
plancomm
Note
Comments in this document by:

   John W. Roth
   Post Office Box 51389
   Riverside, California  92517-2389













plancomm
Note
The current economic climate will not support the growth rate of the past several years.  Please provide detailed backup regarding the contention that the population of Riverside County will double by 2020. 

plancomm
Note
RCTC should stop trying to hoodwink the public using the term "parkway" if that is not what is intended.  The most recent mailing in the Q&A for the Mid County Parkway, Volume 6 October 2008, page 7 includes a depiction of what is expected in a parkway; it is certainly not an "expressway or arterial".



plancomm
Note
Assuming that the Tier 1 efforts were to "preserve needed right of way", please explain why little or none of the right of way was used from I-215 West to I-15.

plancomm
Note
Please explain how and why the 2035 design year differs from the statement on page __ that the MCP is needed because the population of Riverside County will double by 2020.  What population is the 2035 design year expected to accommodate?

plancomm
Note
Please explain the rationale for developing a transportation corridor under the guise of a "parkway", when the intent is to permit STAA larger trucks, which would normally be found on interstate,freeway, or expressway corridors



plancomm
Note
Again, Riverside County is in the forefront of the national housing and financial crisis and there is no basis for concluding that substantial population growth and employment growth will continue until the current crisis has run it's course.  Presently, no one seems to know when the current crisis will end.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why this paragraph cites alternative east-west corridors "south of SR-74" there is no discussion of why the SR-74 corridor itself was omitted as a viable east-west corridor.  

plancomm
Note
There is little question that Cajalco Road needs to be improved.  Improvements, including traffic signals, guard rails and resurfacing have been complete between El Sobrante and La Sierra and the same is planned for the section from La Sierra to Temescal Canyon Road in early 2009.  Although the roadway is still two lanes, improvements to four lanes is currently in the planing stages.  Please explain why a four lane corridor would not be adequate for the foreseeable future given the current economic and financial crisis.



plancomm
Note
Under Alternative 1B, what roadway conditions were assumed, i.e., existing roadway, improved roadway, number of lanes, etc.

plancomm
Note
Once again, we have the issue of truck traffic which, in the sections West of I-215, will encounter steep grades that may or may not efficient mobility.

plancomm
Note
Please tabulate the anticipated accidents on the existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway that would, not "could", occur versus the proposed high speed MCP.



plancomm
Note
-  First, whose standards is the roadway required to meet: Caltrans or Riverside County?
-  Second, compliance with Caltrans standards at I-15, I-215, and SR-79 does not imply that the roadway, with some redesign, could not meet the required standards.
-  Third, the curve radii referenced in the existing Riverside County General Plan Circulation Element is a red herring.  Please explain why the curve radii, alignment and other requirements could not be modified by Riverside County Transportation personnel. 



plancomm
Note
Does the siting of the "locally preferred alternative" imply that future growth will occur along the entire length of the MCP, even though some areas may wish to remain rural?

plancomm
Note
The permissive word "may", used in two instances below, is inconclusive and does not allow decision makers and the general public to make informed desisions with respect to the appropriateness of the MCP.  In addition, the phrases "may receive partial funding..." and "may initiate future legislation to..." are significant and far reaching events that the public has a right to know.



plancomm
Note
Once again, use of non-specific working, such as "It is anticipated..." implys an event that may or may not happen and is not sufficient for public scrutiny.  Also, stating that the Perris Multimodal Facility is in "close proximity is not adequate for detailed analysis.

plancomm
Note
The related projects are an interesting list of projects that RCTC is involved in, but it is not clear that all are directly related to and provide rationale for the MCP.  Many are in the study phase or in the near or very distant future.  Please provide detailed rationale how each project will be improved by completing the MCP.











plancomm
Note
The statement that the overall transportation network will be deficient without the inclusion of the MCP is an assumption that is simply not supportable by this document. Provide support for this far reaching statement.



plancomm
Note
What specifically were the "engineering feasibility" issues for Alternatives 2 and 3?

plancomm
Note
Please show how Alternative 4 completely avoids the Metropolitan Habitat Conservation Plan Reserve, which presumably makes Alternative 9 through extremely rugged terrain, two Specific Plans, and a rural equestrian neighborhood a better alternative.  





plancomm
Note
This alternative has substantial merit, with some slight modification.  It basically uses existing right of way and follows fairly level terrain. Following the "preferred" route to
I-215 and then transiting northwest to pick up the Cajalco right of way would allow the same I-215 interchange and Perris Boulevard connections.





plancomm
Note
This alternative is neither logical nor cost effective.  The route results in an uphill elevation change from I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau and then downhill from the plateau to Temescal Canyon Road.  The route on both sides of the plateau covers very steep and rugged terrain, which will result in substantial development costs.  It also bisects a community supported Specific Plan that has been in process for many years and would also have the effect of inducing urban growth in a rural, equestrian area that is designated as RC (Rural Community) on the Riverside County General Plan. It is a poor and flawed design that is devoid of logic and makes absolutely no sense if RCTC is seriously considering  recommending the route as a state highway that would acommodate heavy truck traffic.







plancomm
Note
First, a check of the minutes of the September 12, 2007 RCTC hearing will show that the rationale for selecting Alternative 9 will show that the laundry list provided below was not presented at the hearing.  The information presented was more a summation of the nine items presented in the most recent Q&A Mid County Parkway, Volume 6: October 2008.
Second, although environmental damage is extremely important, any evaluation of alternatives must consider benefits to the driving public that are provided by the preferred alternative.  For example, there are only two proposed connections in extremely rural areas, while Alternatives 4 and 5 provide five proposed connections.  Please explain why public benefit is not used to evaluate the preferred route.
Third, the following list contains items that are public benefit items, such as creating a second park in Perris, but have nothing to do with environmental damage as suggested by this comment.  Please consider bifurcating the list into items that result in environmental damage and those resulting in public benefits.
Fourth, please indicate where backup for all of the following claims can be found, such as "...the fewest number of streams..." or ..."one of the lowest in adding new pavement..." or ...one of the lower number of residential and business locations...", etc.



plancomm
Note
The decision not to follow the act can obviously be argued from a chronological perspective.  Please list RCTC's rationale for avoiding the environmental review process provided in the act.



plancomm
Note
This statement implys that Alternative 9 will still be "the" Preferred Alternative.  Please provide rationale as to why none of the other alternatives, or perhaps a new alternative will not be considered.

plancomm
Note
Please refer to earlier comment regarding Alternative 5 with modification to include a portion of the Preferred alternative from Perris Boulevard to I-215.  Explain why this not a reasonable
build alternative. 



plancomm
Note
First, what is the date of the RTP and where is it located?
Second, which of the alternative corridors is being proposed in the RTP?



plancomm
Note
First, bifurcation of a park on both sides of a major transportation corridor will not result in a useful park where residents are required to access portions of the park across the corridor.
Second, Riverside County Flood  Control does not advocate the uses of detention basins for park use.  As such, the claim of additional park acreage is not valid.

plancomm
Note
Claim (1) is patently false.  Although some portions of the MCP area have been undergoing rapid development, the entire area west of I-215, including the Gavilan Hills, is rural in nature and has not been part of the surge in growth.  It is designated a Rural Community in the Riverside County General Plan and there are currently no plans to change this designation.  Routing the MCP over the Gavilan Plateau will have undesirable growth inducing effects.



plancomm
Note
First, the historical sequence of development is that substantial development proposals occur after a transportation corridor has been approved.  Since much of Alternative 9 west of I-215 is rural, there would be no reason for urban development proposals until the final MCP route is approved.
Second, the referenced meetings were held during the unprecedented surge in Riverside County residential growth; however, the land use in the area west of
I-215 was designated RC, which was not attractive to developers and land speculators. Currently, development proposals throughout Riverside County, under present economic conditions,  are few and far between.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why development would be likely to occur near Alexander or Clark Street in the rural, low income area of Mead Valley.  Individuals from the community have stated that they are not interested in changing their rural lifestyle.

plancomm
Note
Placing interchanges in rural areas is definitely growth inducing and, in the case of the Gavilan Hills community, the route and interchange are not supported by the community.  Please explain how RCTC proposes to prevent urbanization of the community if Alternative 9 is selected as the final MCP route.



plancomm
Note
There is little farmland of any classification west of I-215;however, the  agricultural land east of I-215, specifically in the Lakeview/Nuevo area will be decimated by the route and large residential developments planned in the area.  Please tabulate the impacted farmland both east and west of I-215.

plancomm
Note
Please contrast the impacts of the MCP versus the impacts that would occur with Alternative 1B.

plancomm
Note
This statement implies that there is only one community affected by the MCP, i.e., "...the existing community."  Please identify all communities that would be affected by the Preferred Alternative and list the effects on each community.



