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Chapter 6 CEQA Considerations 

 
 
Section 15126 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that all aspects of a 
project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment, including planning, acquisition, 
development, and operation.  Therefore, as part of this analysis, the EIR must identify: 
 

1. significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project; 
2. significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Proposed Project is implemented; 
3. significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from implementation of the Proposed 

Project; 
4. growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project; 
5. mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant effects; and 
6. alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

 
Chapter 2 of this DEIR, Summary, provides, in tabular form, a list of all of the potential impacts associated with 
construction and implementation of the RDSP, the levels of significance prior to mitigation, the proposed 
mitigation measures(5), and the resulting level of significance.   
 
Chapter 7 of this DEIR, Alternatives, provides the analyses of the proposed alternatives (6) to the project that 
could reduce the Significant and Unavoidable impacts of the project. 
 
(1) Significant Environmental Effects 

 
Chapter 5 of this EIR provides a comprehensive identification of the Proposed Project’s environmental effects, 
including the level of significance both before and after mitigation.   
 

(2) Significant Environmental Effects that Cannot be Avoided if the Proposed Project is Implemented 
 
Significant impacts that can be mitigated to some extent, but not to a level of insignificance are called “Significant 
and Unavoidable” impacts.  As noted in Chapter 5 (Sections 5.1 through 5.10), the project-specific and 
cumulative impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level if the project is approved as proposed 
include: 
 
Impact  
Number 
5.3-1 Implementation of the RDSP could cause a substantial change in the significance of historical 

resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.  (for State Printing Plant only). 
 
5.3-2   Implementation of the RDSP could cause a substantial change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.   
 
5.3-3 Implementation of the RDSP, in conjunction with other development within the Central Valley, 

could cause a substantial change in the significance of a historic or archaeological resource as 
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.    
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5.6-1 Implementation of the RDSP could result in exterior noise levels that are above the upper value 
of the normally acceptable category for various land uses due to an increase in noise levels. 

 
5.6-2 Implementation of the RDSP could result in residential interior noise levels of Ldn 45 or greater 

caused by an increase in noise levels. 
 
5.6-4 Implementation of the RDSP could result in existing and/or planned residential and commercial 

areas to be exposed to vibration-peak-particle velocities greater than 0.5 inches per second due to 
project construction. 

 
5.10-1   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact at study intersections 

in 2015. 
 
5.10-2   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study roadway 

segments in 2015. 
 
5.10-3   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway 

mainline segments in 2015. 
 
5.10-4   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway 

interchanges in 2015. 
 
5.10-5   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway off-

ramp queues in 2015. 
 
5.10-10   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact at study intersections 

in 2035. 
 
5.10-11   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study roadway 

segments in 2035. 
 
5.10-12  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway 

mainline segments in 2035. 
 
5.10-13:   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway 

interchanges in 2035. 
 
5.10-14   Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study freeway off-

ramp queues in 2035. 
 
 
(3) Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 

 
Uses of nonrenewable resources during all phases of the project may be irreversible, since a large commitment of 
such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.  Generally, a project would result in significant 
irreversible environmental changes if: 
 

• The primary and secondary impacts would generally commit future generations to similar uses; 
• The project would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 

environmental accidents associated with the project; 
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• The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
• The proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the project involves the wasteful use of 

energy). 
 
Development of the Proposed Project would result in the continued commitment of the project area to urban 
development, thereby precluding any other uses for the lifespan of the project.  Restoration of the site to a less 
developed condition would not be feasible given the degree of disturbance, the urbanization of the area, and the 
level of capital investment.  It is important to note that the density of development assumed for the RDSP area in 
the General Plan is greater than the density proposed by the RDSP; however, the project would still result in the 
continuing development and redevelopment of the project area. 
 
Due to the previous industrial type uses in the RDSP area, development in accordance with the proposed RDSP 
could result in the uncovering of contaminated soils or encountering of contaminated groundwater.  The RDSP 
does not propose any new industrial uses, and it is anticipated that the amount of industrially-developed land 
would decrease with buildout of the RDSP.  The proposed residential, retail, and office uses would probably use, 
transport, store, and dispose of less hazardous wastes than the continued use of the existing land uses, as 
described in Chapter 5.4, Hazards and Hazardous, of this DEIR.  However, all activities would comply with 
applicable state and federal laws related to hazardous materials, which significantly reduces the likelihood and 
severity of accidents that could result in irreversible environmental damage. 
 
Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in the long-term commitment of resources to urban 
development. The most notable significant irreversible impacts are alteration of the visual character of the site, 
increased generation of pollutants, and the short-term commitment of non-renewable and/or slowly renewable 
natural and energy resources, such as water resources during construction activities.  Operations associated with 
future uses would also consume natural gas and electrical energy. These unavoidable consequences of urban 
growth are described in the appropriate sections in Chapter 5 of this DEIR. 
 
Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by project implementation include water, 
electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels; however, the amount and rate of consumption of these resources would 
not result in the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources.  With respect to operational activities, 
compliance with all applicable building codes, as well as mitigation measures, planning policies, and standard 
conservation features, would ensure that natural resources are conserved to the maximum extent possible. It is 
also possible that new technologies or systems will emerge, or will become more cost-effective or user-friendly, to 
further reduce the reliance upon nonrenewable natural resources.  Nonetheless, construction activities related to 
the Proposed Project would result in the irretrievable commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in 
the form of fossil fuels, natural gas, and gasoline for automobiles and construction equipment. 
 
(4) Growth Inducing Impacts 

 
An EIR must discuss the ways in which a proposed project could foster economic and/or population growth or 
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Growth can 
be induced in a number of ways, such as through the elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation 
of economic activity in the region, or through the establishment of policies that directly or indirectly encourage 
additional growth.   
 
Economic Growth 
 
Direct and indirect growth may also result from economic growth generated by a project.  In addition to the 
employment generated by development consistent with the proposed RDSP, additional local employment could 
be generated through what is commonly referred to as the “multiplier effect”.  The multiplier effect acknowledges 
that the on-site employment and population growth of each project is not the complete picture of growth caused 
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by the project.  Indirect employment includes those additional jobs that are generated through the expenditure of 
direct employment associated with the project.  For example, workers in the office and retail portions of the 
Proposed Project would spend money in the local economy and the expenditure of that money would result in 
additional jobs.  Indirect jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity to the places of employment and residence. 
 
Induced employment follows the economic effect of employment beyond the expenditures of the employees 
within the Proposed Project area to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services necessary to support 
businesses within the Proposed Project.  For example, when a manufacturer buys or sells products, the 
employment associated with those inputs or outputs are considered induced employment. 
 
Increased future employment generated by employee spending ultimately results in physical development to 
accommodate those employees.  It is the site conditions, characteristics, and its specific location that will 
determine the type and magnitude of environmental impacts of this additional economic activity.  Although an 
economic effect is assumed to result from the development of the RDSP, the actual environmental implications 
of this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or evaluate, since they can be spread throughout 
the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond. 
 
Physical Growth 
 
Although growth inducement itself is not considered an environmental effect, it could potentially lead to physical 
environmental effects.  Growth in an area may result from the removal of physical impediments or restrictions to 
growth, as well as the removal of planning impediments resulting from land use plans and policies.  In this 
context, physical growth impediments may include inadequate access to an area or the lack of essential public 
services (e.g., water service), while planning impediments may include restrictive zoning and/or general plan 
designations.  
 
The proposed RDSP project would be developed in an area that contains established land uses and supporting 
infrastructure (roads, water distribution, wastewater and drainage collection, and energy distribution).  New 
infrastructure is needed in order to serve the additional development envisioned by the RDSP and to provide for 
the improved circulation within the RDSP area. 
 
As noted in Chapter 5.9, Public Utilities, the existing utility infrastructure capacity would be an obstacle to the 
growth proposed by the RDSP.  Development of the RDSP would require the modification and/or replacement 
of the existing utility infrastructure in order to support the increased land use intensity associated with the 
Proposed Project.  Facilities for water, waste water, drainage, and energy would all require upgrades or extensions 
within the RDSP area.  No offsite public utility facilities are necessary.  The utility improvements proposed for the 
RDSP would be sized to serve the anticipated growth within the Specific Plan area and would not accommodate 
new or more intensive growth outside of the RSDP area.  For this reason, the installation of the proposed public 
utility infrastructure would not induce growth in areas outside of the proposed RDSP boundary. 
 
