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5.0 CEQA Considerations

5.3 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

The Proposed Project would result in significant or potentially significant impacts in the following
categories, as described in this Draft EIR: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and
soils, water quality, noise, and traffic. All project impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of mitigation identified in this Draft EIR. In addition, there would be no permanent
or significant degradation in the quality of the environment, nor would the project destroy important
natural and cultural resources, which could be prevented by the incorporation of mitigation measures.

5.4 IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES

Section 15126(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a discussion of significant,
irreversible environmental changes that would result from project implementation. CEQA Section
15126.2(c) identifies irreversible environmental changes as those involving a large commitment of
nonrenewable resources or irreversible damage resulting from environmental accidents.

The project would develop recreational uses for the site. Irreversible changes associated with the project
include the use of nonrenewable resources during construction, including building materials (such as
concrete, glass, some types of plastic) and use of petroleum products. During the operational phase of the
project, a small amount of electricity would be used for lighting.  These irreversible environmental
changes would be considered negligible and not a large commitment of nonrenewable resources in
relation to the breadth of projects utilizing the same resources throughout the region and world. No
significant environmental accidents would be anticipated based on the scale of this project. The project
would commit the existing fire and maintenance road to being a paved bicycle trail which is considered to
be an irreversible change for all practical purposes.
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6.0 Alternatives

6.1 INTRODUCTION

CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 requires the consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to the
Proposed Project that could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the Proposed Project. The Guidelines
further require that the discussion focus on alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse impacts
of the project or reducing them to a less-than-significant level, even if the alternative would not fully
attain the project objectives or would be more costly. The purpose of the alternative analysis, according
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), is to describe a range of reasonable alternative projects that
could feasibly attain most of the objectives of the Proposed Project and to evaluate the comparative merits
of the alternatives.

The range of alternatives evaluated in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires the
evaluation of alternatives “necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” An EIR need not consider alternatives
that have effects that cannot be reasonably ascertained and/or are remote and speculative. Alternatives
considered must include those that offer substantial environmental advantages over the Proposed Project
and may be feasibly accomplished in a successful manner considering economic, environmental, social,
technological, and legal factors. In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the alternatives considered in
this Draft EIR include those that 1) could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and 2)
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project.

6.2 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Proposed Project Objectives

The primary objectives of the project, as described in Section 3.0 Project Description of this Draft EIR,
are as follows:
1. Provide a safe and separated Class I' bicycle facility (bikeway) for use by bicyclists and
pedestrians. Provide an alternative to motorized travel along Highway 1 and nearby streets.
2. Provide a safe, non-motorized vehicle and pedestrian route for students, faculty, and staff
traveling to and from Carmel High School.
3. Provide a safe, non-motorized vehicle and pedestrian route for people traveling to and from the
shopping centers south of Carmel Valley Road and north of Carmel River.
4. Increase the number of commute, shopping, school, and recreational bicycle and walking trips
between land uses in the Proposed Project vicinity.
5. Provide additional opportunities for physical exercise and reduction of stress levels (and the
associated health benefits) for residents and visitors.
6. Improve air quality through reduction of vehicle trips and associated emissions.
7. Be consistent with Assembly Bill 434 that called for development of a non-motorized trail.

Significant Impacts

The Proposed Project would result in potentially significant impacts in the following categories, as
described in this Draft EIR: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geotechnical and

! The Streets and Highway Code Section 890.4 defines a "Bikeway" as a facility that is provided primarily for bicycle travel,
including the following classes of bikeways: 1) Class | Bikeway (Bike Path) provides a completely separated right-of-way for
the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with cross flow by motorists minimized; 2) Class 1l Bikeway (Bike Lane) provides a
striped lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway; and 3) Class 11l Bikeway (Bike Route) provides for shared use with
pedestrian or motor vehicle traffic.
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6.0 Alternatives

geology, hydrology and water quality, noise, and traffic and transportation safety. All project impacts can
be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of mitigation identified in this Draft EIR.

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED

The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from further environmental review. The
reasons for elimination of the alternatives include one or more of the following:
o The alternative would not lessen, or would increase, the significant environmental impacts
identified for the Proposed Project,
e The alternative would not meet the basic project objectives,
e The alternative would not be technically possible to implement, and/or
e The alternative would be cost prohibitive.

Alternative Surface Through Hatton Canyon

Under this alternative, an alternative paving, such as soil cement (i.e., Granitecrete), would be used in
Hatton Canyon (i.e., north of Carmel Valley Road). This alternative did not meet Caltrans’ Design
Manual for Bikeways (Chapter 1000 of the State of California Streets and Highways Code) which
requires asphaltic pavement

According to Caltrans’ staff, alternative paving would not meet the design standards in Chapter 1000 of
the State of California Streets and Highways Code (the Highway Design Manual). Specifically, Section
(1) Widths states: "The minimum paved width of a two-way bike path shall be 8 feet." Caltrans staff
interprets pavement to mean either asphalt concrete or concrete. Under Section (13) Pavement Structure,
a minimum of two inches of asphaltic concrete is recommended. This thickness depends on the
conditions and base material being used. Pavement is defined on page 60-8 and Surface Course is defined
on page 60-10 as minimizing the infiltration of surface water into the underlying base, subbase, and
subgrade. Alternative surfaces are typically intended to be porous. Since this project has funding from
the State of California or administered by the State, it must meet the standards in Chapter 1000 for a Class
| Bikeway. An alternative paving product would be acceptable for a pedestrian facility but not a bicycle
facility (Reinie Jones, Caltrans Engineer, November 4, 2008).

