Measures 
4.3-2 and 4.3-4 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level for both Alternative 3 
and the Proposed Project, but because there are more trees present on the Natomas site, the 
impact would be more severe under Alternative 3. 

The Natomas ESC site is located within the 100-year floodplain, so the risk of flooding would be 
greater than under the Proposed Project (Impacts 4.7-2 and 4.7-5).  In addition, specific 
requirements for constructing improvements in the current flood zone apply (see below), and until 
these are addressed building at the site is not feasible.  Depending on the timeframe in which the 
building requirements are changed, it is possible that construction of the ESC at the Alternative 3 
site would be delayed by a year or more.  The Natomas ESC would not substantially increase the 
number of attendees, so the increased risk to attendees would change only slightly over existing 
conditions.  Also, because the ESC site is already paved, there would not be an increase in 
impervious surface or stormwater runoff, so flood conditions would not be worsened.   

The primary concern with the Natomas location relates to requirements for new construction in 
floodplains.   Based on the FEMA FIRM maps, Sleep Train Arena is located at a base flood 
elevation of 33 feet.4  If the Natomas ESC were to be constructed before flood control measures 
improve conditions, the building would need to have the lowest floor, including basement, 
elevated to at least 34 feet, or (i) be dry flood-proofed below the elevation required for the lowest 
floor so that the structure is watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the passage of 
water; (ii) have structural components capable of resisting hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads 
and effects of buoyancy; and (iii) be certified by a qualified registered professional engineer or 
licensed architect to be in compliance with the standards of this subsection (see Sacramento City 
Code section 15.104.050, http://www.qcode.us/codes/sacramento).  It is reasonable to assume that 
these requirements would not be feasible, and that the result would be a delay in project 
construction. 

Alternative 3 would not achieve the VMT reductions that would be attributable to the Proposed 
Project.  Nonetheless, because the point of comparison (baseline) would be the existing 
conditions at Sleep Train Arena, the additional emissions generated by vehicles would be slight, 
because the seating capacity would increase only slightly (by 187 seats, or about one percent 
more than current capacity).  The new ESC would be LEED silver, so it would be more energy 

                                                      
4  Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2013. National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map 

(FIRM), City of Sacramento, California, Sacramento County, Map Number 0602660045G. 
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/utilities/FEMA_MAPS/P0045.pdf. Accessed November 15, 2013. 
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and water efficient than the existing arena.  For these reasons, air emissions would increase, but 
likely not enough to exceed SMAQMD standards (Impact 4.2-1). 

The Alternative 3 site appears to be a mix of basin deposits and the Riverbank Formation. The 
Riverbank Formation is considered highly sensitive for fossils in Sacramento – the majority of 
identified paleontological resources in Sacramento County have been discovered within the 
formation. Important fossils were recovered from excavations in Sacramento County at the Arco 
Arena in 1989, including remains of ground sloth, dire wolf, horse, rabbit, birds, wood rat, bison, 
camel, coyote, antelope, deer, and mammoth, as well as clams, fish, turtles, frogs, snakes, and 
land plant wood, leaves, and seeds.5  In contrast, the Downtown Project site is considered to have 
low sensitivity for paleontological resources.  If the depth of excavation and pile driving exceeds 
prior excavations, ESC construction at the Alternative 3 site could damage or destroy such 
resources, if they are present (Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-6).  Nonetheless, like the Proposed Project, 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-3 would reduce these impacts by requiring that work stop if such resources 
are uncovered, and that the resources be appropriately evaluated and treated.  For these reasons, 
impacts on archaeological and paleontological resources would be similar to the Proposed Project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 3 would achieve few of the project objectives, and fail entirely to achieve those 
related to location.  Under Alternative 3, a state-of-the-art entertainment and sports center (ESC) 
with approximately 17,500 seats that could serve as the long-term home of the NBA Sacramento 
Kings.  The ESC would be located on a site that could be readily assembled, and that should not 
have extensive budget issues.  However, due to the status of the floodplain building regulations, 
the ESC may not be able to be feasibly built in Natomas by the deadline set by the NBA.   