plancomm
Note
Please contrast the relocation costs and construction costs associated with Alternative 5 with the same costs associated with Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
Although Alternative 9 will displace fewer residences than Alternatives 4 through 7, there is no reason not to continue to evaluate these alternatives.  Avoiding the existing right of way through Mead Valley will obviously avoid lower income residences and businesses, but it will also maintain the status quo and leave the area economically depressed.  Please explain why it is better for the Mead Valley community to avoid existing right of way and leave the community under served and economically depressed. 



plancomm
Note
Riverside County Fire Station No. 4 on Cajalco Road at Harley John Road could also be affected by Alternatives 4 through 7.



plancomm
Note
Please explain why 2035 is "the" horizon year, rather than 2020, which is cited earlier as the year Riverside County's population is projected to double.

plancomm
Note
The expression ...(between SR-91 and Temescal Canyon Road)... is confusing since it is not related to the "entire study area".  Please clarify.



plancomm
Note
Specifically, what type of trail is planned?  If it is multipurpose and includes equestrian traffic, location next to a major circulation route is not desirable.  If it does not include equestrian traffic, will a trail be provided for equestrians.

plancomm
Note
In the past, SCAG forecasts have not been accurate with respect to land use.  Currently, the most accurate depiction of projected land uses are the Area Plan Maps located in the Riverside County General Plan.  Were these maps considered in developing the regional forecasting model?



plancomm
Note
Please contrast the effect on residential structures and businesses of widening Cajalco Road to the General Plan Circulation Element with the MCP using the existing Cajalco Road right of way.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the specific information, including location, of these sites can be found.  Also, are the sites actually "historic property" or cultural sites.  If actually historic sites, please indicate whether any cultural sites are affected.

plancomm
Note
The words "...could result..." is not appropriate for an EIR and indicates that other alternatives have not been seriously considered.  Please indicated what sites would be impacted if another route were selected.



plancomm
Note
Once again, as stated in an earlier comment, Alternative 5 should receive additional serious consideration.

plancomm
Note
Here again, we have "...could result...", indicating that the other build alternatives have not been seriously considered.  This seems to indicate that RCTC has predetermined that Alternative 9 is the only viable route.



plancomm
Note
In this case, there is only a 30 acre difference between Alternative 5 and Alternative 9, which again makes Alternative 5 a reasonably viable candidate.



plancomm
Note
In this case, Alternative 5 is superior to Alternative 9, since Alternative 9 is routed through extremely rugged and steep terrain. 

plancomm
Note
This sentence is not correct.  The loading cannot be "...anticipated to increase post-project..." and then "...anticipated to decrease..."

plancomm
Note
Once again, Alternative 9 is a less desirable route than perhaps Alternative 5.  In addition,  due to the rocky nature of the terrain in Alternative 9, the route would be expected to require not only "grading", but significant blasting.





plancomm
Note
Please contrast the number of hazardous materials sites for Alternative 5 versus Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Diminished air quality always seems to be a step child of development.  Please contrast the MSATs for Alternative 5 versus Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
At the risk of being repetitive, the number of "...could result..." items in this summary, seems to indicate that Alternative 9 was selected as the "locally preferred alternative" to preclude serious consideration of the other alternatives.  The selection of Alternative 9 is not "locally preferred" by many residents affected by the MCP and makes mockery of the intended EIR process, which must seriously consider all alternatives. 



plancomm
Note
Increased noise will be prevalent in any of the build alternatives; however, routing Alternative 9 through a General Plan Rural Community, such as the Gavilan Hills,  places the noise in an area that the County has intentionally left rural to avoid the noise impact generated by a major transportation corridor. 



plancomm
Note
Once again, the results indicate that Alternative 5 is a strong candidate for reconsideration as the "locally preferred alternative".



plancomm
Note
Please contrast the indirect and cumulative effects of Alternative 9 with the effects of Alternatives 4 and 5.

plancomm
Note
It is interesting to note that in this Executive Summary, there appears to be a bias to pick and choose which alternatives are discussed and dismiss other alternatives.  In this example, Alternatives 4 and 5 are apparently not relevant to the discussion.  Please explain.



plancomm
Note
Another drawback to this summary is that it is inconsistent.  In some cases, the actual acreage values are provided as backup for the statements and, in other discussions, such as this one, the values are omitted.  Please provide a consistent summary. 

plancomm
Note
Cajalco Road needs improvement now.  Please provide rationale as to why it would not be reasonable to expedite improvement of Cajalco to four-lane capability, regardless of what alternative is selected for the MCP. 

plancomm
Note
Please explain why RCTC has requested comments regarding this EIR when all studies have not been completed.  Also, please indicate where in the EIR, the specific information on the plant species in this section can be located.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate where specific information regarding "...minimization of the project footprint." can be located.



plancomm
Note
Another example of incomplete study date in the apparent haste to get this EIR on the street.

plancomm
Note
Once again, another case for reconsideration of Alternative 5.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate how many acres are related to Alternatives 4 and 5 versus Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
Once again, the picking and choosing in this summary does not permit intelligent review of the data.  Please include Alternatives 4 and 5.

plancomm
Note
In this instance, there are no Alternatives to relate these numbers to.
Please provide additional information.

plancomm
Note
The statement that ..."native species...should outcompete the invasive species." is inconclusive and inappropriate for the EIR.  Please indicate what studies have been performed that would lead to this conclusion



plancomm
Note
Please provide the factual basis for this statement.  Historically, urbanization has  followed transportation corridors and as such, Alternative 9 will have a growth inducing effect on the Gavilan plateau, where the Riverside County General Plan has designated the area as a Rural Community.



plancomm
Note
The tabular information is useful; however, an exhibit showing the location of each of the listed items with respect to the various build alternatives is requested in order to comprehensively review the impacts to the listed items.









plancomm
Note
Very little difference noted between Alternative 5 and Alternative 9; i.e., less than 100 acres.



plancomm
Note
Growth inducing impacts will occur along the entire length of the MCP; not just at service interchanges.  Please explain why the growth will not occur in other areas along the corridor. Also, defined the radius around the interchange in which the growth is expected to occur. 

plancomm
Note
There is currently no way to verify the quantity impacts included in this table.  Please include in the Potential Impact column a reference to the Volume, Chapter, Section, Table, Figure and/or Page where the specific  information can be reviewed.



plancomm
Note
Please explain how the impacts to non-white (presumably African-American), Hispanic and the percentage below the poverty line can be exactly the same for Alternatives 5 and 9. 





plancomm
Note
If this table is even remotely accurate, there appears to be less impact with Alternative 5 versus Alternative 9 and the proposed mitigation does not significantly improve LOS at many locations in the so-called horizon year of 2035.  Please explain the benefits of Alternative 9 and why the proposed mitigation measures do not provide better LOS.









plancomm
Note
Please explain how Alternative 9 can have greater adverse impact and still have "fewer impacts to sensitive viewers".  Also, provide an explanation of what constitutes a "sensitive" viewer.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why Alternative 9, which has more locations impacted, is more desirable than Alternative 5.







plancomm
Note
Appreciate the reference to Chapter 2; however, the summary impacts for Alternatives 5 and 9 are identical.  Please explain why Alternative 9 is superior to Alternative 5.

plancomm
Note
With the exception of small differences in copper, lead and zinc, Alternative 5 appears to have less impact than Alternative 9 and less than on-half the acreage in steep slopes.  Please provide a reference as to where the stream crossing data is located.





plancomm
Note
All alternatives are superior to Alternative 9.  Please explain where specific information of construction costs for each of the various alternatives can be located.



plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference where the detailed information regarding paleontology can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please contrast the potential for traffic accidents and potential hazardous material spills by heavy truck traffic on an elevation-sensitive highway, such as Alternative 9, which changes elevation from I-215 to the Gavilan plateau and again from the plateau to
I-15, versus a relatively flat corridor such as Alternative 5.







plancomm
Note
Just an observation on a critical issue.  Air quality will continue to require overriding findings until a crisis level is reached and respiratory deaths can be attributed to air quality can verified.  Only alternatives fuels and electric vehicles may solve the problem.











plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference where the proposed right of way and acreages for Alternatives 5 and 9 can be verified.









plancomm
Note
Please confirm that there is no difference in Alternatives 5 and 9.

plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 9, with the design variation, is slightly less desirable than Alternative 5.



plancomm
Note
Please confirm that, other than the 1.6 acres of Least Bell's Vireo habitat, Alternative 5 is equal to or superior to Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 is equivalent to Alternative 9.





plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 is equivalent to Alternative 9.





plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the detailed backup for the values of Alternatives 5 and 9 can be located.



plancomm
Note
Although Alternative 5 impacts more of the LM-EMR, please explain why the proposed mitigation is not equivalent to the mitigation proposed for Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
Please check the values for Alternatives 5 and 9 for a math error.  If Alternative 5 is really 3 percent and Alternative 9 is 1.4 percent, the acreage for Alternative 5 should be higher. 



plancomm
Note
Please confirm that Alternative 5 does not present a serious problem with the proposed mitigation.