Improvements to streets immediately adjacent to the project site (North 5th Street and North 7th Street) are 
anticipated to occur in order to serve both the increased population generated by the Proposed Project and the 
Railyards Specific Plan project.  Although these off-site roadway improvements would be intended to facilitate 
improved circulation in and around the proposed RDSP area, they would not remove an obstacle for further 
redevelopment in the project area because the improvements to these roads are necessary to serve the Railyards 
Specific Plan, which lies south of the RDSP area.  The roads would be constructed whether or not the RDSP is 
approved.   
 
The RDSP proposes to extend the street grid pattern established in the Central City and the Railyards Specific 
Plan area to the RDSP area.  This will involve acquisition of right of way and the demolition of existing structures.  
However, due to the geographical location of the RDSP area, these new streets would not result in induced 
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growth outside of the RDSP area.  The RDSP area is bordered by rivers on the north and west and none of the 
new streets would result in the construction of a bridge over either river.  The RDSP area is bordered on the 
south by the Railyards Specific Plan, an approved project that has not yet begun construction.  The proposed new 
street grid within the RDSP area is not necessary in order to serve the Railyards Specific Plan, with the exception 
of the previously-approved extensions of 5th and 7th Streets.  Sutter Park abuts the RDSP area on the east, so the 
proposed street extensions east of 18th Street would not result in induced growth east of the RDSP area. 
 
Water service to the project site would be provided by existing transmission mains in North 5th Street, North 7th 
Street, and Richards Boulevard.  Sanitary sewer from the project site would be conveyed to the existing pipelines 
in North 5th Street and North 7th Street, eventually flowing to the 33-inch main in Richards Boulevard.  The only 
existing pipelines that would need to be replaced are on the north half of North 7th Street.  No new water or 
sewer mains other than those required to serve the project site would be constructed.  As such, the development 
of onsite water and sewer infrastructure to serve the project would not be sized to support other development in 
the project area. 
 
Economic Effects 
 
When an employee from the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the project employee lunch holds a 
job that was indirectly caused by the Proposed Project.  When the server then goes out and spends money in the 
economy, the jobs generated by this third-tier effect are considered induced employment. 
 
The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures. Thus, it includes the 
economic effect of the dollars spent by those employees who support the employees of the project. 
 
Impacts of Induced Growth 
 
In addition to the growth of the Central City area from other development projects, the Proposed Project would 
increase the population within the Central City.  However, the level of proposed development is less than could 
result from buildout of the RDSP area in accordance with the current zoning designations.  The RDSP proposes 
floor area ratios, building height limitations, and other development standards that are more restrictive than the 
City’s Zoning Code.   
 
For this reason, the growth outside of the RDSP area that could result from development of the RDSP, was 
previously considered in the 2030 General Plan and no new impacts would result. 
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The purpose of this chapter is to identify and describe alternatives to the Proposed Project that would reduce 
or eliminate the significant impacts associated with construction and implementation of the RDSP project, 
while still meeting most, if not all, of the project objectives. 
 
As noted in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, the objectives for the proposed RDSP project are:   
 

• Provide a sense of place through the District’s unique character, building, and site designs. 
 

• Create distinct neighborhoods, each with its own characteristics.   
 

• The River District’s desirable location will support a diverse and robust economy 
 

• Connect the RDSP area with Sacramento’s downtown, the Railyards Specific Plan area, and the 
Alkali Flat neighborhood using roads, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and public transportation 
routes. 

 
• Integrate the RDSP area into the fabric of Sacramento.  The area has been historically isolated from 

the City due to its location and lack of connecting infrastructure.   
 

• Create a development that is a regional draw for the City due to its geographic location near 
downtown and adjacency to the City’s two riverfronts. 

 
• Create a sustainable community that uses green technology, encourages LEED-certified buildings, 

and conserves water. 
 

• Support strategies to improve safety and social conditions.    
 

• Transform the RDSP area from an underutilized area into a transit-oriented, mixed-use urban area.   
 