Because the ESC would have similar capacity to the existing Sleep Train arena, the existing 
streets would be able to accommodate automobile traffic associated with the Natomas ESC 
Alternative. There is more than enough parking for the ESC at the Alternative 3 site. The 
Alternative 3 ESC could be designed to be technologically innovative capable of accommodating 
the Kings and a broad array of other events.  The Natomas ESC could be constructed to LEED 
Silver standards, so that it would be sustainable, but less so than the Downtown ESC, which 
would be built to LEED Gold standards.  Local and regional artists could be tapped to enhance 
the project.  Because the existing Sleep Train arena would be demolished, it would not be reused. 

Many of the project objectives are aimed at creating an active, multi-faceted community 
attraction that enlivens the surrounding area that embodies smart growth principles.  The Natomas 
ESC site is not conducive to these objectives because it is located in a suburban setting, 
surrounded by a large parking lot, low-density office buildings and two- to three-story 
multifamily homes.  Nor would it be conducive to creating a central, energized district with 
regular events, activities, or year-round programming that would augment events and games at 
the ESC. Locating the ESC in Natomas would not catalyze redevelopment of previously blighted 
areas, because it would essentially replace an existing facility. It is unlikely that an ESC in 

                                                      
5  Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 2011. Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community 

Strategies for 2035 Draft Environmental Impact Report. December 2011. p. 7-23. 
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Natomas would become a world-class destination given the lack of supporting amenities (e.g., 
lodging, restaurants, other urban attractions such as museums) in the vicinity of the site.  

The Natomas site is not well served by public transportation, with only limited bus service and no 
light rail or train service in the immediate vicinity.  The site is not likely to become a multimodal 
place, because the distance to homes, restaurants and other employment centers is too far to be 
conducive to walking, biking and/or taking transit to events at the ESC.  Attendees at the current 
Sleep Train arena rely overwhelmingly on automobiles to travel to events and this would be 
likely to continue given the transportation infrastructure.  

A number of objectives are tied directly to locating the ESC in the downtown area, including 
development of 1.5 million square feet of mixed-use space at the Downtown Plaza, establishing a 
framework for successful development of the Downtown Plaza, connecting with and enhancing 
downtown from the waterfront to the convention center, and sparking redevelopment of 
underutilized properties in the Central Business District.  These objectives would not be met by 
Alternative 3 due to its location. 

6.4.5 Alternative 4: Reduced Mixed Use 
Description 

Under this alternative, the ESC would be constructed as described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description. The PUD area would also be developed, but at a lower intensity and a different mix 
of uses than under the Proposed Project.  

ESC 

As stated above, under Alternative 4, the ESC would be identical to the facility described for the 
Proposed Project, except that the practice facility would relocated. The ESC would be 697,000 
square feet and provide 17,500 seats, along with a practice facility and related space of 
approximately 82,000 square feet. Annual attendance would be approximately 1.5 million as 
described for the Proposed Project. The building characteristics would be the same as those 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description.  The 82,000 square foot practice facility would be 
incorporated into the PUD area, rather than being located adjacent to the eastern side of the ESC.   

Downtown Plaza 

Under this alternative, the amount of retail/restaurant and office space would be reduced, as 
shown in Table 6-4. The most substantive differences between Alternative 4 and the Proposed 
Project would be a 79% reduction in office and a 44% reduction in retail/commercial uses.  
Residential and hotel uses would be identical to the Proposed Project. 
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TABLE 6-4 
ALTERNATIVE 4: 

LAND USE COMPARISON: PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE 4 

Land Use 
Proposed Project Alternative 4 Difference 

Percent 
Reduction 

Retail/Commercial 350,000 197,000 153,000 44 

Office 475,000 100,000 375,000 79 

Hotel 175,000 175,000 0 0 

Residential 500,000 500,000 0 0 

Total SF 1,500,000 972,000 528,000 35 

 
NOTES: Based on 2004 levels.  
SOURCE: ESA, 2013. 

  
For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the retail/commercial uses would include the 
following: 

 Retail:  70,000 sf 

 Restaurant:  24,000 sf 

 Fast Food:  3,000 sf 

 Cinema:  50,000 sf  

 Health Club:  50,000 sf 

This development would occur within the same area as the PUD under the Proposed Project. 
However, the size of buildings would be reduced. As a result, buildings might have smaller 
footprints with more public space and/or towers might be more slender and/or shorter than under 
the Proposed Project. 

Comparative Analysis of Environmental Effects 

Table 6-5 at the end of this chapter provides an impact-by-impact comparison of the significant 
impacts of the Proposed Project and Alternative 4. 