plancomm
Note
Same as previous comment for this site.





plancomm
Note
Please provide copies of any documentation, including minutes of meetings, telecon records, etc. regarding the impact to MWD habitat, mitigation of impacts, etc.







































plancomm
Note
Please see comment regarding the inappropriate nature of this term in the Executive Summary.













plancomm
Note
The study area shown here is identical to the previous study area and does not reflect all the routes that were previously studied.  Also, the name of the study area is misleading; it acutally runs from San Jacinto to Corona, rather than Hemet to Corona or Lake Elsinore.  Please explain.





plancomm
Note
The economy has undergone substantial changes since this EIR was prepared.  Please indicate where "substantial residential and commercial development is under construction,...".

plancomm
Note
Please explain this table.  Total Cost computes as the sum of Engineering and Construction in Bold type. What is the significance of Right of Way, Environmental Mitigation, and the second entry for Construction.  If the entire column is summed, the Total Cost is 6.56.

plancomm
Note
Please explain this note in plain English that any member of the public can understand.



plancomm
Note
The federal and state budgets are substantially out of balance.  Please indicate the best and worst case scenarios for when adequate funding for the MCP will be available.

plancomm
Note
Once again, if population is expected to double by 2020, why is 2035 cited as the "design year"?

plancomm
Note
In the Executive Summary, a statement was made the implied that RCTC would have to make a request to permit large trucks; now it appears to be a done deal.  Please explain your true intentions with respect to these large trucks.



plancomm
Note
Under current economic conditions, it is questionable whether or not the expenditure is "reasonable" or achievable.

plancomm
Note
There is no question that the section of Cajalco Road from I-215 to Temescal Canyon needs improvement.  Current plans include improvement of the existing two lanes form La Sierra to Temescal Canyon Road.  Please explain why it is not reasonable to allocate current limited funding to improving Cajalco Road from I-215 to Temescal Canyon Road to four lanes to provide a short term fix to the existing transportation problems in this area.



plancomm
Note
Please explain this statement.  SR-74 runs parallel to the Ramona/Cajalco corridor with no direct connection and there are no direct connections between SR-60/SR-91.  Also, explain why some degree of access control could not be provided on Cajalco Road.

plancomm
Note
First, it makes little or no sense to base the LOS statement on 2035 projections that are presently 27 years in the future. The situation on Cajalco Road needs to be fixed in the short term.  This could be accomplished by allocating funding to improve the corridor to four lanes from
I-215 to Temescal Canyon Road and possibly some limitation of access.







plancomm
Note
Please explain the column "Design Year 2035".  Is it with improvements or without improvements, such as expansion to four lanes and limiting access.

plancomm
Note
Based on this statement, Alternative 9 provides no benefit over Alternative 5 in terms of travel times.  Please explain why Alternative 5 is not a viable alternative.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate what topographic and "other" constraints limit additional growth in traffic on SR-74.  Also, please explain why "topographic" constraints are not a significant constraint to Alternative 9, which travels over rugged and steep terrain from an elevation of approximately 1505 a
I-215 and Placentia Street in Perris to an elevation of approximately 2042 at Gavilan Road and Lake Mathews Drive (an elevation rise of 537 feet), and from the elevation of 2042 drops to an elevation of 809 at the intersection of Cajalco Road and Temescal Canyon Road in Corona (an elevation change of 1233 feet).  If this alternative is selected and heavy trucks are allowed, significant truck lanes would be required, which would increase cost and diesel truck emissions.  Please explain why Alternative 9 has received the designation of "locally preferred alternative". 

plancomm
Note
Please explain the basis for this assumption with fact and figures.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why SR-74 can not be expanded to six or eight lanes from Hemet to I-15 via Ethanac Road. Also, explain why this improvement, coupled with four lanes and improved access on Cajalco Road, could not provide significant improvement in east-west mobility with less cost and environmental impact than any of the MCP alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the two heavy black lines from SR-79 to I-15.  Neither shows the "locally preferred alternative" from SR-79 to I-15.





plancomm
Note
Please indicate what the model says about the purpose of the 20 percent "entire length trips".  If it is to get to
SR-91 to work in Orange County, the solution to much of the entire transportation problem is improvement of the jobs-housing balance in Riverside County.  How has improvement in local employment been factored into the transportation modeling to mitigate the vehicle trips via the MCP?

plancomm
Note
Please explain why the increase in employment opportunities in Western Riverside County does not decrease the impact on traffic to Orange and Los Angeles Counties.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why some limited access is not possible on Cajalco Road.



plancomm
Note
Local residents of the Gavilan Hills have asked repeatedly if the MCP would be a "truck route".  Answers from RCTC on this subject have been evasive, but the EIR leaves no doubt that the intent is to accommodate large trucks. Please provide detailed information regarding the operational characteristics of the STAA vehicles. 





plancomm
Note
Please explain why a different time frame was used for this table versus the time frames for Tables 1.2.B and 1.2.C.



plancomm
Note
Please list the location and type of difficulties encountered with the terrain on the existing Cajalco Road and Ramona Expressway.



plancomm
Note
While admirable in concept, the application of Caltrans design standards to Cajalco Road without being designated as a State Highway creates a situation that effectively excludes any consideration of developing the corridor using the Riverside County Circulation Element as the basis for roadway design.  This action has the effect of steering  development of the MCP to a predetermined RCTC objective. Please explain the rationale for this decision given that the MCP has not been designated as a State Highway.

plancomm
Note
-  Here again, Alternative 5 follows the same route as Alternative 9 at the point of intersection west of Lake Mathews Drive.  In this case, the grade would be the same as planned for the MCP.  Also, please explain why the existing Cajalco Road could not be rerouted from La Sierra Avenue to intersect the route for Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 prior to encountering the grade down to Temescal Canyon Road.
-  Please provide detailed information regarding the design grades for Alternative 9 from I-215 to I-15

plancomm
Note
Please provide the location of the 20 access points within 1.0 mile.  Frontage roads are an obvious solution to this problem; however, RCTC has previously used the argument that they are not appropriate within the Mead Valley community due to impacts to residential/business properties that would result in increased cost.  Realizing that Mead Valley is a "disadvantaged" community, if frontage roads are not appropriate there, where are frontage roads planned? 



plancomm
Note
Please provide an explanation of what effect the realignment of Cajalco Road south of Lake Mathews has upon the grade from approximately La Sierra to Temescal Canyon Road.



plancomm
Note
Treating the MCP as if is a state highway without the accompanying legislation is presumptive and inappropriate and effectively invalidates this EIR.  In addition, the unwarranted state highway designation has precipitated the discussion of STAA trucks which will not be allowed without the appropriate designation.  Please explain why this EIR: (1) should not be shelved until such legislation is enacted, or (2) rewritten to reflect the plans provided in the Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan.

plancomm
Note
Please define the employment base and substantiate the claim regarding intermodal goods distribution. 







plancomm
Note
Other than the station adjacent to the proposed MCP, how does the MCP improve accessiblity to the other six stations?





plancomm
Note
Excellent map, but hard to read. Are these all of RCTC's major projects.  It is a stretch to consider all of the projects shown as "related" projects.





plancomm
Note
Figure 1.2.4 indicates that the widening is from Mary, not Adams, to the interchange.  Please correct here or Figure 1.2.4.







plancomm
Note
There is no doubt that some improvement is necessary in the Ramona/Cajalco Corridor.  It is not clear that a "state highway" version of the MCP is required and perhaps a scaled down version following Alternative 5 would be adequate under current depressed economic conditions.











plancomm
Note
Please contrast the increases in speed, reductions in travel time, and congestion relief of Alternative 9 with the corridor from Hemet to Lake Elsinore via Highway 74, Ethanac Road and again on Highway 74 to Lake Elsinore.  This route appears much less disruptive to the environment and local communities that the proposed alternative.



plancomm
Note
Please explain what engineering feasibility issues resulted in the elimination of the two northern alternatives.  Many local residents believe that the alternatives were eliminated due to impacts to Victoria Grove, a relatively new subdivision located north of La Sierra/El Sobrante.

plancomm
Note
Once again, applying the STAA design standards for large trucks was premature and inappropriate for the EIR since legislation has not been passed to qualify the corridor as a state highway.  Please supply rationale as to why the EIR should not be declared invalid.



plancomm
Note
The statement regarding land use constraints is inaccurate with respect to the Gavilan Hills community.  The MCP impacts two Specific Plans that have been in process for many years and will severely disrupt the entire community by siting a major transportation corridor in the center of a rural, equestrian community.  Please explain how this involves any type of constraint.









plancomm
Note
Please provide this document for review.







plancomm
Note
Please explain how many acres of  Lake Mathews MSHCP reserve lands would be impacted and why homeland security is a Metropolitian concern.