Therefore, the project would not meet the objective regarding meeting Caltrans’ Bikeways Design
Manual (objective #1, above). In addition, this alternative would not meet the requirements for the
primary funding source and, therefore, would be cost prohibitive. Table 6.3-1 contains a summary of
funding sources available and restrictions on use of the funds. As shown in Table 6.3-1, the total funding
available would be reduced from approximately $4.1 million to $625,000 if the project does not comply
with Caltrans’ Bikeways Design Manual. Table 6.3-2 documents the preliminary cost estimates for
construction of the project to demonstrate how loss of funding sources may result in a cost prohibitive
project. The majority of the environmental impacts associated with this alternative would be the same as
the proposed project; however, in the areas of aesthetics, groundwater, and drainage, the Proposed
Project’s less-than-significant and in some ways beneficial impacts would be reduced or there would be
enhanced benefits with this alternative. As with the Proposed Project there are no significant impacts in
these areas; therefore, this alternative does not reduce any significant environmental impacts. For the
above reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

Widen and Stripe Highway 1 Shoulder

Under this alternative, Highway 1 would be widened and re-striped to better accommodate bicycle traffic
with a Class Il Bike Lane, and no Class I trail would be constructed. This alternative would not meet
project objectives #1, 2, 3, and 5. The alternative would meet, but to a lesser degree than the Proposed
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6.0 Alternatives

Project, project objectives #4, 6, and 7. The beneficial impacts associated with the Proposed Project
would not occur, and although some adverse impacts of the Proposed Project would be eliminated, others,
such as public transportation safety would be increased when compared to the Proposed Project. This
alternative may also not meet the requirements in the funding sources that were specifically provided to
Transportation Agency of Monterey County for development and construction of a Class | bicycle trail
and widening and striping Highway 1’s shoulder would be considered development of a Class 1l bicycle
lane. In addition, tree removal and air quality and noise construction impacts on sensitive receptors
would be greater for this alternative. For the above reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further
consideration.

Table 6.3-1
Summary of Funding Sources and Restrictions
Funding Can Must Comply
- Funding Be Used | n with State
Amount Segment: Bikeways
il 2 Design

Assembly Bill 2766 — California Department of v v v
Motor Vehicles $67,793
Big Sur Land Trust $50,000 v 4
California State Parks $25,000 | v v
State Resources Agency $500,000 | v
Monterey Peninsula Regional Park District $50,000 | v v
Transportation Enhancement $2,515,000 v v
Transportation Agency for Monterey County — v v v
Regional Surface Transportation Program $139,500
Congestion Management and Air Quality Grant $653,001 | v v v
Total: $4,130,294

Note: Some of the above amounts may also be used to construct a future southern connection including a
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Carmel River.

Table 6.3-2
Engineer's Preliminary Cost Estimate

Segment 1
Engineering Design, Environmental $ 734,200
Construction of Pedestrian Undercrossing $ 685,000
Remainder of Seg. 1 Construction +
Mitigation $ 2,050,000
Segment 2
Engineering Design, Environmental $ 146,000
Construction + Mitigation $ 385,000

Total: | $ 4,000,200
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Eliminate Trail Connection to Canyon Drive and Continue Trail North to Highway 1

Under this alternative, the trail connection to Canyon Drive would be eliminated, and the trail would
continue north to intersection of Highway 1 and Carpenter Street. Although the trail would not connect to
Canyon Drive with pavement, the existing maintained fire road would remain to allow some access to
continue to be available for sewer line maintenance, fire break maintenance, visitors, residents, and
students, faculty, and staff of Carmel High School. This alternative would increase the following impacts
of the project, in some cases, substantially:
e Air quality during construction, including particulate matter, diesel exhaust, and greenhouse gas
emissions
o Biological Resources, including identified impacts to Monterey pine forest habitat, oak trees,
wetlands, riparian habitat, California red-legged frog, nesting and migratory bird species, dusky-
footed woodrat
o Geotechnical and Geology, including erosion, slope stability and soil hazards
e Hydrology and Water Quality, including construction erosion
¢ Noise during construction
The increase in impacts would be substantial due to the steep slope and absence of an existing maintained
dirt road or trail on which to build the trail. In addition, the cost for design, environmental and
construction of this alternative would be higher than for the Proposed Project, such that it was considered
to not be feasible given the current funding sources and conditions. For the above reasons, this alternative
was eliminated from further consideration.