• Strengthen the scenic environment and livability of the River District through development of public 
parks and open space. 

 
As noted in Chapter 6, the Significant and Unavoidable impacts associated with the Proposed Project fall into 
three environmental issue areas: historic and cultural resources, noise and vibration, and traffic and 
circulation.   
 

Historic and Cultural Resources 
 
Impact 5.3-1  Implementation of the RDSP could cause a substantial change in the significance of 
historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (for State Printing Plant only). 
 
Impact 5.3-2  Implementation of the RDSP could cause a substantial change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.   
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Noise and Vibration 
 
Impact 5.6-1  Implementation of the RDSP could result in exterior noise levels that are above the 
upper value of the normally acceptable category for various land uses due to an increase in noise 
levels. 
 
Impact 5.6-2  Implementation of the RDSP could result in residential interior noise levels of Ldn 45 
or greater caused by an increase in noise levels. 
 
Impact 5.6-4  Implementation of the RDSP could result in existing and/or planned residential and 
commercial areas to be exposed to vibration-peak-particle velocities greater than 0.5 inches per 
second due to project construction. 
 
Traffic and Circulation 
 
Impact 5.10-1  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact at study 
intersections in 2015. 
 
Impact 5.10-2  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
roadway segments in 2015. 
 
Impact 5.10-3  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway mainline segments in 2015. 
 
Impact 5.10-4  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway interchanges in 2015. 
 
Impact 5.10-5  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway off-ramp queues in 2015. 
 
Impact 5.10-10  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact at study 
intersections in 2035. 
 
Impact 5.10-11  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
roadway segments in 2035. 
 
Impact 5.10-12  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway mainline segments in 2035. 
 
Impact 5.10-13  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway interchanges in 2035. 
 
Impact 5.10-14  Implementation of the RDSP could result in potentially significant impact on study 
freeway off-ramp queues in 2035. 
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Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration 
 
The City gave consideration to a wide range of alternatives to the RDSP project that could reduce or 
eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable impacts.  Those alternatives that would have impacts identical to, 
or more severe than, the Proposed Project, or that would not meet most of the project objectives were 
considered and then dismissed from further consideration.  The following alternatives were also considered 
but rejected from further analysis because they were determined to not meet most of the project objectives or 
were infeasible. 
 
Alternative Site 
 
Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B) requires that the Lead Agency disclose the reasons for not considering an alternative 
project site. An alternative to consider an alternative site for the RDSP was dismissed from further 
consideration.  Such an alternative would eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable impact to historic 
resources by not requiring the demolition of the State Printing Plant and could result in fewer traffic impacts 
on local roads, State Highways, and the freeway.  As noted in the Project Description, the RDSP would 
reduce the density of the development that is currently allowed for the project area by the Zoning Code.  The 
goal of the Proposed Project is the redevelopment of a specific area of the City.  The proposed Specific Plan 
and the associated design guidelines are tailored to this area, the majority of which is currently developed.  An 
alternative site would not meet the basic purpose of this project.   
 
No Project/No Development Alternative 
 
This alternative assumes that the Proposed Project would not be implemented and there would not be any 
new development within the RDSP area.  The project area is composed of approximately 400 parcels, under 
the ownership of approximately 200 entities.  It is not feasible to consider an alternative that assumes no 
owners would want to develop their properties.   
 

Alternatives Considered in this EIR 
 
Although any number of alternatives could be designed that could result in the reduction or elimination of 
project impacts, three are evaluated in this Draft EIR.  
 

• No Project/ Existing Zoning Alternative 
 

This alternative assumes that the RDSP area would be developed consistent with the currently 
allowed land uses, zoning, and development intensities.  This alternative must consider the effects of 
forgoing the project.  The purpose of analyzing this alternative is to allow decision-makers to 
compare the impacts of the Proposed Project to the impacts of not approving the Proposed Project.   