plancomm
Note
Here again, it appears that RCTC and the value analysis team were promoting an MCP agenda that would not use existing right-of-way in the face of long-term solutions by Riverside County Transportation staff.  Please provide the rationale behind this decision.

plancomm
Note
It is understandable that RCTC and the value analysis team would try to avoid dedicated MSHCP lands and that agencies such as Metropolitan would resist any changes to their MSHCP reserves; however, it appears that a "hands off full avoidance" policy was followed with respect to fully evaluating Alternatives 4 and 5, which would impact the Metropolitan reserves.  Please explain how many acres would be impacted by these alternatives and why other suitable property could not be acquired to offset any losses of these reserves.





plancomm
Note
Leaving Cajalco Road and the Ramona Expressway as they exist today is not remotely realistic, which effectively makes Alternative 1A an illogical alternative.  Please explain the benefit of having this alternative.

plancomm
Note
Does this alternative include planned and foreseeable improvements to Cajalco Road and the Ramona Expressway?



plancomm
Note
It is interesting to note that, when convenient to do so, cost trumps the environment.  Please identify how many revisions to bridge structures and additional structures are included in the "locally preferred alternative".



plancomm
Note
Please contrast the impacts to the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP before and after refinements to Alternatives 4, 6 and 9.















plancomm
Note
-  Figures 2.3.1a and 2.3.1b are helpful, but do not provide sufficient detail for interested parties to fully evaluate the social, environmental, and transportation impacts of each individual segment.  Please provide exhibits that illustrate each of the following MCP segments with the accompanying distances, such as those provided in Section 2.3.1.
-  Also, please flag each relevant Section title with an indicator that identifies the segment as a portion of the "locally preferred alternative" (Alternative 9).  A very simple flag would be to add (MCP) after the Section title. 

plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit that includes the proposed frontage road.



plancomm
Note
This statement appears to be in error. Mockingbird Canyon Road does not intersect Cajalco Road.  Please explain why the proposed realignment is not a portion of El Sobrante Road, rather than a portion of Cajalco Road.











plancomm
Note
As presented in vertical format, this table is not useful in evaluating alternatives.  An attempt was made to rotate the table clockwise, resulting in an error message "An internal error occurred".  Please provide a useful tablel.



plancomm
Note
Please see previous comment.  This alternative is illogical.

plancomm
Note
Once again, the text provides details not provided on the accompanying figures (2.4.1a and 2.4.1b), which makes evaluation of the Alternative difficult, if not impossible. If details are provided in the text, they should also be shown on an exhibit.













plancomm
Note
The accompanying figures are adequate for determining the locations of these service and system interchanges.

plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit that complements the text.

























plancomm
Note
Why were no service interchanges proposed for the segment from El Sobrante Road to Temescal Canyon Road?















plancomm
Note
Is the corridor six lanes, eight lanes, or sometimes six and sometimes eight?  Please show where it is six, eight, or both.

plancomm
Note
-  This is item "2.".  Is there an item "1."?
-  Also, please indicate where the cost data for this alternative is located, including the realignment of 1.8 miles of I-215.



plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit that shows greater detail for this alternative, such as the distance between the Cajalco Road/Wood Road intersection and the proposed alternative, the location of Multiview Drive with respect to the point that the alternative crosses Gavilan Road,  the location of the alternative with respect to the "Watt" Specific Plan, the location of Winford Road with respect to Estelle Mountain Road, the point at which the alternative crosses Lake Mathews Drive before the down hill elevation change to the west, and the location of the roadway with respect to the northern portion of the "Belle Meadows" Specific Plan. 









plancomm
Note
-  Figure 2.4.5a lists an interchange just north of Lake Mathews Drive as Winford Road.  Is this the Lake Mathews Dirve interchange?
-  Also, item "2" is missing. 

plancomm
Note
-  Please indicate where the cost of this design variation can be located and the sources of funding for the project.
-  Once again, text description of these design variations is inadequate for serious evaluation and comment on the designs.  Please provide exhibits that illustrate the design features of the each variation.





plancomm
Note
Just a Note.  Total increase in cost for these design variations is approximately$34.5M.

plancomm
Note
Once again, the EIR has overstepped the boundaries of the MCP project by prematurely applying Caltrans and STAA standards prior to obtaining the necessary legislation to designate the corridor a state highway.  This is not appropriate and results in making individuals review a phantom state highway that does not exist.  Please correct this EIR to reflect current conditions.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the MCP Traffic Report can be located.

plancomm
Note
Without stating why the General Plan Circulation Element as an expressway with limited access would be inferior to the MCP, this is insufficient rationale to make a case for a facility with "higher capacity".



plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether: (1) the "wide median" is a center median with parkway characteristics such as illustrated in Q&A Mid County Parkway (Volume 6: October 2008), (2) the median will extend the entire length of the MCP.



plancomm
Note
-  Once again, this figure cannot be rotated for viewing.  Error message: An internal error occurred.
-  Same message for Figure 2.5.2.









plancomm
Note
Please direct reviewers to the location of "...described in detain below.".

plancomm
Note
-  Please illustrate the change in elevation and the grades westbound from I-215 to the Lake Mathews/Winford Street interchange on the Gavilan Plateau.
-  Please provide the difference in distance (km or miles) between the eastbound truck climbing lane for Alternative 5 and the eastbound truck climbing lane for Alternative 9.
-  Please state whether or not there is a difference between the Caltrans Manual and the Riverside County Transportation standards for grades and elevation changes.



plancomm
Note
-  Please confirm L1/L2 means L1 or L2.
-  Please indicate where total acreage and cost information for the various interchange types can be located.









plancomm
Note
Please provide the difference in cost between the viaduct for Alternatives 4 and 5 and Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
-  Please provide the cost difference between Alternative 5 and Alternative 9.
-  Please provide the location of this structure.



plancomm
Note
Significant development proposals are in the planning stages in the Lakeview/Nuevo area.  A large park and ride facility should be identified and sited in this area



plancomm
Note
-  Please provide cost date for each of the seven types provided.
-  Please provide length information for the 12m, 14m and 19m wall types.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the MCP Noise Impact Analysis can be located.





















plancomm
Note
Please add three columns to this table to provide Total Cut, Total Fill, and Total Earthwork quantities, or indicate where this information can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please identify any areas where barbed wire fencing will be used or may be appropriate.

plancomm
Note
Please indicated where an illustration of the "thrie-beam" barrier can be located.



plancomm
Note
How long will the areas planted with erosion control mix be watered and/or monitored to ensure establishment of the vegetation in the planted area?





plancomm
Note
Please provide total size in acres and cost information for each of the three types of basins listed in Table 2.5.D.



plancomm
Note
-  Please provide: (1) the cost per cubic meter of the borrow material, and (2) the cost of disposal per cubic meter.
-  Also, indicate the potential environmental consequences of hauling material from the borrow sites or to the disposal sites.









plancomm
Note
Please indicate what assumptions were made with respect to the locations of the borrow/disposal sites to calculate the total truck hours.







plancomm
Note
It may be useful to use 48 months as a "straw man" evaluation purposes, but it will not be the actual schedule unless the current economic situation improves significantly.



plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comment in the Executive Summary regarding the bisecting of a park and the prospects of using part of the detention basis for an active/passive park.



plancomm
Note
The alignments for Alternatives 4 and 5 appear to be situated south of the existing Cajalco Road right-of-way. Please provide the rationale for not following the existing right-of-way, which would negate the requirement to remove any pavement and restore the roadway to a natural state.



plancomm
Note
Please explain: (1) why the Engineering costs of Alternative 9 TWS DV are less than Alternative 5, (2) why the construction costs of Alternative 5 are greater than Alternative 9 TWS DV, and (3) why the environmental mitigation costs for Alternatives 5 and 9 are identical.

plancomm
Note
-  The September 12, 2007 meeting of the RCTC was merely a means of placing a stamp of approval on a predetermined alternative.  For example, the motion to approve was seconded before the chair could recognize members of the public wishing to testify on the matter.
-  In addition, RCTC personnel have focused on declaring Alternative 9 to be the least environmentally damaging, regardless of any other benefits that might accrue to another alternative.  This effectively eliminates all other alternatives from consideration.  The FHWA should carefully examine all benefits that accrue to the other alternatives and not select an alternative based on a single criteria. 

plancomm
Note
In attempting to compare items in this list with the widely distributed Q&A Mid County Parkway Volume 6:October 2008, it appears that this list is an expanded version of the "benefits" of Alternative 9 TWS DV and that the list uses a "cherry picking" methodology to make the case for the "locally preferred alternative". Here are a couple of examples: (1) there is no mention nor comparison of Section 4(f) properties in the Q&A, (2) the 2.2 acres of Least Bell's Vireo habitat is touted as a benefit when compared to the larger values for all other alternatives, while there is no mention in this list that there is less impact to the Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Quino Checkerspot Butterfly than all other alternatives and the 2.9 acres of San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat is the same for all alternatives.  For a fair and equitable comparison, this list must compare all alternatives to the same criteria and avoid picking and choosing among the criteria to manufacture a list that is only favorable to a predetermined alternative.