Alternative Alignment

Use of an alternative alignment further up the hill and away from the creek would require substantially
more grading, tree removal, and impacts associated with construction, including biological, geotechnical
and geologic, hydrology and water quality, and noise impacts. Although impacts on wetlands and
riparian habitat may be reduced, impacts on Monterey pine forest, oak trees, wildlife species, and nesting
and migratory birds would be increased, in some cases substantially. For the above reasons, this
alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

Alternative Sites

Based upon the Monterey County General Plan and Transportation Agency of Monterey County’s
bikeways plan, in addition to review of the site and surrounding area, there are no other sites that would
accomplish the project objectives, that would reduce environmental impacts, and that would be feasible
under the existing budgetary constraints of the funding sources for the project (see Table 6.3-2).
Therefore, alternative sites were eliminated from consideration.

6.4 ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER REVIEW

The following section discusses the alternatives evaluated in this Draft EIR, compares the environmental
effects of each, and discusses each alternative’s ability to meet the project objectives. The alternatives
considered in this analysis are as follows:

= No Project Alternative
= Alternative 1: Narrowed Trail Alternative
= Alternative 2: Shortened Trail Alternative

The alternatives chosen for this analysis, beyond those mandated by CEQA, were developed to avoid or
substantially reduce the significant impacts of the project. Table 6.4-1 summarizes the grading quantities
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6.0 Alternatives

and areas of disturbance during construction, final paving, and decomposed granite for the Proposed
Project, and Alternatives 1 and 2. Table 6.4-2 summarizes the anticipated construction start dates and
time periods anticipated and assumed in the analysis for the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 2.
Table 2.4-1 in Section 2, Summary, includes a complete list of significant or potentially significant
impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 2.

Table 6.4-1
Proposed Project and Alternatives
Grading Quantities and Acreage of New Surfaces

Segment 1 Segment 2 Total
Proposed Proposed Proposed

Project Altl | Alt2 Project Altl | Alt2 Project Altl [Alt2
Cut (Cubic Yards) 18,120 (16,500| 5,650 480 480 480 18,600 | 16,980 |6,130
Fill (Cubic Yards) 15,270 (13,180| 2,630 740 740 740 16,010 | 13,920 |3,370
Export (Cubic Yards) 12,830 [11,230] 2,760 0 0 0 12,830 | 11,230 |2,760
Import (Cubic Yards) 9,980 | 7,910 0 260 260 0 10,240 | 8,170 0
Area of Grading
(Acres) 55 4.9 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 6.5 5.9 2.3
Area of Asphalt
Concrete (impervious 2.2 1.7 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 2.6 2.1 0.7
surface) (Acres)
Decomposed Granite
(pervious or semi- 1.05 1.05 0.13 0.22 0.22 | 0.22 1.27 1.27 | 0.35
pervious) (Acres)

Table 6.4-2
Grading Construction Schedules for Proposed Project and Alternatives
Begin Timeframe
Construction | Proposed | Alternative | Alternative
Project 1 2

Segment 1
e Pedestrian Undercrossing/Tunnel | April 2010 | ® 5weeks | o 5weeks o 5 weeks
e Remainder of Segment 1 (Trails) e 10 weeks | o 10 weeks | o 5 weeks
Segment 2 May 2010 4 weeks 4 weeks 4 weeks
Note: All timeframes are assumed to overlap for the purposes of traffic, air quality and noise analyses for construction.
Source: Whitson Engineers, January 20, 2009 and February 25, 2009.

No Project Alternative
Description

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), a No Project Alternative has been evaluated.
CEQA requires the discussion of the No Project Alternative “to allow decision makers to compare the
impacts of approving the Proposed Project with the impacts of not approving the Proposed Project.”
According to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(2), the No Project Alternative shall discuss what
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would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved. Thus,
the No Project/No Development Alternative consists of the environmental conditions that currently exist
with the site left in its current condition (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢)(3)). Under this
alternative, the project site would be as currently described in the existing setting under each issue area
discussed in this Draft EIR. The existing ongoing maintenance activities would continue to occur within
the project site, including annual vegetation clearing and grading of the dirt road within Hatton Canyon.
Existing pedestrian and some bicycling (mostly using mountain bikes) would continue to occur on the dirt
road.