 
• Existing Street Pattern/Historic Preservation Alternative 

 
This alternative assumes that there would be a RDSP Specific Plan to guide the development/ 
redevelopment of the area and that no new streets would be developed. As with the Proposed 
Project, this alternative assumes that the density of development allowed within the RDSP area 
would be less than allowed by the Zoning Code, due to the proposed Specific Plan and the Design 
Guidelines.   
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No Project/ Existing Zoning Alternative 

 
This alternative would result in essentially the same impacts as assumed for the project area in the Master EIR 
for the General Plan.  Although the proposed RDSP would not require a General Plan Amendment, the 
Specific Plan would contain development guidelines that would result in less intense development than that 
allowed under the current zoning.  Because a variety of land uses and densities could be developed within the 
RDSP area in accordance with the existing zoning, it is too speculative to determine development 
assumptions for the area for a quantitative comparison to the proposed project.  Therefore, the impacts are 
examined qualitatively. 
 
This alternative would develop the same footprint as the Proposed Project; therefore, the effects related to 
the location of development, such as the potential loss of biological and archeological resources, exposure to 
hazards and hazardous materials, and changes to local hydrology, would be the same.   
 
The impacts to public services (police, fire, and schools) would be similar with this alternative, because both 
the Proposed Project and the alternative would result in more residents in an area that currently requires 
more public service facilities.  However, with less dense development, the Proposed Project could result on 
less demand for public services, although new facilities and the attendant environmental impacts would be 
required. 
 
The impacts on sensitive receptors due to increased traffic noise could be less for the residents on Bannon 
Street with this alternative.  Because this alternative would not extend the gridded street pattern, the traffic on 
Bannon Street would not be anticipated to increase enough to result in significantly increased noise for the 
residents.  Because this alternative would develop with the existing zoning regulations, a denser development 
could occur that is anticipated to result in greater traffic on Richards Boulevard, 12th Street, and 16th Street.  
Therefore, this alternative could result in more noise at the sensitive receptors along these roads than the 
Proposed Project.  
 
The Existing Zoning Alternative would be anticipated to contribute more wastewater and stormwater flows 
to the separated and combined system treatment plants due to the increased density of development.   
 
The air emissions generated during construction could be less with the alternative than the proposed project, 
because there would not be the impetus for redevelopment of the area without the Specific Plan.  However, it 
is anticipated that the operational air impacts would be greater with the alternative, because there could be 
greater density of development and there would not be the gridded street pattern.  The proposed street 
pattern could result in reduced air emissions because it expands the circulation system, thereby, resulting in 
more free-flowing traffic.  This alternative would not have this proposed street pattern. 
 
The impacts to parks is anticipated to be greater with the alternative than the proposed project because 
without the Specific Plan a 20-acre park would most likely not be developed, as is required with the 
development of the RDSP.  
 
There are currently historic resources within the RDSP area and any development of parcels adjacent to these 
resources or redevelopment of the resources themselves would be required to adhere to all federal, State, and 
local regulations that protect historic resources.   
 
As previously stated, a variety of land uses, land use distributions, and densities of development would be 
allowed under the Existing Zoning Alternative.  Each of the approximately 400 parcels could be developed or 
redeveloped in accordance with the Zoning Code.  Therefore, the impacts due to traffic cannot be 
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determined for this analysis; however, because the Zoning Code would allow for more density, it is assumed 
that the impacts on the local roads and the freeways would be greater with this alternative than the RDSP. 
 
This alternative would not meet any of the objectives established for this project.  The approximately 400 
individual parcels would develop individually, in accordance with the Zoning Code and the General Plan, 
without the benefit of a planning document that would guide the overall development toward an established 
vision. 
 
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this DEIR would not be required; however, the 
developers of the individual parcels would be required to comply with federal and State regulations and the 
City Code. 
 
This alternative would result in the same Significant and Unavoidable impacts to archeological resources and 
vibration associated with construction as associated with the Proposed Project.  However, the alternative 
would eliminate the significant impact to a historic resource because demolition of the State Printing Plant 
would not be required.  Because this alternative would develop the RDSP area in accordance with the existing 
General Plan designations and zoning, the impacts due to increased traffic were previously addressed in the 
Master EIR for the General Plan.   
 