plancomm
Note
-  There is little doubt that agencies such as Metropolitan would support an alternative that has no impact on their habitat reserve area, but it is not a sufficient reason to avoid discussions that affect their reserves and to consider actions that may mitigate their concerns.
-  Also, it seems presumptuous of RCTC to conclude that the EIR can be validated without acceptance of the City of Perris with regard to the selected alternative.



plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comment in Executive Summary requesting a list of engineering safety complaints that eliminated all alternatives North of Lake Mathews.

plancomm
Note
RCTC's focus on their "locally preferred alternative" has effectively eliminated consideration of any other alternative by concentrating on the "least environmentally damaging" criteria, without giving adequate consideration to any other proposal.  Although RCTC has indicated that a screening analysis was performed for this alternative, there is nothing  other than two paragraphs that verbally describe the alternative, known as Option 4-9A.  It is understandable that they do not wish to incur additional cost of providing a complete analysis of the analysis, but it is not a sufficient reason to avoid a through and complete analysis of the alternative, including an illustration of the proposed route and inclusion in a comprehensive comparison table of all alternatives.  The following are a few of the potential benefits of Option 4-9A:
   -  Completely avoids the disadvantaged community of Mead Valley
   -  Provides service interchange benefits for Mead Valley and the rural communities south Riverside, including     .
      Mockingbird Canyon, Boulder Springs, Cajalco, Lake Mathews, and the Gavilan Hills.
   -  Eliminates transitioning from a relatively level right-of-way east and westbound onto the Gavilan Plateau.
   -  Eliminates significant aesthetically undesirable visual impacts to the north facing slopes of the Gavilan Hills.
   -  Eliminates an unknown number of large retaining walls on the roadway up to the Gavilan Plateau.
   -  Eliminates impact to two large rural Specific Plans on the Gavilan Plateau.
   -  Provides less environmental impact to the Coastal California Gnatcatcher and Quino Checkerspot Butterfly.
   -  Provides less impact to the Riverside County MSHCP (Alternatives 4 and 5.
   -  Provides an unknown diminished impact to air quality by eliminating an eastbound truck climbing lane to the        
      Gavilan Plateau.
-  Please provide rationale as to why Option 4-9A should not receive the same consideration as the other alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Please explain why FWHA and RCTC would not want to follow the rationale in SAFETEA-LU.





plancomm
Note
Another table that cannot be rotated with the same error message: An internal error has occurred.













plancomm
Note
Please indicate where these documents can be located.





















plancomm
Note
Please list the commercial uses at the southwest corner of Cajalco Road and Gavilan Road.

plancomm
Note
The title of this section is misleading.  It should read: Lake Mathews/Gavilan Hills.  The community of Woodcrest is located to the north and is centered along Van Buren Boulevard.



plancomm
Note
Please include a statement that two, large lot, rural, equestrian estate Specific Plans are in process on the Gavilan Plateau.  Both of these projects will be affected by the MCP.  In fact, the MCP bisects the larger of the two projects.

plancomm
Note
Please pinpoint the location of any "...equestrain estate homes..." located in the Mead Valely community.

plancomm
Note
The statement "Rural residential areas exist between Gold Valley Road and Juniper Road..." belongs in the previous misnamed section entitled Lake Mathews/Woodcrest.



plancomm
Note
-  The recycling center has been gone for years.  The site is currently vacant.
-  Please provide provide support for the statement that there is a "granary" in this area.







plancomm
Note
Here again, it seems clear that Alternative 5 should receive additional consideration.

plancomm
Note
Some of the perceived conflicts could be resolved if MCP planners would shift the roadbed northward to align with the existing Cajalco Road right-of-way between El Sobrante Road and the intersection of Alternatives 4, 5 and 9. Please explain, specifically, the rationale for not pursuing placement of the MCP to use the existing right-of way.  Provide both engineering and cost rationale.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why Alternative 9 is included in the LMS-GP segment.  It is far to the south and should be discussed in the next paragraph.  It should also be noted that, no matter where the MCP is sited, there will be noise, emissions, and barriers to wildlife movement.  Also, in the previous discussion of bridges, RCTC indicated that  barriers to wildlife movement could be overcome by siting bridges in sensitive locations.

plancomm
Note
Probably the most important issue by siting the MCP through this area are the growth inducing effects of a transportation corridor through a rural area.  As noted previously, it will also impact two rural Specific Plans that have been in process for years.



plancomm
Note
Please explain why Alternative 9 TWS DV is significantly superior to Alternative 5 TWS DV.  The difference in impacts is only 67.2 acres.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the difference in impacts between a 6-lane arterial and a 6-lane version of the MCP, assuming the
6-lane MCP is sited over the right of way for the 6-lane arterial.

plancomm
Note
-  The analysis of only Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative" has effectively circumvented analysis of any other alternatives, such as Alternative 5 of Option 4-9A. Please explain why this tactic ensures that the overall best route will be selected.
-  Please explain why a consistency determination "...is not being made at this time.".



plancomm
Note
Was community division specifically "...determined not to be a topic of concern...", or was it overlooked as an issue to be discussed in the MSHCP?



plancomm
Note
Under any of the build alternatives, the contractor must "...maintain pedestrian and vehicular access to adjacent land uses..."



plancomm
Note
The following SCAG policies are very generalized and could apply to any project.  In other words, the MCP gets a "bye" on SCAG consistency. 



plancomm
Note
Please provide examples of "command and control regulations" that will be assessed.



plancomm
Note
-  The MCP is inconsistent with C1.1 in that there are no concentrations of population or employment in the Gavilan Hills.
-  The MCP is inconsistent with C1.3 in that there is no community center located in the Gavilan Hills.
-  The MCP is inconsistent with C1.4 in that it fails to use the existing right of way on Cajalco Road and instead chooses a route from I-215 to I-15 that requires acquisition of new right of way.
-  The MCP is inconsistent with C1.5 in that it provides little or no enhancement to the local arterial network from I-215 to I-15.



plancomm
Note
Regardless of the route selected between I-215 and I-15, the MCP will destroy the "uniqueness" of all communities cited in this paragraph.  Please explain how impacts to these communities will be mitigated.





plancomm
Note
In modeling the different alternatives for the MCP, are any of the intersections of the Ramona-Cajalco Expressway or
I-215 freeway ramps expected to operate at LOS E.





plancomm
Note
Typo Line 4: '...circulation system as necessary..."



plancomm
Note
This paragraph appears to be
inaccurate.  Alternative 4 does not follow El Sobrante Road on the north side of Lake Mathews.  It follows an alignment slightly south of existing Cajalco Road from the intersection of Cajalco Road and El Sobrante to approximately Lake Mathews Drive where it turns to the southwest and eventually joins the route for Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Please identify the location of the 1,000 acres of agricultural land.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate precisely where the 196.9 acres are located.  Also, please indicate the location of all parcels that would fall below the 0.5 acre size.

plancomm
Note
This paragraph is disingenuous and apparently intended to make a case for excluding Alternative 4 from consideration.  In fact, Alternative 4, as presented in the Q&A Mid County Parkway Volume 6 October 2008 shows no difference between Alterantive 4 and Alternative 9 in the area of I-15 and Temescal Canyon Road.



plancomm
Note
Once again, this statement appears to be directed toward making a case against Alternative 4 when in fact all build alternatives overlap from a point just south of Lake Perris to the proposed interchange at SR-79 and Sanderson in the City of San Jacinto.

plancomm
Note
Same comments as Alternative 4.



plancomm
Note
Please provide the location of the 878 acres of designated agricultural land.

plancomm
Note
This is a significant inconsistency in that it avoids the use of existing Cajalco Road right of way and sites the MCP through a large lot, rural equestrian area with very limited infrastructure.  Please explain why it is not feasible and cost effective to use the existing Cajalco Road right of way.

plancomm
Note
Once again, Alternatives 4-7 have no more impact on the City of Corona than Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Same comment with respect the City of Corona above.



plancomm
Note
When would/will a consistency analysis be forthcoming.?

plancomm
Note
Understandably, Metropolitan would not want to amend their habitat plan; however, it appears that RCTC has followed a "hands off" policy and has not attempted to negotiate a mitigation policy that might be acceptable to Metropolitan.  In a RCTC meeting prior to the release of the EIR, some mitigation measures were identified, but apparently were never discussed with Metropolitan, who was not present at the meeting.   

plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 propose a "standard amendment" to 5 percent of the El Sobrante Landfill MSHCP with little or no fanfare, while Alternatives 4 and 5 judiciously avoid the Metropolitan MSHCP lands.
-  Please quantify in percentage terms, how much Metropolitan MSHCP would be impacted : (1) if Alternatives 4 and 5 follow the RCTC alignment shown, and (2) if Alternatives 4 and 5 follow the existing right of way for Cajalco Road between El Sobrante and Lake Mathews Drive.