Environmental Analysis

With the No Project Alternative, all of the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project would be
avoided; however, the beneficial impacts of the project would also be avoided, including the following
identified beneficial impacts:

o Aesthetic benefits at the degraded site just south of Carmel Valley Road and throughout the Hatton
Canyon where the existing access road is being eroded by storm flows and yearly maintenance
results in clearing of vegetation.

o Potential reduction in motorized vehicular trips, and the associated reductions in (1) noise
generation, (2) motorized, vehicular emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases, (3)
transportation public safety risks, and (4) congestion levels.

e Reduction in ongoing erosion and vegetative removal due to maintenance of the existing fire break
and sewer easement road, and the associated indirect adverse effects on (1) wetland and riparian
habitat, (2) wildlife species utilizing that habitat (including California red-legged frog, a federally-
listed endangered species), and (3) water quality in Hatton Canyon drainage, Carmel River, Carmel
Bay, and the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary.

o Improved safety conditions for students, faculty, and staff walking or bicycling to and from Carmel
High School from Carmel Valley or areas south of Carmel Valley Road.

o Improved surface treatment for emergency and sewer line maintenance vehicles that currently, and
will continue to, access the entire site; also resulting in improved fuel efficiency (and associated
reduction in air pollutants) and reduced noise from those vehicles.

e Improved fire protection due to improved surface for fire trucks (as described in previous bullet)
and addition of three fire hydrants within Hatton Canyon (Segment 1) that will improve the fire
fighting ability at the site and vicinity.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The No Project Alternative would fail to meet any of the project objectives.

Alternative 1: Narrowed Trail Alternative

Description

Alternative 1: The Narrowed Trail Alternative (Narrowed Trail Alternative) is similar to the Proposed
Project, because it also includes the construction of an approximately 1.7 mile long Class I bicycle and
pedestrian trail parallel to and east of Highway 1 from Rio Road north to Carmel Valley Road and then
through Hatton Canyon to Canyon Drive. However, this alternative would include an 8-foot wide paved
section for a portion of the trail length versus the Proposed Project, which includes a 12-foot wide paved
trail the entire length, with both including one 2-foot shoulder and one 4-foot decomposed granite
shoulder. The Narrowed Trail Alternative’s 8-foot paved section would include the entire proposed trail
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between Carmel Valley Road and station 94+39 (approximately 0.92 miles north of Carmel Valley Road)
where the pavement width would gradually increase to 12-feet wide. The trail cross-section would be the
same as the Proposed Project between 96+00 and the trail access on Canyon Drive (see Alternative 1 Site
Plans in Appendix L). Therefore, for approximately 1 mile of the 1.7 mile trail, the pavement width
would be reduced from 12 feet to 8 feet when compared to the Proposed Project. The reduction in trail
size would require less grading and paving of surface areas. Table 6.4-1 above shows the amounts of
grading, acreage of grading and final acreages of pavement and decomposed granite required for the
Narrowed Trail Alternative (in comparison to the Proposed Project and Alternative 2: The Shortened Trail
Alternative, discussed below). The description of construction activities, phasing, schedule, and the
required permits and approvals in Section 3.0 Project Description would remain the same under
Alternative 1: Narrowed trail Alternative (see Table 6.4-2, above).

Environmental Analysis

The following section describes the relative environmental impacts of the Narrowed Trail Alternative in
each of the resource sections. Table 2.4-1 in Section 2, Summary, includes a complete list of significant
or potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the Proposed Project and
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Aesthetic impacts that were considered to be less-than-significant with the Proposed Project would be
slightly reduced due to the narrower trail within Hatton Canyon compared to the Proposed Project (i.e.,
the 4 foot reduction in the width of pavement along an approximately 1 mile length of trail). The same
number of pine and oak trees would be removed in this alternative as with the Proposed Project; therefore,
mitigation for tree removal would still be required (Mitigation Measures 4.3-5 and 4.3-6). Potential
significant impacts to Smith’s blue butterfly would be the same as the Proposed Project because the same
existing dune buckwheat plants would be removed; therefore, mitigation for potential impacts to this
species would still be required (Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-3, 4.3-7, 4.3-8, 4.3-9, 4.3-11, 4.3-
13). Operational impacts on biological resources due to increased pedestrian and pet off-trail use would
be the same as the Proposed Project; therefore, mitigation for potential operational impacts to habitat
would still be required (Mitigation Measures 4.3-13 and 4.13-23). Impacts in the area of geotechnical and
geologic hazards, such as soil stability/constraints, seismic-related hazards would be essentially the same
as with the Proposed Project and would also be potentially significant; therefore, the same mitigation
would be required (Mitigation Measures 4.5-2, above). Note: erosion is addressed below because it
would be slightly reduced with this alternative. As with the Proposed Project, the Narrowed Trail
Alternative would have no land use impacts. The Narrowed Trail Alternative, as with the Proposed
Project, would potentially increase safety hazards due to conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians, and
motorists off-site; therefore, Mitigation Measures 4.10-2 through 4.20-8 would be required to reduce this
potentially significant public safety impact to a less-than-significant level.

The Narrowed Trail Alternative would result in a reduction in the following significant or potentially
significant environmental impacts when compared to the Proposed Project:

e Construction air pollutant emissions. The slight reduction in overall grading and paving would
result in a very minor reduction in particulate matter, diesel exhaust, regional pollutants, and
greenhouse gas emissions during construction compared to the Proposed Project. Appendix F2
contains the Urbemis modeling for the Narrowed Trail Alternative, which is summarized in
Table 6.4-3, below. The same significant air quality impacts would result and the same
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4) would be required to
reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
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o Biological resources. Due to the reduction in disturbed acreage under the Narrowed Trail
Alternative when compared to the Proposed Project, impacts to biological resources would be
reduced as follows, although mitigation for all of these impacts would still be required as with the
Proposed Project, including Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 through 4.3-23.