Impacts Identified as Being the Same or Similar to the Proposed Project  

The construction impacts of Alternative 4 that are related to demolition, ground-disturbance and 
excavation would be similar to the Proposed Project, because the development footprint would 
encompass the entire Downtown Project site.  The level of demolition and excavation would be 
similar to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, disturbance to nesting raptors or migratory birds 
(Impacts 4.3-2 and 4.3-6), loss of street trees (Impacts 4.3-4 and 4.3-8), damage to archaeological 
and/or paleontological resources (Impacts 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.4-5 and 4.4-6), exposure to 
contaminated soils (Impact 4.6-1), interference with remediation of the South Plume (Impacts 
4.6-4 and 4.6-6), and increased risk of flooding (Impacts 4.7-2 and 4.7-5) would be similar.  

Impacts related to the development of residential uses would also be the same as the Proposed 
Project. The ESC could create outdoor amplified noise that could exceed City noise standards 
(Impacts 4.8-1, 4.8-2, 4.8-7 and 4.8-9). Project residents could also be exposed to noise from 
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construction, HVAC equipment and outdoor amplification (Impacts 4.8-3 and 4.8-7), which 
would require mitigation to ensure that the residences are constructed to meet interior noise 
standards (Mitigation Measure 4.8-3).    

Under Alternative 4, the bus stops on L Street would be removed, so access to bus transit would 
be the same as under the Proposed Project (Impact 4.10-5 and 4.10-16). Impacts on pedestrian 
facilities (Impact 4.10-8 and 4.10-19) are primarily the result of ESC games and events, which 
would not change under Alternative 4.   

Wastewater generation would be reduced under Alternative 4, because there would be less 
commercial and retail development.  The peak wastewater flows would be similar to the Proposed 
Project, however, because the ESC would be the same size, and these flows could exceed CSS 
capacity.  The one half-acre portion of the Downtown project site that is currently landscaped 
could be covered with impervious surfaces under either the Proposed Project or Alternative 4, so 
both would slightly increase stormwater runoff from the Downtown project site, further 
exacerbating conditions in the Basin 52 during storm events (4.11-5 and 4.11-7).  Mitigation 
Measure 4.11-5 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level for both Alternative 4 
and Proposed Project. 

Construction of the ESC could damage the existing 115 kV line that runs through the project site 
(Impact 4.11-12) under either the Proposed Project or Alternative 4 because the footprint would 
be unchanged. 

Impacts Identified as Being Less Severe than the Proposed Project  

Because the practice facility would not be located adjacent to the Hotel Marshall and Jade 
Apartments, pile driving would not occur adjacent to these residential buildings.  The loading 
dock adjacent to the former Macy’s East building would be demolished, which would affect 
interior noise levels at these residences.  However, other construction activities would be located 
more than 75 feet from these buildings, so noise and vibration impacts (Impacts 4.4-1, 4.4-4, 4.8-
3, 4.8-4, 4.8-6, 4.8-8 and 4.8-9) would be less severe than under the Proposed Project.  The 
loading dock would be removed, which could result in damage to the Hotel Marshall, so 
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a would be required.  Construction noise levels would be high enough to 
disturb residents at night, so Mitigation Measure 4.8-3 would be required. 

Impacts associated with the duration of construction and post-grading activities would be similar 
to the Proposed Project but lessened because the amount of mixed-use development would be 
reduced. Disturbances from construction lighting (Impact 4.1-2), construction emissions (Impacts 
4.2-2, 4.2-4, 4.2-8 and 4.2-10) and construction traffic (Impacts 4.10-10 and 4.10-21)would be 
reduced, but would still require mitigation.   

Given the reduction in commercial and retail square footage, buildings in the PUD area would 
likely not be as tall as those under the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the amount of light and glare 
would be reduced somewhat.  Nonetheless, light from project buildings could illuminate 
residences (Impact 4.1-2), and glare on multistory buildings could disrupt drivers (Impact 4.1-3).  
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Therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.1-2 and 4.1-3 would be required to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level.  

By virtue of having substantially less office and retail than the Proposed Project, Alternative 4 
would generate significantly fewer vehicle trips than the Proposed Project.  In fact, Alternative 4 
would generate 700 fewer daily trips than the existing land uses on the site.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with traffic and vehicle emissions would be reduced, including emissions of ROG and 
NOx (Impacts 4.2-3 and 4.2-9). 