plancomm
Note
Please justify this statement by providing specific values for all build alternatives, including Alternatives 4 and 5.



plancomm
Note
Selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative" prior to release of the EIR was premature and effectively precludes analysis of all other alternatives. The selection appears to be the result of a very limited analysis by RCTC staff and the limited comparison of all build alternatives in the information pamphlet Q& A Mid County Parkway Volume 5 October 2007.  In addition, there is very superficial analysis of Option 4-9A, which was submitted subsequent to the September 12, 2007 RCTC meeting. Please explain the rationale for making a major project decision without subjecting all alternatives to more rigorous CEQA analysis. 

plancomm
Note
Please explain why it is appropriate to defer the consistency analysis to a later date?  If deemed appropriate, please supply the date that the analysis will be available and how it will be distributed to the general public for review.

plancomm
Note
Please explain who made this determination and provide the rationale behind the determination.

plancomm
Note
Without a list of impacts "...previously analyzed." it is not possible to determine if all relevant impacts were analyzed.  Please provide the location where these impacts were analyzed.



plancomm
Note
To have an effect on eight schools is significant.  Please indicate the nature of the impacts, such as loss of land, noise, air quality, etc.













plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the cited assessment is located.



plancomm
Note
-  Please explain the phrase "...approximately the same use of the park.
-  Please indicate the Net Harm after Mitigation for Alternative 9 and Alternative 9 with the Elevated Grade Design Variation.

plancomm
Note
Use of the word "anticipated" suggests that a future decision is required.  When will the decision with respect to the sports fields be forthcoming.

plancomm
Note
Sounds like a significant loss of active sports area and perhaps even a fire station.  In addition, the park is apparently split by the MCP.  Please explain how this impact will be mitigated.



plancomm
Note
As previously stated, Riverside County Flood Control does not sanction the use of detention basin for park use.  Assuming that the park is within the city limits of Perris, please provide their policy with respect to detention basins.

plancomm
Note
-  Another reason to reexamine other reasonable build alternatives.
-  Please state the distances form the other recreation resources and indicate whether or not there are potential impacts from vehicular emissions.

plancomm
Note
Please explain what amenities are contemplated for the small pieces of the replacement park that are located south of the MCP.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why this park configuration is appropriate mitigation, with the park consisting of three separate pieces, two of which hug the MCP and are actually located within the MCP right of way.





plancomm
Note
  The park is now in five pieces.  If this is supposed to be an improved park plan, please explain why.





plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC has put the cart before the horse in selecting a "locally preferred alternative", which shuts down discussion of the other build alternatives and makes Alternative 9 TWS DV the de facto selection.  This violates the intent of the CEQA process.



plancomm
Note
Please see previous comments with respect to the repetitive information contained in these two paragraphs.

plancomm
Note
Please see previous comments with respect to these repetitive statements regarding mitigation for Paragon Park.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate where this document can be located.

plancomm
Note
-  Please indicate how current economic conditions may affect the projected growth rates and what effect the depressed economic condition will have on the MCP build schedule.
-  Also, please include in the following discussions the growth inducing effects of siting the MCP through areas that are currently rural communities.





plancomm
Note
How  have current depressed economic conditions affected annual growth projections and how will the lack of funding impact the project?



plancomm
Note
-  Generalized statement (1) is only partially true, since the rural communities along Cajalco Road west of I-215, Lake Mathews, and the Gavilan Hills have not been growing rapidly.  In addition, the three large  projects located in the Gavilan Hills (Figure 3.2.1) are large lot (1+ acres) rural projects as are the two proposed projects located adjacent to the Boulder Springs project at the intersection of Wood Road and Cajalco Road.  Even Boulder Springs, the most urbanized project in the area provides lots that are predominately 1/2 acre.
-   Statement (2) flies in the face of reality, in that any significant improvement to The Cajalco corridor would be growth inducing and a major corridor, such as the MCP, would only add to the growth inducing effects in a largely rural area.
-   Statement (3) may be true in fact, but it is misleading in its conclusion that the MCP has not resulted in a rush to propose new projects along the corridor.  Figure 3.2.2 illustrates major new projects east of I-215 located between the San Jacinto Wildlife Area and the rural community of Lakeview/Nuevo.  Further, although the projects illustrated on Figlure 3.2.1 are not new, the alignment over the Gavilan Plateau significantly affects two of the three proposed rural projects and further projects can be anticipated as development follows the MCP alignment. 











plancomm
Note
Please verify the conclusion that a system interchange currently exists at Placentia Avenue and I-215.



plancomm
Note
The LMS segment is also located south of the existing right of way for Cajalco Road, which creates a greater impact to the Lake Mathews MSHCP.  The MDC alignment should be shifted slightly north to avoid the loss of existing right of way.

plancomm
Note
Five of the service interchanges for Alternatives 4 and 5 provide significant public benefit versus the single service interchange at Milford/Lake Mathews Drive for Alternative 9 TWS DV. Please explain why the public benefit is not significantly greater for Alternatives 4 and 5, which would also use existing right of way rather than having to acquire all new right of way for Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
This statement is entirely misleading in that development is not allowed since there has been no attempt to negotiate with Metropolitan regarding their MSHCP lands.  In meetings in which Metropolitan was not an attendee, some mitigation measures were discussed that could persuade Metropolitan to revise their MSHCP plan.

plancomm
Note
Statements such as "...it is conceivable that..." are prejudicial and intended to make the case that Alternatives 4 and 5 are not viable alternatives.



plancomm
Note
The following four paragraphs are simply statements of existing facts and do little or nothing to substantiate the case for Alternative 9.  They appear to be slanted to make the case for avoiding Alternatives 4 and 5.





plancomm
Note
In this paragraph, RCTC finally admits: (1) that Alternative 9 will be growth inducing in both the Mead Valley community and the Gavilan Hill community, and (2) reliance on Executive Order 12898, relative to disadvantaged communities, to eliminate Alternatives 4 and 5 was a smoke screen to select Alternative 9 as the "locally preferred alternative".  In literature provided for the September 12, 2007 RCTC meeting to select the "locally preferred alternative", the following statement is relevant: "While none of the MCP build alternatives are considered to have a disproportionately high impacts to minority and low-income populations as defined in EO 12898, Alternative 9 has a lesser impact on these populations."  Please quantify "lesser impact" and verify that the other build alternatives do not have "disproportionately high impacts".









plancomm
Note
The following cannot be considered a legitimate "supplemental environmental analysis" and, once again, the limited comments cover only Alternative 9 TWS DV, thus excluding all other build alternatives and making Alternative 9 TWS DV the de facto selection.

plancomm
Note
Providing a "framework" for consistency is inadequate and deprives the general public of the opportunity to challenge the EIR on the basis of consistency.  Furthermore, there is no time table for completion of the consistency determination and no timetable for public review of the determination.



plancomm
Note
Alternative 9 was certainly not studied during development of the CETAP corridors and the growth inducing effects would be severe, not minor.    The CETAP amalysis used a logical process of following the existing right of way, rather than follow a new and topologically challenging route that will most certainly destroy the Gavilan Hills community. RCTC's comment that they are "...exploring the potential to acquire privately held lands in this area..." will have little or no effect on the damage to the rural equestrian community located in the Gavilan Hills. Please explain why other build alternatives, such as Alternatives 4, 5 or Option 4-9A, should not be studied further.



















plancomm
Note
This map illustrates the severe impact the MCP will have on some of the most viable farm lands in Western Riverside County.  The text indicates that agriculture is important in Riverside County; however, this map indicates that transportation and development pressures can trump retention of agricultural lands.  Please indicate what mitigation is proposed to compensate for the loss of farmland in this area. 





plancomm
Note
This table is indicative of the significant impact of the MCP to farm land within Western Riverside County.  A single project eliminates over 15,000 acres of productive farm land.  It shows that farm land is no longer important in Western Riverside County.

plancomm
Note
Comment:  This ordinance is well intentioned, but  largely ineffective when it comes to agricultural uses that involve livestock or other uses that produce flys and odors.  Although the owners of the agricultural property are technically in the right, the owners of adjacent residential properties submit  numerous complaints, which eventually causes the  agricultural use to be abandoned. 



plancomm
Note
Comment:  Williamson Act properties are a means of preserving agricultural lands until they become more valuable for residential, commercial, or industrial development.
Unfortunately, citing development projects in outlying areas adjacent to Williamson Act properties generally results in requests to cancel the contract so that more farm land is taken out of agricultural production. 



plancomm
Note
Please define CIA and indicate where it can be located.









plancomm
Note
Please indicate where Form NRCS-CPA-106 can be located and explain how the final scores of 138 and 139 were developed.





plancomm
Note
-  This is another table that cannot be rotated with the Error Message: An internal error occurred.
-  The differences between all alternatives seems minimal.  Please explain what impact 0.02 to 0.04 has on the selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative".