0 the impacts to wetland areas would be reduced from 0.11 acres to 0.09 acres (a reduction
of 871 square feet),
0 the impacts to riparian areas would be reduced from 0.77 acres to 0.57 acres (a reduction
of 8,712 square feet),
0 vegetation removal would be reduced by approximately 0.63 acres (including 0.2 acres of
riparian, 0.4 acres of ruderal, and 0.02 acres of wetland vegetation and 0.01 acres of
waters of the U.S.),
o the associated reductions in potential impacts to California red-legged frog, and Monterey
dusky-footed woodrat due to the loss of riparian and wetland habitat/vegetation, and
o0 the impacts to nursery and nesting sites for bird species would be reduced due to the
smaller Project Impact Area for the Narrowed Trail Alternative and thus, fewer trees
potentially containing nests would be impacted indirectly by construction activities.
Several of the Proposed Project mitigation measures specify acreage of habitat to be created or
restored as compensation for these acreages impacted. With implementation of the Narrowed
Trail Alternative 1, the mitigation measures for the Proposed Project would be adjusted to reduce
the amount of restoration acreage required. See Mitigation Measures below and Table 2.4-1.

e Cultural resources. Due to the reductions in grading volumes and the 9% reduction in acreage of
disturbance, potential for disturbance to unknown resources during construction would be
reduced slightly compared to the Proposed Project, although the impact would also be potentially
significant and the same mitigation (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, and 4.4-3) would be
required.

e Geotechnical (erosion), hydrology, and water quality. Due to the reductions in grading volumes
and the 9% reduction in acreage of disturbance, the potential for soil erosion and siltation during
construction would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. The impact due to the
Narrowed Trail alternative would also be considered potentially significant and the same
mitigation (Mitigation Measures 4.3-17, 4.3-18, and 4.5-1) would be required.

e Construction noise and vibration. The slight reduction in overall grading and paving would
result in a very minor reduction in length of time that noise would emanate from along the portion
of trail that would be narrowed and from trucks hauling material, although the same maximum
noise levels or vibration would occur compared to the Proposed Project. Construction noise
impacts would still be considered to be significant and the same mitigation measures (Mitigation
Measure 4.8-1 and 4.8-2) would apply as for the Proposed Project.

e Construction traffic. The slight reduction in overall grading and paving would result in a very
minor reduction in traffic generation during construction. Construction traffic impacts would still
be considered to be significant and the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.10-1
and 4.10-9) would apply as for the Proposed Project.
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Table 6.4-3
Worst-Case Construction Emission Estimates for Narrowed Trail Alternative (pounds per day)
PMyg
ROG NOx CcO Dust Exhaust Total PM, s CO,
Unmitigated | 6.3 52.4 28.8 351.5 2.6 354.1 75.8 4,976
Mitigated | 6.3 44.9 28.8 55.0 2.5 55.5 12.0 4,976
Threshold | 137 137 550 NA NA 82 NA NA

NA = MBUACPD does not have a quantified threshold for this pollutant during construction.
Values in bold represent exceedances of the relevant threshold.

The only impact that may be considered to increase under the Narrowed Trail Alternative would be on-
site safety hazards due to potential conflicts between bicyclists and between pedestrian and bicyclists on
the trail itself. Specifically, there will be only 8 feet of pavement through much of Segment 1 and that
would be four feet less than the 12-feet provided by the Proposed Project. This 8 foot wide paved section
would still meet minimum Caltrans Highway Design Manual specifications, and the segment selected to
be narrowed by the project engineer was chosen to ensure that there would be adequate sight distance and
relatively flat slopes. The public safety impacts of trail use (on-site) would be less than significant
(similar to the proposed project) for the following reasons:

e The Proposed Project complies with California Department of Transportation Highway Design
Manual, Chapter 1000 Bikeway Planning and Design.

e The existing condition, wherein most bicyclists must utilize Highway 1 to travel between
Flanders Drive and Rio Road, is considered to have more safety risks.

e Accident reports on other similar trails do not lead to a conclusion that on-site safety would be a
significant impact due to operational use of the proposed trail.

Narrowed Trail Alternative Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures for potentially significant and significant impacts of the Narrowed Trail
Alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Project with the exception of the following:

Because the Narrowed Trail Alternative would only impact 0.57 acres of riparian, the first two sentences
of Mitigation Measures 4.3-16 would be revised as follows:

“4.3-16 Riparian habitat will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio by restoring 1.14 .54 acres of riparian
habitat at the locations identified in the Biological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan included in
Appendix G-7. However, the project will restore 1.40 196 acres of riparian habitat, as there is
the potential not all areas restored will meet the success criteria outline in the mitigation plan...”

