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Chapter 4 
Growth‐Inducing and Cumulative Impacts and 

Other CEQA Considerations 

As	required	by	CEQA,	this	chapter	describes	the	indirect	effects	(growth‐inducing	and	cumulative	
impacts)	of	the	Project	in	addition	to	the	direct	effects	addressed	in	Chapter	3	of	this	environmental	
impact	report	(EIR).	This	chapter	also	includes	a	discussion	of	other	CEQA	requirements	such	as	
significant	and	unavoidable	environmental	impacts	and	the	environmentally	superior	alternative.		

4.1 Growth‐Inducing Impacts 
CEQA	requires	lead	agencies	to	addresses	a	project’s	potential	to	cause	or	affect	growth.	CEQA	
requires	analysis	of	a	project’s	potential	to	induce	growth.	The	CEQA	Guidelines	(Section	
15126.2[d])	require	that	environmental	documents:	

[d]iscuss	the	ways	in	which	the	proposed	project	could	foster	economic	or	population	growth,	or	the	
construction	of	additional	housing,	either	directly	or	indirectly,	in	the	surrounding	environment.	
Included	in	this	are	projects	which	would	remove	obstacles	to	population	growth	(a	major	expansion	
of	a	wastewater	treatment	plant	might,	for	example,	allow	for	more	construction	in	service	areas).	
Increases	in	the	population	may	tax	existing	community	service	facilities,	requiring	construction	of	
new	facilities	that	could	cause	significant	environmental	effects.	Also	discuss	the	characteristics	of	
some	projects	which	may	encourage	and	facilitate	other	activities	that	could	significantly	affect	the	
environment,	either	individually	or	cumulatively.	It	must	not	be	assumed	that	growth	in	any	area	is	
necessarily	beneficial,	detrimental,	or	of	little	significance	to	the	environment.	

Based	on	this	guidance,	growth‐inducing	impacts	would	result	from	the	Project	if	it	would	directly	
or	indirectly	foster	(i.e.,	promote	or	encourage)	additional	economic	or	population	growth	or	the	
construction	of	additional	housing.	Fostering	of	growth	can	occur	when	an	obstacle	to	growth	is	
removed	(e.g.,	when	expansion	of	infrastructure	resolves	growth‐constraining	capacity	problems).	
For	an	analysis	to	reach	the	conclusion	that	a	project	is	growth‐inducing,	as	defined	by	CEQA,	it	must	
find	that	a	project	would	foster	additional	growth	in	economic	activity,	population,	or	housing.	

If	the	analysis	determines	that	a	project	is	growth‐inducing,	the	next	question	is	whether	that	
growth	may	cause	adverse	effects	on	the	environment.	Environmental	effects	resulting	from	induced	
growth	fit	the	CEQA	definition	of	indirect	or	secondary	effects	in	CEQA	Guidelines	
Section	15358(a)(2).	These	indirect	or	secondary	effects	of	growth	may	result	in	significant	
environmental	impacts.	

Transportation	infrastructure	is	one	component	of	the	overall	infrastructure	that	may	serve	to	
accommodate	planned	growth	and	also	meet	existing	demand	for	additional	transit	infrastructure.	
Transportation	projects	may	induce	growth	when	they	directly	or	indirectly	promote,	shift,	or	
intensify	planned	growth	or	encourage	unplanned	growth	in	a	community	or	region.	An	example	of	
a	growth‐inducing	transportation	project	is	construction	of	a	new	roadway	through	an	undeveloped	
area,	opening	access	to	a	new	area	and	promoting	unplanned	growth.		

A	transportation	improvement	project	such	as	the	Third	Main	Track	Project	would	be	considered	
growth‐inducing	if	it	would	cause	economic	or	population	increases	greater	than	that	planned	by	
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the local agency without the Project. If the improvement would cause new development and an 
influx of residents, as well as increase the economic strength in an area, it may be growth-inducing.  

4.1.1 Remove Obstacles to Growth or Provide New Access 
The land surrounding the Project corridor is largely made up of commercial, residential, industrial, 
and recreational uses. Increasing rail passenger trips would improve transit throughout the Project 
vicinity, benefiting the residents of Sacramento and Roseville. A transit project may result in growth 
if transit-oriented development is contemplated around new stations; however, the Project would 
not provide new access because no new stations are proposed. Increasing passenger rail trips would 
relieve current and future congestion and provide more options for commuters, but it is not 
anticipated to cause any growth-related impacts. 