Under Alternative 4 (including ESC activities), trip generation would be reduced by 35% during 
the AM peak hour, 42% during the PM peak hour, and 13% during the pre-event peak hour.  The 
assumed activities at the ESC during each peak hour, which would be unchanged by this 
alternative, heavily influence the project’s trip generation.  Impacts on City streets and I-5 
(including LOS impacts to segments and queuing at the I-5 off-ramps at J Street) would remain 
with this alternative, although the severity of each impact would be reduced due to the reduced 
trips added by the project to those segments (Impacts 4.10-1, 4.10-2, 4.10-3, 4.10-11, 4.10-13 and 
4.10-14).  Mitigation would still be required.  Similarly, increased traffic congestion would occur 
on West Sacramento facilities (Impact 4.10-12), but the impact would be less severe.  

This alternative’s daily trip generation would be 41% lower than the Proposed Project on days 
that include a sold-out Sacramento Kings game, 62% lower during a civic event, and 70% lower 
during a mid-family afternoon event.  These reductions in daily trips would also result in 
proportionate decreases in VMT compared to the Proposed Project.  

The decrease in office and retail space associated with this alternative would result in fewer bus 
and light rail riders generated by the project during the AM and PM peak hours (Impacts 4.10-6 
and 4.10-17).  However, identified impacts related to access to light rail transit, which occur after 
ESC Kings games, would remain the same as described for the Proposed Project.  

Alternative 4 would increase demand for water and wastewater treatment, but at a much lower 
rate than the Proposed Project, because of the reduction in commercial development.  
Nonetheless, under some drought conditions there could be periodic shortfalls (Impact 4.11-3). 

Impacts Identified as Being More Severe than the Proposed Project 

None of the impacts of Alternative 4 would be more severe than those of the Proposed Project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

Alternative 4 could meet objectives related directly to construction of a new entertainment and 
sports facility in downtown Sacramento.  This alternative also could meet objectives related to 
smart growth, mixed-use development, and revitalizing and energizing the Downtown Plaza area 
and downtown from the river to the Capital.  These objectives would not be as fully realized 
under Alternative 4, because the amount of commercial and retail development would be 
substantially reduced. 
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6.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

6.5.1 ESC & Mixed Use Development 
An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of 
reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6 (e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and states that if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the No Project alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

For each significant impact, Table 6-5 indicates whether the impacts of the project alternatives 
are more or less severe than those of the Proposed Project. 

From the alternatives evaluated in this EIR, the environmentally superior alternative would be 
Alternative 1 – the No Project Alternative. This alternative would avoid all significant impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project.  

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, if the No Project Alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternation, an environmentally superior alternative must then be 
selected from the remaining alternatives.  In this case, the designation of an “environmentally 
superior” alternative is complicated because the Proposed Project and some alternatives would 
result in both adverse environmental impacts and environmental benefits.  From the perspective 
of the adverse environmental impacts identified in Table 6-5 and addressed in Chapter 4 of this 
Draft EIR, Alternative 3, the Natomas ESC, would have the fewest adverse impacts because it 
would be most similar to existing conditions.  There would be construction impacts associated 
with construction of the new ESC, but once constructed, it would be of similar size and operation 
to the existing Sleep Train arena, and would therefore not create significant operational impacts.  
In addition, no new mixed-use development would be undertaken at the Downtown project site, 
so none of the impacts associated with that development would occur.  The Natomas ESC would 
be constructed to LEED Silver standards, so it would be more energy and water efficient than the 
Sleep Train arena, which would be a benefit to the environment. 

The Proposed Project and Alternatives 2 and 4 would have environmental benefits that would not 
be realized if Alternative 3 is selected.  In particular, locating the ESC in the downtown would 
result in substantial reductions in vehicle miles traveled, which would reduce traffic, air emissions, 
and greenhouse gas emissions.  When these environmental benefits are taken into consideration, 
Alternative 4 would be considered environmentally superior, because it would achieve the VMT 
reductions, but would have lessened impacts due to the reduction in office and retail development. 
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TABLE 6-5
SUMMARY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 
ALT 1 

No Project 
ALT 2 

Railyards ESC 
ALT 3 

Natomas ESC 

ALT 4 
Reduced  

Mixed Use 

4.1 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

4.1-2:  The Proposed Project could create substantial new 
sources of light. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM- 

4.1-3: The Proposed Project could create new sources of 
glare. 