Because the Narrowed Trail Alternative would only impact 0.09 acres of wetland (versus 0.11 acres due
to the Proposed Project), the first two sentences of Mitigation Measures 4.3-22 would be revised as
follows:

“4.3-22 Wetlands permanently impacted as a result of the project will be mitigated by restoration
at the location shown in Appendix G-7 at a 1:1 ratio by restoring 0.09 6-1% acre of wetland
habitat. However, the project will restore 0.10 8:12 acres of wetland, as there is the potential not
all areas restored will meet the success criteria outlined in the mitigation plan. ....”
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Summary

The significant environmental impacts resulting from the construction and operation (use) of the Proposed
Project would still apply to the Narrowed Trail Alternative, although in some cases the severity or extent
of the impact would be reduced. A reduction in impacts in Biological Resources would be most evident
under this alternative. Minor decreases in construction-related impacts would also include reductions in
air quality, cultural resources, noise, and traffic impacts. The reduction in impacts from the Narrowed
Trail Alternative would not eliminate any of the mitigations provided in this Draft EIR for the Proposed
Project, in fact all mitigation measures contained in this Draft EIR that apply to the Proposed Project
would also apply to the Narrowed Trail Alternative, although quantities of mitigation acreages for
wetland and riparian restoration would be less. Table 2.4-1 in Section 2, Summary, includes a complete
list of significant or potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the Proposed
Project and Alternatives 1 and 2.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The Narrowed Trail Alternative would be able to meet all of the project’s primary objectives identified
above. All the beneficial impacts of the Proposed Project would also be achieved.

Alternative 2: Shortened Trail Alternative

Description

Alternative 2: The Shortened Trail Alternative would reduce the length of the Proposed Project, because it
would include only approximately ¥ mile of trail, including the pedestrian undercrossing and the loop
trails connecting to Carmel Valley Road. The Shortened Trail would reduce the Proposed Project’s 1.7
miles of trail by approximately 1.2 miles, eliminating all project components north of Station 49+50 (the
northern limit of the trail connection to the north side of Carmel Valley Road). Other project components
that would be eliminated include the wetland restoration set aside area since wetland restoration at that
site would not be necessary, as described below. The remainder of the trail south of Station 49+50 would
remain the same as the Proposed Project, including all of Segment 2 and only the pedestrian
undercrossing and loop trial connections to Carmel Valley Road in Segment 1 (shown in Appendix B).
As with the Proposed Project, the Shortened Trail Alternative would include a 12-foot wide paved cross-
section, a 2-foot decomposed granite shoulder on one side of the trail, and a 4-foot shoulder on the other
side to accommodate pedestrian traffic. The three (3) fire hydrants proposed to be installed in Segment 1
would not be constructed in this alternative. The reduction in trail length would require substantially less
grading (cut, fill, export, and import) and paving of surface areas. Table 6.4-1 above shows the volumes
of grading, acreage of grading and final acreages of pavement and decomposed granite required for the
Shortened Trail Alternative (in comparison to the Proposed Project and Alternative 1: The Narrowed Trail
Alternative). In addition, the Shortened Trail Alternative would have a shorter construction period
(specifically for the trails in Segment 1) than either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1. The remainder
of Segment 1 (loop trails connecting to Carmel Valley Road) would require only five weeks for grading
versus 10 weeks for the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 (see Table 6.4-2). The required permits and
approvals in Section 3.0 Project Description would remain the same with Alternative 2.

Environmental Analysis

The following section describes the relative environmental impacts of the Shortened Trail Alternative for
each of the resource sections. Table 2.4-1 in Section 2, Summary, includes a complete list of significant
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or potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures applicable to the Proposed Project and
Alternatives 1 and 2.

Aesthetic impacts considered to be less-than-significant with the Proposed Project would be reduced due
to elimination of the trail within Hatton Canyon, although there are very minimal public views of the
portion of the trail eliminated. No pavement would be placed along approximately 1.2 miles of the
Proposed Project trail. One less pine and one less oak tree would be removed in this alternative than with
the Proposed Project; however, tree replanting would still be required pursuant to Mitigation Measure
#4.3-5 and 4.3-13. Potential significant impacts to Smith’s blue butterfly would be the same as the
Proposed Project because the same existing dune buckwheat would be removed and the same mitigation
(Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-3, 4.3-7, 4.3-8, 4.3-9, 4.3-11, and 4.3-13) would be required. As
with the Proposed Project, the Shortened Trail Alternative would have no land use impacts.