4.1.2 Economic, Population, and Housing Growth 
The cities and counties that the Project corridor traverses have established land use designations to 
guide future growth in the vicinity, and new development must adhere to these land use 
designations in accordance with the rules and regulations of the relevant cities and counties. 
Presently, the land in the Project vicinity consists largely of built up/urban—industrial, commercial, 
residential—and recreational uses. The population of the Project vicinity is growing and is expected 
to continue to grow rapidly; however, this growth would not be attributable to or otherwise 
influenced by the Project. Moreover, the Project is unlikely to substantially encourage unplanned 
development in the vicinity or to shift or hasten planned growth along the railroad corridor. Impacts 
of the Project related to growth pressure would be minimal to none. 

4.2 Cumulative Impacts 
4.2.1 Regulatory Setting 

Cumulative impacts result from individually minor but collectively significant impacts occurring 
over a period of time. In other words, a cumulative impact results from the collective effects on a 
resource by numerous activities over time. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 requires that an EIR include a discussion of the potential cumulative 
impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects 
that, when evaluated together, are cumulatively considerable, or significant. The cumulative impact 
is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the development when 
added to the closely related incremental impacts of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
or probable future activities.  

As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355:  

… a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the 
project evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR may 
determine that a project’s contribution to a significant cumulative impact will be rendered less than 
cumulatively considerable and thus is not significant. A project’s contribution is less than 
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. 
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4.2.2 Methods 
An adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts is based on either of two basic approaches. 

 A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency. 

 A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, 
or in a prior environmental document, which has been adopted or certified, that described or 
evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such 
planning document must be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified 
by the lead agency. 

This EIR uses a hybrid approach to assess cumulative impacts. Section 3.10, Land Use, identifies the 
adopted general plans that were used in assessing the cumulative impacts; these are also discussed 
in detail in the Community Impact Assessment prepared for the Project (ICF International 2015). 

 Sacramento County General Plan of 2005–2030 (adopted 2011) 

 Placer County General Plan (adopted 2010) 

 Sacramento 2035 General Plan (adopted 2015) 

 Citrus Heights General Plan (adopted 2011) 

 City of Roseville General Plan 2025 (adopted 2014) 

 American River Parkway Plan 2008 

 Sacramento City Code (updated 2014) 

 Citrus Heights Municipal Code (updated 2014) 

 Roseville Municipal Code (updated 2014)  

 SACOG MTP/SCS (adopted 2012) 

The adopted general plans are fairly recent and reflect past, most present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects; however, these plans were supplemented with additional projects 
identified in Chapter 3.  

The determination of a project’s cumulative effects involves identifying the following. 

 Significant impacts that are the result of the cumulative contributions of past, present, and 
reasonably probable future activities. Cumulative effects that are less than significant are not 
required to be analyzed.  

 Whether the project would contribute to any of those cumulative impacts. The EIR is not 
required to analyze a cumulative impact to which the project would not contribute.  

 Whether, in the context of the cumulative impact, the project’s contribution would be 
considerable. An impact that is less than significant when viewed as a project impact alone may 
nonetheless be a considerable contribution to a cumulative impact.  

The analysis of cumulative impacts for each resource topic is described below.  
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4.2.3 Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

Traffic and Transportation 
Section 3.1, Traffic and Transportation, discusses cumulative traffic conditions in future year 2035. 
This scenario evaluates the Project in combination with other approved projects. The primary areas 
where traffic could contribute to a cumulative impact are the 20th and 28th Street at-grade 
crossings, where cars would queue when additional passenger trains are crossing the roadway. The 
28th Street crossing, approximately 550 feet north of the C Street/28th Street intersection, would be 
affected by the approved McKinley Village development project as well. According to the McKinley 
Village EIR, this distance of 550 feet allows for approximately 22 northbound vehicles to queue at 
the crossing when the crossing gates are down without blocking the C Street/28th Street 
intersection. The McKinley Village EIR states that during the PM Peak Hour, an estimated average 
queue length of fewer than 8.6 vehicles (approximately 220 feet) would result from passenger 
trains. As stated in Section 3.1, under cumulative 2035 conditions, vehicle queues at this crossing 
are projected to reach about 8–9 vehicles, or about 220 feet. This estimate considers traffic impacts 
from both the Project and other development such as the McKinley Village development, and the 
estimated queue length is 330 feet less than the storage capacity of 550 feet. Consequently, the 
Project’s contribution would not be cumulatively considerable under CEQA. 