LSM NI LSM LS LSM- 

4.2 Air Quality 

4.2-2: Construction of the Proposed Project would result in 
short-term emissions of NOx. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.2-3: The Proposed Project would result in long-term 
(operational) emissions of NOx or ROG. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 

4.2-4: The Proposed Project would generate construction 
emissions of PM10. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.2-8: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
increases in short-term (construction) emissions. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.2-9: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
increases in long-term (operational) emissions of NOx or 
ROG. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 

4.2-10: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative increases in PM10 concentrations. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.3 Biological Resources 

4.3-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could disturb 
nesting raptors, migratory birds, and/or special-status bat 
species. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM 

4.3-4: The Proposed Project could require removal of 
Street Trees and/or Heritage Trees. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM+ 

4.3-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to the 
cumulative harm to special-status species or species of 
special concern and/or loss or degradation of their habitat. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM 

4.3-8: The Proposed Project would contribute to the 
cumulative loss of Street Trees and Heritage Trees. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM+ 
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TABLE 6-5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 
ALT 1 

No Project 
ALT 2 

Railyards ESC 
ALT 3 

Natomas ESC 

ALT 4 
Reduced  

Mixed Use 

4.4 Cultural Resources 

4.4-1: The Proposed Project could damage, degrade and/or 
destroy historic resources. 

LSM NI LSM- NI LSM- 

4.4-2: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage 
or destroy archaeological resources. 

SUM NI SUM SUM- SUM 

4.4-3: Construction of the Proposed Project could damage 
and/or destroy paleontological resources. 

LSM NI LSM SUM+ LSM 

4.4-4: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
losses of historical resources. 

LSM NI LSM NI LSM- 

4.4-5: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
losses of archaeological resources. 

SUM NI SUM SUM- SUM 

4.4-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
losses of paleontological resources. 

LSM NI LSM LSM+ LSM 

4.5 Global Climate Change 

None      

4.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

4.6-1: The Proposed Project could expose people to 
previously unidentified contaminated soil during 
construction activities. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM 

4.6-4: Dewatering activities associated with the Proposed 
Project could interfere with remediation of the Railyards 
South Plume. 

LSM NI LSM NI LSM 

4.6-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
dewatering activities that could interfere with remediation of 
the existing South Plume. 

LSM NI LSM NI LSM 

4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

4.7-2: Implementation of the Proposed Project could 
increase the risk of flooding on- or off-site. 

LSM NI LSM+ LSM+ LSM 

4.7-5:  The Proposed Project could contribute to cumulative 
increases in the risk of flooding. 

LSM NI LSM+ LSM+ LSM 
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TABLE 6-5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 
ALT 1 

No Project 
ALT 2 

Railyards ESC 
ALT 3 

Natomas ESC 

ALT 4 
Reduced  

Mixed Use 

4.8 Noise 
4.8-1: The Proposed Project could result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient exterior noise levels in the 
project vicinity. 

SUM NI SUM- LSM SUM- 

4.8-2: The Proposed Project could result in residential 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or greater caused by 
noise level increases due to project operation. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM LSM- 

4.8-3: Construction of the Proposed Project could result in 
noise levels that temporarily exceed the City standards. 

SUM NI SUM- SUM- SUM- 

4.8-4: Construction of the Proposed Project would expose 
existing and/or planned buildings, and persons within, to 
significant vibration that could disturb people and damage 
buildings. 

SUM NI SUM- SUM- SUM- 

4.8-6: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
increases in ambient exterior noise levels in the project 
vicinity. 

SUM NI SUM- LSM SUM- 

4.8-7: Implementation of the Proposed Project would 
contribute to cumulative increases in residential interior noise 
levels of 45 dBA Ldn or greater. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM- 

4.8-8: The Proposed Project would result in exposure of 
people to cumulative increases in construction noise levels. 

SUM NI SUM- LSM SUM- 

4.8-9: The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative 
construction that could expose existing and/or planned 
buildings, and persons within, to significant vibration. 

SUM NI SUM- LSM SUM- 

4.9 Public Services 

None.      