The Shortened Trail Alternative would result in a reduction in the following significant or potentially
significant environmental impacts when compared to the Proposed Project:

e Construction air pollutant emissions. The reduction in overall grading and paving would result in
a very minor reduction in particulate matter, diesel exhaust, regional pollutants, and greenhouse
gas emissions during construction compared to the Proposed Project. Appendix F2 contains the
Urbemis modeling for the Shortened Trail Alternative, which is summarized in Table 6.4-4,
below. The same significant air quality impacts would result and the same mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measures 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-3, and 4.2-4) would be required to reduce these impacts to
a less-than-significant level.

o Biological resources. Due to the reduction in disturbed acreage under the Shortened Trail
Alternative when compared to the Proposed Project, impacts to biological resources would be
reduced as follows, although mitigation for most of these impacts would still be required as with
the Proposed Project:

0 the impacts to wetland areas would be reduced from 0.11 acres to 0.06 acres,

0 the impacts to riparian areas would be reduced from 0.77 acres to 0.29 acres,

0 vegetation removal would be reduced by over 4 acres,

o0 no removal of native Monterey pine trees would occur (only one would be removed by
the Proposed Project), and

o0 the potential impacts to California red-legged frog, Monterey dusky-footed woodrat, and
bird species would be reduced in proportion to the reductions in riparian impacts and
overall site disturbance.

e Cultural resources. Due to the reductions in grading volumes and the 59% reduction in acreage
of disturbance, potential for disturbance to unknown cultural resources during construction would
be reduced slightly compared to the Proposed Project, although the same mitigation would be
required.

e Geotechnical and geologic hazards, such as soil stability/constraints, and seismic-related
hazards. The impacts would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project due to less
construction and less construction on soils and land subject to geotechnical or geologic risks;
however, the same mitigation (Mitigation Measure 4.5-2) would be required.

e Geotechnical (erosion), hydrology, and water quality. Due to the reductions in grading volumes
and the 59% reduction in acreage of disturbance, soil erosion and siltation during construction
would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project. The impact due to the Narrowed Trail
alternative would also be considered potentially significant and the same mitigation (Mitigation
Measures 4.3-17, 4.3-18, and 4.5-1) would be required.
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e Construction noise and vibration. The reduction in overall grading and paving would result in an
elimination of noise impacts to receptor #3 and some reduction to noise impacts to receptor #2
reported in Section 4.8, Noise (i.e., those closest to the portion of trail eliminated). See Figure
4.8-1. No trucks would use Canyon Drive or Flanders Drive. For receptor #1, there would be no
reduction in maximum noise levels or vibration compared to the Proposed Project, although
significantly fewer truck trips would occur near their property. The same mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measures 4.8-1 and 4.8-2) would apply as for the Proposed Project.

e Construction traffic. The reduction in overall grading and paving would result in a reduction in
traffic generation during construction. Traffic impacts during construction would also be
considered significant and mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.10-1 and 4.10-9) would
be required to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Table 6.4-4
Worst-Case Construction Emission Estimates for Shortened Trail Alternative (pounds per day)
PMy,
ROG NOx CcO Dust Exhaust Total PM, s CO,
Unmitigated | 8.4 63.0 |37.95| 128.8 3.6 132.3 30.2 5,947
Mitigated | 8.4 55,5 [ 37.96 | 23.43 2.5 24.9 6.2 5,947
Threshold | 137 137 550 NA NA 82 NA NA

NA = MBUACPD does not have a quantified threshold for this pollutant during construction.

Values in bold represent exceedances of the relevant threshold.

Values in italicized text are higher than Alternative 1 and, in some cases, the Proposed Project due to
construction phasing assumption, in particular due to overlapping/shortening the paving phases for
Segments 1 and 2.

Shortened Trail Alternative Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures for potentially significant and significant impacts of the Shortened Trail
Alternative would be the same as for the proposed Project with the exception of the following:

Because the Shortened Trail Alternative would only impact 0.29 acres of riparian, the first two sentences
of Mitigation Measures 4.3-16 would be revised as follows:

“4.3-16 Riparian habitat will be replaced at a 2:1 ratio by restoring 0.58 454 acres of riparian
habitat at the locations identified in the Biological Mitigation and Monitoring Plan included in
Appendix G-7. However, the project will restore 0.72 196 acres of riparian habitat, as there is
the potential not all areas restored will meet the success criteria outline in the mitigation plan...”

Because the Shortened Trail Alternative would only impact 0.06 acres of wetland (versus 0.11 acres due
to the Proposed Project), the first two sentences of Mitigation Measures 4.3-22 would be revised as
follows:

“4.3-22 Wetlands permanently impacted as a result of the project will be mitigated by restoration
at the location shown in Appendix G-7 at a 1:1 ratio by restoring 0.06 821 acre of wetland
habitat. However, the project will restore 0.08 8:12 acres of wetland, as there is the potential not
all areas restored will meet the success criteria outlined in the mitigation plan. ....”

The Shortened Trail Alternative would not impact any areas north of Station 49+00 on Sheet L-1 of
Appendix B. Mitigation Measure 4.10-1 would still apply, with the exception of the item #2 under the 4"
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bullet, which would not be required. No construction would occur in the upper canyon for this
alternative.