Existing Street Pattern/Historic Preservation Alternative 
 
This alternative assumes that there would be a RDSP Specific Plan to guide the development/ redevelopment 
of the area and that no new streets would be developed. As with the Proposed Project, this alternative 
assumes that the density of development allowed within the RDSP area would be less than allowed by the 
Zoning Code, due to the proposed Specific Plan and the Design Guidelines.  Parcel sizes would remain the 
same as the current configuration, which is larger in some areas than would occur with the proposed street 
grid.  This could result in different types of development than envisioned by the Proposed Project and could 
result in less residential development.  For this alternative, it is assumed that the amount of office and 
commercial development would remain the same as the Proposed Project  
 
This alternative would develop the same footprint as the Proposed Project; therefore, the effects related to 
the location of development, such as the potential loss of biological and archeological resources, exposure to 
hazards and hazardous materials, and changes to local hydrology, would be the same.   
 
Assuming less residential development, this alternative could result in less impact to public services (police, 
fire, and schools).  However, the need for expanded or new facilities would result from development of either 
this alternative or the Proposed Project. 
 
The impacts on sensitive receptors due to increased traffic noise could be less for the residents on Bannon 
Street with this alternative.  Because this alternative would not extend the gridded street pattern, the traffic on 
Bannon Street would not be anticipated to increase enough to result in significantly increased noise for the 
residents.  However, without the gridded street pattern, it is anticipated that more cars would travel on 
Richards Boulevard than with the Proposed Project, thereby resulting in greater traffic noise to the existing 
residential development at Dos Rios Street.  
 
The impacts to public utilities are anticipated to be slightly less than with the Proposed Project because less 
residential development is assumed. 
 
It is anticipated that the operational air impacts would be greater with the alternative because there would not 
be the gridded street pattern to expand the circulation system and provide drivers with more choices thereby, 
resulting in more free-flowing traffic.   
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Assuming less residential development with this alternative, there could be less park development required 
than with the Proposed Project; however, both projects would be required to provide the amount of park 
facilities required by the State and local regulations. 
 
There are currently historic resources within the RDSP area and any development of parcels adjacent to these 
resources or redevelopment of the resources themselves would be required to adhere to all federal, State, and 
local regulations that protect historic resources.   
 
The proposed RDSP would create a gridded street pattern within the project area.  In order to create the new 
rights of way the State Printing Plant would be demolished.  This structure is eligible for listing as a historic 
resource.  The demolition of this building is considered a Significant and Unavoidable impact of the 
Proposed Project.  This alternative would not result in this impact, and would not result in significant impacts 
to historic resources. 
 
Because this alternative assumes that the amount of commercial and office development would be the same 
as the Proposed Project, with less residential anticipated, the impacts due to increased traffic would essentially 
be the same as the Proposed Project.  
 
This alternative would still result in significant impacts due to increased traffic noise at existing sensitive 
receptors, impacts to archeological resources, and vibration during construction.   
 
This alternative would meet some of the objectives established for this project; however, the objectives of 
making the River District area an integral part of the circulation system with the areas to the east and south 
would not be met. 
 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 

CEQA requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative (Section 15126(e) of the CEQA 
Guidelines).  If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the identification of an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives is required.   
 
All of the project alternatives and the Proposed Project could result in the same impacts due to air emissions 
during construction, impacts to adjoining structures due to vibration, and cultural resources during 
construction.   
 
The remaining potential impacts resulting from demolition of historic resources, increased noise to existing 
sensitive receptors, and increased traffic could be avoided by the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative.  
This alternative would not require demolition of the State Printing Plant and would not create new roads  
 
The environmentally superior alternative would be the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative because it 
would eliminate all of the Significant and Unavoidable impacts to historic resources and traffic.   
 
The Existing Street Pattern/Historic Preservation Alternative is considered to be the preferred alternative in 
that it would eliminate the Significant and Unavoidable impact associated with a historic resource.  Although 
this alternative would result in fewer significant impacts than the Proposed Project, it would not meet the 
Project Objectives of fully integrating this area into the Central City area.  The extension of the north/south 
gridded street pattern into the River District area is an important component of that objective.  The creation 
of an east/west gridded street pattern in the area helps to integrate the area into the fabric of Sacramento by 
allowing more connections to the neighborhood to the east and providing the continuation of the block 
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pattern.  Without the creation of smaller blocks associated with the gridded street pattern, it is more difficult 
to establish the “sense of place” that is an objective of the River District Specific Plan. 
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