Sacramento County Department of Transportation (SACDOT) has proposed plans to reconstruct 
Watt Avenue to provide for pedestrian walkways, bike lanes, and other traffic improvements in the 
area. The SACDOT project will involve widening the roadway and other construction activities that 
will require future discussion and negotiation with UPRR. Constructing the new UPRR bridge at 
Watt Avenue and raising the elevation of the existing bridge would not preclude or otherwise affect 
the proposed future SACDOT project.  

Air Quality, Climate Change, and Greenhouse Gases 
Section 3.2, Air Quality/Climate Change/Greenhouse Gases, includes a detailed discussion of 
cumulative impacts on air quality, climate change, and greenhouse gases (GHG). Under CEQA, as 
discussed in that section, Impact AQ-3 would result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to 
operational NOx emissions, although only in the context of Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District Thresholds. NOx emissions in the Sacramento Municipal Air Quality Management District 
would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, cumulative impacts for other criteria 
pollutants were analyzed, but with implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 3.2, 
other impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. The analysis also concluded that cumulative 
impacts related to GHG would be beneficial under CEQA. 
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Noise and Vibration 
As disclosed in Section 3.3, Noise, the Project would contribute to moderate to severe noise impacts 
at several existing noise-sensitive locations. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 
NOI-1b, project-related increases in noise at these locations would be less than 2 dB. These 
predicted increases of less than 2 dB are below the commonly accepted threshold of a perceptible 
change of 3 dB. Consequently, the contribution of the Project to cumulative noise at these locations 
is not cumulatively considerable.  

The approved McKinley Village development entails a 328-unit residential development in the city 
of Sacramento, south of I-80 and north of the UPRR line, between Alhambra Boulevard and Lanatt 
Street. This development will be exposed to noise from both the Interstate and the UPRR rail line. 
The McKinley Village draft EIR (City of Sacramento 2013) provides a detailed assessment of train 
noise impacts on the McKinley Village site under cumulative conditions. The operation of the Project 
is predicted to increase the total future railroad noise exposure at the nearest residences of 
McKinley Village from 72 dB Ldn to 73 dB Ldn, This predicted increase of 1 dB is below the commonly 
accepted threshold of a perceptible change of 3 dB. Accordingly, the Project’s contribution to 
cumulative noise at McKinley Village would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Utilities and Public Services, and Energy 
As described in Section 3.4, the Project has the potential to affect utilities, public services, and 
energy. However, mitigation measures would address direct impacts. With these measures in place, 
the Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts and would not be considered cumulatively 
considerable.  

Biological Resources 
As described in Section 3.5, Biological Resources, the Project corridor does not generally support 
sensitive plant and wildlife habitat except where it crosses natural waterways (i.e., American River, 
Magpie Creek, Arcade Creek, and Dry Creek). Section 3.5 identifies mitigation measures that would 
address direct impacts related to waters of the United States, including wetlands; special-status 
plant, wildlife, and fish species; and sensitive habitats that support special-status species. 
Cumulative impacts related to biological resources could result from construction of other general 
development projects in Sacramento and Placer Counties, and construction of the Project could add 
to the cumulative effect. However, with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in 
Section 3.5, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact on riparian 
habitats. 

Hydrology and Water Resources 
As described in Section 3.6, Hydrology and Water Resources, the Project would result in a negligible 
increase in impervious surfaces, and impacts on hydrology and floodplains as a result of the Project 
would be minimal. Furthermore, all state and local projects, including the Project, are required to 
incorporating construction stormwater treatment and erosion control measures. Each project is 
required to meet the water quality regulations of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. With 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 3.6, the Project would not contribute to 
a cumulative impact on hydrology or water resources.  
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Geology, Soils, Seismicity, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources 
Construction of the Project could lead to increased potential for erosion and an increase in the 
potential for liquefaction. However, implementation of mitigation measures identified in Section 3.7 
would ensure that the Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on geologic, soil, mineral, 
or paleontological resources—particularly related to seismicity—and would consequently not be 
considered cumulatively considerable.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
As discussed in Section 3. 8, hazardous materials (e.g., contaminated soil or groundwater) could be 
encountered along the Project corridor during construction or operations. However, mitigation 
measures—such as conducting site-specific hazardous materials investigations, preparing and 
implementing a safety plan, and designing and constructing the Project to avoid or minimize the 
potential exposure of humans and the environment to hazardous conditions—would minimize 
hazards. With these measures in place, the Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
related to hazardous materials and would not be considered cumulatively considerable.  