Summary

Most of the significant environmental impacts resulting from the construction and operation (use) of the
Proposed Project would also apply to the Shortened Trail Alternative, although in some cases the severity
or extent of the impact would be reduced. This alternative would result in a reduction in impacts to
biological resources, and related to construction-related issues (air quality, cultural resources, noise, and
traffic impacts). The reduction in impacts from the Shortened Trail Alternative would not eliminate any
of the mitigation measures provided in this Draft EIR for the Proposed Project and many mitigation
measures contained in this Draft EIR applicable to the Proposed Project would also apply to the
Shortened Trail Alternative, although quantities of mitigation acreages for wetland and riparian
restoration would be less. In addition, measures specific to Segment 1 north of the pedestrian
undercrossing and loop trail to westbound Carmel Valley Road would be eliminated. Table 2.4-1 in
Section 2, Summary, includes a complete list of significant or potentially significant impacts and
mitigation measures applicable to the Proposed Project and Alternatives 1 and 2.

Ability to Meet Project Objectives

The Shortened Trail Alternative would meet the following Proposed Project’s primary objectives
identified above, but to a lesser degree because the trail would only be built between Carmel Valley Road
and Rio Road, no longer between Canyon Drive and Carmel Valley Road. This alternative would
eliminate one (1) mile of the trail and would no longer provide paved trail connectivity to and from
neighborhoods north of Carmel Valley Road without use of motorized streets and roads.

e Provide a safe and separated Class I* bicycle facility (bikeway) for use by bicyclists and
pedestrians.

e Provide a safe, non-motorized vehicle and pedestrian route for people traveling to and from the
shopping centers south of Carmel Valley Road and north of Carmel River.

e Increase the number of commute, shopping, school, and recreational bicycle and walking trips
between land uses in the Proposed Project vicinity.

e Provide additional opportunities for physical exercise and reduction of stress levels (and the
associated health benefits) for residents and visitors.

e Be consistent with Assembly Bill 434 that called for development of a non-motorized trail.

e Improve air quality through reduction of vehicle trips and associated emissions.

Alternative 2: Shortened Trail Alternative would not meet the following project objectives:
e Provide an alternative to motorized travel along Highway 1 and nearby streets.
o Provide a safe, non-motorized vehicle and pedestrian route for students, faculty, and staff
traveling to and from Carmel High School.

% The Streets and Highway Code Section 890.4 defines a "Bikeway" as a facility that is provided primarily for bicycle travel,
including the following classes of bikeways: 1) Class | Bikeway (Bike Path) provides a completely separated right-of-way for
the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with cross flow by motorists minimized; 2) Class 1l Bikeway (Bike Lane) provides a
striped lane for one-way bike travel on a street or highway; and 3) Class 11l Bikeway (Bike Route) provides for shared use with
pedestrian or motor vehicle traffic.
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Many of the beneficial impacts of the Proposed Project would also not be achieved or would be reduced
substantially.  Specifically, the following would not be considered beneficial impacts with the
implementation of the Shortened Trail alternative:

o Aesthetic benefits within the Hatton Canyon where the existing access road is being eroded by
storm flows and yearly maintenance results in clearing of vegetation.

e Potential reduction in motorized vehicular trips, and the associated reductions in (1) noise
generation, (2) motorized, vehicular emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases, (3)
transportation public safety risks, and (4) congestion levels.

e Reduction in ongoing erosion and vegetative removal due to maintenance of the existing fire
break and sewer easement road, and the associated indirect adverse effects on (1) wetland and
riparian habitat, (2) wildlife species utilizing that habitat (including California red-legged frog, a
federally-listed endangered species), and (3) water quality in Hatton Canyon drainage, Carmel
River, Carmel Bay, and the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary.

o Improved safety conditions for students, faculty, and staff walking or bicycling to and from
Carmel High School from Carmel Valley or areas south of Carmel Valley Road.

o Improved surface treatment for emergency and sewer line maintenance vehicles that currently,
and will continue to, access the entire site also resulting in improved fuel efficiency (and
associated reduction in air pollutants) and reduced noise from those vehicles.

¢ Reduction in annual maintenance requirements (i.e., yearly clearing and grading the road for use
as sewer maintenance line and fire break).

e Improved fire protection due to improved surface for fire trucks (as described in previous bullet)
and addition of three fire hydrants within Hatton Canyon (Segment 1) that will improve the fire
fighting ability at the site and vicinity.

6.5 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative to the Proposed Project be specified, if one is
identified. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is supposed to minimize adverse impacts
to the project site and surrounding environment while achieving the basic objectives of the project. The
"No Project” alternative could be considered the environmentally superior alternative because all adverse
impacts associated with project construction and operation would be avoided. However, CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(2) states: “If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project”
alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.”

In this analysis, the Narrowed Trail and Shortened Trail Alternatives may both be considered to
environmentally superior to the Proposed Project because both would reduce the severity and extent of
biological impacts and of construction-related impacts in the areas of air quality, noise, traffic, and
hydrology and water quality while still meeting some of the project’s objectives. The Shortened Trail
Alternative would be environmentally superior to the Narrowed Trail Alternative; however, would be less
effective at meeting all of the Proposed Project objectives and would not result in as many of the
beneficial impacts of the Proposed Project and the Narrowed Trail Alternative.
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