4.10 Transportation 

4.10-1: The Proposed Project would worsen conditions at 
intersections in the City of Sacramento. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.10-2: The Proposed Project would worsen conditions on 
freeway facilities maintained by Caltrans. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 

4.10-3: The Proposed Project would worsen queuing on the 
J Street freeway off-ramps from I-5. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 
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TABLE 6-5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 
ALT 1 

No Project 
ALT 2 

Railyards ESC 
ALT 3 

Natomas ESC 

ALT 4 
Reduced  

Mixed Use 

4.10-5: The Proposed Project would cause inadequate 
access to bus transit. 

LSM NI LS LS LSM 

4.10-6: Access to light rail transit could be inadequate. SUM NI SUM NI SUM 

4.10-8: The Proposed Project would adversely affect 
existing or planned pedestrian facilities or fail to provide for 
access for pedestrians. 

LSM NI LSM+ LS LSM 

4.10-10: The Proposed Project would cause construction-
related traffic impacts. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM- 

4.10-11: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulatively unacceptable intersection operations in the 
City of Sacramento. 

LSM NI LSM LSM- LSM- 

4.10-12: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulatively unacceptable intersection operations in the 
City of West Sacramento. 

SU NI SU NI SU- 

4.10-13: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulatively unacceptable operations on freeway facilities 
maintained by Caltrans. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 

4.10-14: The Proposed Project would worsen cumulatively 
unacceptable queuing on the J Street freeway off-ramps 
from I-5. 

SUM NI SUM LS SUM- 

4.10-16: The Proposed Project would cause inadequate 
access to bus transit under cumulative conditions. 

LSM NI LS LS LSM 

4.10-17: Access to light rail transit would be inadequate 
under cumulative conditions. 

SUM NI SUM NI SUM 

4.10-19: The Proposed Project would adversely affect 
existing or planned pedestrian facilities or fail to provide for 
access for pedestrians. 

LSM NI LSM+ LS LSM 

4.10-21: The Proposed Project would cause construction-
related traffic impacts. 

LSM NI LSM- LSM- LSM- 

4.11 Utilities and Service Systems 

4.11-3: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative increases in demand for water supply. 

SUM NI SUM LSM SUM- 
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TABLE 6-5 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Environmental Topic Proposed Project 
ALT 1 

No Project 
ALT 2 

Railyards ESC 
ALT 3 

Natomas ESC 

ALT 4 
Reduced  

Mixed Use 

4.11-5: The Proposed Project would discharge additional 
flows to the City’s sewer and drainage systems, which could 
exceed existing infrastructure capacity. 

LSM NI LSM LS LSM 

4.11-7: The Proposed Project would contribute to 
cumulative increases in demand for wastewater and 
stormwater facilities. 

LSM NI LSM LS LSM 

4.11-12: Project construction could interfere with a buried, 
existing 115-kV power line.  

LSM NI NI NI LSM 

LSM – Less than significant after application of feasible mitigation measure(s). 
SU – Significant and unavoidable and no feasible mitigation is identified 
SUM – Significant and unavoidable after application of available mitigation measure(s). 
- = Impact is less severe than under the Proposed Project 
+ = Impact is more severe than under the Proposed Project 
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6.5.2 Offsite Digital Billboards 
The No Digital Billboard alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, because 
no impacts would occur.  Other than the No Billboard alternative, the I-5 at Bayou Road site 
would be environmentally superior because it is the only alternative that would result in only 
those impacts common to all of the digital billboard sites.  The Preliminary Nonbinding Term 
Sheet allows up to six digital billboards.  Of the remaining nine sites, five would have fewer 
impacts then the remaining four sites.  The US 50 at Pioneer Reservoir, I-80 at Roseville Road, 
and I-5 at Sacramento Railyards sites would be located in areas that could have contaminated 
soils and/or groundwater. The SR 99 at Calvine Road site could result in the fill of wetlands, 
depending on the siting of the billboard. The Business 80 at Sutter’s Landing Regional 
Park/American River site might require removal of trees that provide nesting habitat for raptors 
and/or migratory birds, could result in the loss of restorable habitat within a mitigation area, and 
could degrade the visual character of the surrounding area. Taken together, these five sites and 
the I-5 at Bayou Road site would be environmentally superior to any other combination of six 
sites that would include one of the remaining four sites. It should be noted, however, that the only 
impacts would be significant after mitigation would be the potential damage or destruction of 
archaeological resources, which could occur under any of the alternatives, and degradation of 
visual character for the I-5 at Water Tank, Business 80 at Sutter’s Landing Regional 
Park/American River, and I-5 at San Juan Road sites.  
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