Population and Housing  
As discussed in Section 3.9, the Project would not result in displacement of a large number of people, 
housing, or businesses; induce substantial population growth in an area; cause a substantial change 
in local employment or the labor force; or reduce community cohesion. The Project would support 
planned regional and local growth and the goals and policies of the jurisdictions along the Project 
corridor. Accordingly, the Project’s effects on population and housing would not be considered 
cumulatively considerable.  

Land Use 
The Project would not involve the acquisition of parcels (with the exception of a very small sliver of 
undeveloped land that may be required for bridge construction) or the construction or removal of 
residential housing, nor would it result in any substantial change in land uses outside the ROW. 
Accordingly, land use impacts would be minimal, the Project would not contribute to cumulative 
impacts related to land use, and impacts on land use would not be considered cumulatively 
considerable.  

Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
As described in Section 3.11, the Project would not result in the increased use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities, construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities that might have a negative physical effect on the environment, or impairment 
of access to or quality of existing recreational facilities or activities. Implementation of mitigation 
measures identified in Section 3.11 would ensure that the Project would not contribute to a 
cumulative impact on parks, recreation, and open space and the effects on these resources would 
not be considered cumulatively considerable.  

 
Sacramento to Roseville Third Main Track  
Draft EIR 

4-6 July 2015 
ICF 00020.12 

 



 

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority 
 Growth-Inducing and Cumulative Impacts and  

Other CEQA Considerations 
 

Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
The City of Sacramento’s McKinley Village project would have overlapping visual impacts with 
the Project. As stated above, the McKinley Village project is a 48-acre site adjacent to the East 
Sacramento and McKinley Park neighborhoods, bounded by Business I-80 on the west and the 
Project corridor on the south and east. The overall change in visual character as a result of the 
Project and the McKinley Village Project is not anticipated to be substantial based on the 
location of these projects in an area that is already developed with transportation 
infrastructure (i.e., the existing UPRR ROW and highway) and residential and commercial 
development. Thus, these projects could contribute to an increase in visual impacts, but would 
not significantly change the overall visual character or quality of the surrounding viewshed and 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

The Project vicinity does not contain sensitive views or viewsheds and would not have a substantial 
negative impact on or substantially damage scenic resources along a scenic highway. Potential 
effects related to light and glare or visual character would be minimized by implementing mitigation 
measures identified in Section 3.12. These measures would ensure that the Project would not 
contribute to a cumulative impact on parks, recreation, and open space and these impacts would not 
be considered cumulatively considerable.  

Cultural Resources 
As discussed in Section 3. 13, potential unidentified archaeological resources could be encountered 
along the Project corridor during construction. However, mitigation measures would minimize 
effects and there would be no significant impacts on cultural resources. Consequently, these impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.3 Other CEQA Considerations 
Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that 
cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. For CEQA purposes, the analyses in this EIR have 
identified one significant and unavoidable impact using local agency standards. 

Impact AQ-3: Potential to result in a CEQA-only cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is a nonattainment area for an applicable state 
ambient air quality standard 

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality/Climate Change/Greenhouse Gases, operational emissions are 
evaluated against a unique cumulative threshold based on a stringent local standard in Placer 
County: 10 pounds per day (ppd) of ROG and NOX. The analysis in Section 3.2 identified operational 
emissions of NOX, that exceed the limit of 10 ppd established by Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District.  

Although this would be a significant and unavoidable impact using the County-level threshold, it 
should be noted that the amount of these emissions would be far less than the direct impact 
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threshold, and that this level of significance only applies to the Placer County Air Pollution Control 
District. Nevertheless, this impact is significant and unavoidable. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify an environmentally superior 
alternative. The environmentally superior alternative is considered to be the alternative to the 
proposed project that has the least environmental impact, compared to the proposed project. As 
described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Description, after an extensive alternatives screening process, 
scoping input, and modifications to the Project, CCJPA defined the Project as the Build Alternative 
and a No Build Alternative.  

Chapter 3 provides a detailed comparison of the level of impacts under the Build and No Build 
Alternatives considered in this EIR. In many instances, because the Project would involve 
construction activities and increased operation of IPR service, the Build Alternative would result in 
impacts that would not occur under the No Build Alternative. However, although the Build 
Alternative would result in short-term construction air quality impacts, it would also result in a net 
benefit of an annual reduction of 11.9 million vehicle miles traveled and improved GHG emissions as 
a result of increased ridership. Because of the long-term benefits of the Build Alternative, it has been 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  
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