plancomm
Note
There is no difference between Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 TWS DV.  Please explain what impact these values had in choosing Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative".



plancomm
Note
This is a repetitive section.  Please see earlier comments with respect to this section.











plancomm
Note
Please identify the commercial structures at the southwest corner of Cajalco Road and Gavilan Road.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why the Gavilan Hills is considered by RCTC as part of the Mead Valley community.  The Gavilan Hills are, in reality, a distinct and separate community.  If RCTC considers The Gavilan Hills as part of the Mead Valley community then, like Mead Valley, it should be considered "disadvantaged" and Alternative 9 TWS DV should not be allowed to destroy the community.

plancomm
Note
Please provide a specific location for the equestrian estate homes in Mead Valley.



plancomm
Note
Lakeview/Nuevo is another large lot rural community that will be seriously affected by the MCP and the accompanying urban development.  Please explain how impacts to this community will be mitigated.

plancomm
Note
Incorrect text.  Change I-15 to I-215 in two places.





















plancomm
Note
Please explain why Hispanics have been singled out for a special chart. 





plancomm
Note
Please provide updated information as to how the current economic downturn has affected the "owner-occupied" statistic.









plancomm
Note
Using Census 2000 for this EIR may have been useful at one time; however, with current economic conditions, the table needs to be updated to reflect the current economy..

plancomm
Note
-  Same as previous comment.
-  Please verify the travel times.  People working in Orange and Los Angeles Counties have much longer commute times.





plancomm
Note
The word "could" implies that the closure of Cajalco from just east of La Sierra Avenue to just West of Cajalco Road is pure conjecture.  The statement is prejudicial in nature and, once again, directs the RCTC decision away from Alternatives 4 and 5 and toward Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
Same as previous comment.  In this case the offending word is "possible".

plancomm
Note
-  Please define "high concentration" in terms of number of residences and businesses impacted in Mead Valley by Alternatives 4 and 5.
-  Also, if property acquisitions in Mead Valley are such a significant consideration for abandoning Alternatives 4 and 5, please explain why RCTC eliminated Option 4-9A from further consideration; it bypasses Mead Valley entirely, yet provides useful service interchanges at Wood Road, El Sobrante Road, and Lake Mathews Drive.



plancomm
Note
This section is supposed to identify the impact to communities in the Perris area.  Please identify what other "existing communities are impacted, other than Perris.

plancomm
Note
Please provide a location where the cited Right of Way Data can be accessed.



plancomm
Note
The statement "...do not allow for urban development" is prejudicial and another stake in the heart of all build Alternatives other than Alternative 9 TWS DV.  Please explain why RCTC chose not to negotiate with Metropolitan regarding habitat lands impacted by other build alternatives and why, in terms of technical and cost issues, the alignment could not be returned to the existing alignment of Cajalco Road to produce less impact to the habitat lands.  

plancomm
Note
-  This paragraph makes a huge assumption in the closure of Cajalco Road from Lake Mathews drive to La Sierra Avenue.  It is not clear that Riverside County Transportation would want this section of Cajalco closed.
-  Also, please explain the utility of having area residents travel south to the service interchanges at Elsinore Road or Lake Mathews/Milford Road in order to go west.  Other build alternatives provide much more logical service interchanges than the MCP.
-  Finally, the narrative provides information regarding the Lake Mathews community, stating that the MCP is "...routed along the southerly edge of this community".   Yet the discussion totally ignores the impact to the rural Gavilan Hills community, which will essentially be bisected by the MCP.



plancomm
Note
Thank You for the first open admission that the MCP would permanently destroy the rural Gavilan Hills community.  Please explain why RCTC has not seriously considered Option 4-9A, which not only bypasses Mead Valley, it also bypasses the Gavilan Plateau and provides more useful service interchanges at Wood Road, El Sobrante Road and Lake Mathews Drive.



plancomm
Note
There is nothing in this narrative that discusses the impacts of Alternatives
5 and 7.  This statement presumes that the reader has perfect knowledge of all impacts for all build alternatives.  Please explain the impacts to Alternatives 5 and 7.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the cited traffic analysis can be located.













































































plancomm
Note
Please explain why Station 4 is not shown on this Figure.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why Station 3 is not shown on this figure.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why RCOFD Stations 3 and 4 are not included in this discussion.

plancomm
Note
Once again, it not clear that Cajalco Road will be closed.



plancomm
Note
-  A small nit: Technically, the Mead Valley community boundary is located at Cajalco Road and Una Street. Any item west of this intersection is in the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest community.
-  Comment is also applicable to the WMWD force main at Cajalco Road and Wood Road.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why there would not be an impact to RCOFD Station 4.

plancomm
Note
Repetitive section.  Please see earlier comments.







plancomm
Note
Once again, the premature selection of a "locally preferred alternative" has resulted in the omission of all other build alternatives.  This is inappropriate because all alternatives must be considered in an EIR of this magnitude.  This premature selection has allowed RCTC to avoid serious consideration of all other build alternatives, including Option 4-9A.  Please explain why the EIR should not be amended to include serious consideration of all build alternatives.









plancomm
Note
-  Please indicate where the Traffic Technical Report can be located.
-  If the "horizon" year is 2035, why is a 2030 forecasting model used as the model for the MCP.



plancomm
Note
What factors would make LOS C "infeasible" and what criteria makes LOS D "acceptable"?











plancomm
Note
The term "future development" oversimplifies the development expected  for different segments of the MCP. For example, the segment through the Lakeview/Nuevo area is currently expected to have urbanized development, while the segments west of I-215 are currently more rural in nature.  Please provide more specific information by MCP segment.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why the assumptions made in the 2004 study would still be valid in 2008, given that DHL will be vacating their facility in early 2009.







plancomm
Note
There is no intersection of El Sobrante Road and Magnolia Avenue.  Please verify that all intersections listed are are actual, not phantom, interchanges.







plancomm
Note
Please explain why the intersections of Cajalco Road and La Sierra, Gavilan Road and Cajalco Road, Alexander Street and Wells Street, and Alexander Street and Sounder Street are "not applicable" in 2035.  Is this another omission due to the premature selection of a "locally preferred alternative"?









plancomm
Note
Regional trails occasionally cross the MCP in a north/south direction.  Please explain what provisions are provided at these points to accommodate equestrian riders. 





plancomm
Note
Please explain why lanes are added only from Ontario Avenue to Weirick Road and not all the way to Temescal Canyon Road.

plancomm
Note
-  Please illustrate where Magnolia Avenue intersects with El Sobrante Road.
-  Please explain how the cited interchanges/intersections are "expected to experience traffic congestion", but the "traffic impacts of the project are considered to be minimal".



plancomm
Note
Same as previous question with respect to these interchanges/intersections.

plancomm
Note
Possible error in line 4.  Tables 3.6.F and 3.6.G to Tables 3.6.G and 3.6.H?



plancomm
Note
There are no LOS E or LOS F entries on this chart.  Please explain why Alternative 9 provides better LOS service than Alternative 5 or Option
4-9A, which was never seriously analyzed.



plancomm
Note
Same comment as Table 3.6.G.



plancomm
Note
Same comment as Table 3.6.G.



plancomm
Note
Same comment as Table 3.6.G.



plancomm
Note
-  Closure of Cajalco Road from Gavilan Road to Lake Mathews Drive would be appropriate if RCTC would shift the MCP slightly north to the existing Cajalco Road right of way, thereby avoiding more impact to the Metropolitan MSHCP property.
-  It is not clear that Riverside County Transportation wishes to vacate Cajalco Road from Lake Mathews Drive to La Sierra Avenue.  Please confirm that this is acceptable to RCT.
-  For Alternatives 4 and 5 and Option 4-9A there would be an interchange at Lake Mathews Drive, which make logical sense.  Alternative 9 is illogical and makes no sense for residents of the Lake Mathews area.

plancomm
Note
The No Build Alternative 1B would follow the existing alignment of Cajalco Road, which would not change existing travel patterns.  However, the Alternative 9 build alternative would result in undesirable changes in travel patterns as noted above.





plancomm
Note
Here again, it appears that Alternative 5 and perhaps Option 4-9A deserve more serious consideration and the case for the "locally preferred alternative" should be reexamined.



plancomm
Note
Table needs a new title since it covers all intersections between I-15 and
SR-79, not just between I-15 and I-215.



plancomm
Note
Another repetitive section.  Please see previous comments located in the section where this discussion is first introduced.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate where this document can be located.



plancomm
Note
Another nit: Technically the MCP would not go "through" the city of Corona.

plancomm
Note
Please identify the locations of the "...two other transportation projects..." or, if listed below, please indicate which of the "potential" improvements are applicable. 

plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why the following improvements are "potential" as opposed to "planned".
-  It appears that there are improvements in the vpmpl numbers, but not much improvement in LOS. 











plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC has included the northeast quadrant of the Gavilan Hills in the Mead Valley Community, which technically starts at Una Street.  This portion of the Gavilan Hills extends from Gavilan Road to Una Street.  Please correct.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate that the land uses to the north of the Ramona Expressway are primarily dairys and the San Jacinto Wildlife refuge, while those to the south are primarily the rural Lakeview/Nuevo community.



plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference where the VIA can be located.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where this publication can be located.









plancomm
Note
Please explain why it is not included as a technical reference to this EIR.  The general public should not have to visit RCTC, Caltrans District 8, or own a computer to view the VIA.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate the height of the over and underpasses and the distances from the Elsinore and Glen lvy faults.  Also, please provide the maximum credible earthquake and ground acceleration that could occur at this location.











plancomm
Note
With the imposing freeway structure  in the foreground, please explain how this view could ever be considered "low".

plancomm
Note
Same question as Key View 3 above with respect to the earthquake faults.













plancomm
Note
Please identify the overpass in the distance.  Possibly Wood Road?









plancomm
Note
Significantly intrusive photograph.  Please indicate the height of the right hand bridge section and where seismic studies of the MCP can be located.

























plancomm
Note
Please provide noise contours and indicate how many residential structures will be located within 50 feet of this section of the MCP.





plancomm
Note
Please explain how this view changes from a dirt road, chain link fence, and power poles to open space with the MCP in the background.













plancomm
Note
Please provide the Specific Plan number, Tract Map number or other information that identifies the approved residential development site.

























plancomm
Note
Please indicate the height of these bridges and overpasses, the distance from the San Jacinto fault and the maximum credible earthquake anticipated at the intersection.





plancomm
Note
Please explain who established the existing and future visual quality values and what special training is required to determine the values.  Is the value in the eye of the LSA beholder?





plancomm
Note
Previous figures detailing environmental impacts illustrate the MCP traversing some of the "open space/reserve lands".  Please provide the depth of the visual buffer and the elevation differences between the landfill and the MCP/



plancomm
Note
-  Please provide the percentage grade and earthwork quantities at this location. 
-  Also, please provide locations  where grade information can be located for the transitions from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.





plancomm
Note
Please state that a fire station would also be removed/relocated.

plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comments on the utility of this park when split by the MCP.









plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether or not the Town Center Boulevard will be built concurrent with or after the MCP.





plancomm
Note
With the exception of the MCP segments that pass through the City of Perris, all proposed build alternatives currently pass through rural area that encourage "dark sky" policies.  Please ensure that mitigation is provided to continue these policies.



plancomm
Note
The Riverside County Board of Supervisors has designated several areas within the county that prohibit billboards.  Please include mitigation to prohibit billboards along the entire length of the MCP, regardless of which build alternative is selected.



plancomm
Note
Once again, this alternative could be shifted slightly northward to follow the existing right of way for Cajalco Road.  Under the proposed right of way and the Cajalco Road right of way, please indicate the difference in elevation between the highest point in the roadway and the nearest residential structure.

plancomm
Note
Wood Road is part of the LakeMathews/Woodcrest community andis not a part of Mead Valley, which begins at Una Street.  Please correct.







plancomm
Note
It is interesting to note that the residents of the Gavilan Hills area apparently do not exist to RCTC.  The MCP will have substantial visual, aesthetic, noise, light, pollution and land use impacts to the residents of this rural equestrian community.  In terms of land use it will: (1) impact two large rural equestrian Specific Plans (Gavilan Estates and Belle Meadows) that have been in the planning stages for a number of years and (2) result in severe growth inducing impacts that cannot be mitigated.  It should also be noted that the the extensive grades; cuts in steep, rugged topography; bridge structures; and retaining  walls could be eliminated by following a more logical, relatively flat, existing right of way alignment such as Alternative 4, Alternative 5 or, to avoid impacting the disadvantage Mead Valley community, Option 4-9A.  These build alternatives would also provide the opportunity to provide useful service interchanges at Wood Road, El Sobrante Road and Lake Mathews Drive.  Please explain why Alternative 9 TWS DV across the Gavilan Plateau is even remotely logical and cost effective.

plancomm
Note
It appears that the views selected for this EIR/EIS may not be adequate.  Please indicate where a view looking southeast, south, and southwest from the crest of Wood Road at C Street can be located or, if such a view does not exist, please provide the existing views and simulations, which should show how Alternative 9 traverses the north facing slopes of the Gavilan Hills and the climb up to the Gavilan Plateau (Key View 11 may be close to the views requested).  This will provide views that will be seen by residents of the Boulder Springs Specific Plan, surrounding residential areas, and motorists using Cajalco Road.

plancomm
Note
Please provide views of what all residences located at Lake Mathews Drive grade level and the slopes to the south will see as the MCP traverses the plateau from the intersection of Gavilan Road and Multiview Drive to the point where Lake Mathews Drive decends toward the intersection of Alternatives 4 and 5.

plancomm
Note
If much of the MCP is constructed below grade, where is the 13,000 feet of elevated roadway discussed earlier?



plancomm
Note
For this statement to have any value, RCTC will have to quantify the number of "sensitive" viewers for the other build alternatives.





plancomm
Note
-  Here again, there is the potential that the MCP may be "...designated as a State Highway", presumably with the large STAA trucks.
-  RCTC has no information as to what the landscaping might look like.  Please provide a preliminary landscape palette for the various segments.





plancomm
Note
Please note previous request to maintain "dark sky" requirements in currently rural areas.







plancomm
Note
Please indicate where these reports can be located.







plancomm
Note
Once again, the RCTC finding that Alternative 9 is the "locally preferred alternative" has reduced this EIR/EIS to a document with a predetermined conclusion; i.e, Alternative 9 is the ONLY viable route for the MCP.  This approach is in conflict with the intent of CEQA to provide decision makers and interested parties with detailed information on all alternatives, so that the best alternative can be determined.  Please explain why RCTC should not shelve the presumptuous "locally preferred alternative" and provide a comprehensive EIR/EIS of all build alternatives, including Option 4-9A. 

plancomm
Note
See above comment regarding Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
See above comment regarding Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
It is clear the selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative" will save some time and cost for RCTC,  but these are not factors that should determine the level of coverage for a comprehensive EIR/EIS.  Once again, this selection has in effect circumvented the intent and purpose of the CEQA process.



plancomm
Note
By concentrating on Alternative 9 TWS DV, which is present in 9 of the 11 items, RCTC has prevented comparison of the other build alternatives.  This maneuver has placed RCTC in the position of judge and jury, without providing other interested parties the opportunity to assess and compare the other built alternatives.  This is contrary to the intent of CEQA.





plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the District is with respect to Alternatives 4, 5 and Option 4-9A.



plancomm
Note
If not in Alternative 9 TWS DV, please indicate where the site is with respect to Alternatives 4, 5 and Option 4-9A. 



plancomm
Note
Please indicate which build alternatives are affected.

plancomm
Note
Same request as above.





plancomm
Note
Apparently, the inappropriate selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV should be shared by RCTC with Caltrans and the FHWA.  Nevertheless, the selection of a "locally preferred alternative" has circumvented the CEQA process by preventing other interested parties from comparing the effects of all build alternatives.



plancomm
Note





plancomm
Note
This EIR/EIS contains numerous citations of documents with no reference as to where the information can be found.  Please include references for all non referenced documents, including this one.





plancomm
Note
Is the "...MCP direct right of way..." only for the "locally preferred alternative"?



plancomm
Note
When will this plan be forthcoming?

plancomm
Note
Please indicated where the site is located with respect to other build alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate the location of the site with respect to other build alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Please locate the following three sites with respect to the other build alternatives.

plancomm
Note
Based upon the premature selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative" it unclear why "adverse effects to Sites...are not fully known at this time..."  Please explain.





plancomm
Note
Same as previous question regarding why adverse effects not being known at this time.

plancomm
Note
Same as prior comment regarding why adverse effects are not known at this time.









plancomm
Note
Please include references that indicate the location of these documents. 























plancomm
Note
Avoiding floodplains is an advantage for the FS segment, but is more than offset by the disadvantages discussed earlier, such as the significant elevation changes to access the Gavilan Plateau, impacts to a rural community, etcetera. 



plancomm
Note
In this table, as in the entirety of this EIR/EIS, RCTC has judiciously avoided consideration of Option 4-9A.  Here again, RCTC has acted as judge and jury without providing an opportunity for other interested parties to comment on the pros and cons of this alternative.  This prejudices the EIR/EIS and directs the ultimate selection of an alignment to the de facto "locally preferred alternative".  This not consistent with the intent of CEQA and appoints RCTC and their associated agencies/consultants as the czar of "locally preferred alternatives".



plancomm
Note
This paragraph appear to be incomplete.  Please discuss the westbound-to-northbound segment and the associated  impacts.



plancomm
Note
Interesting diagram.  The text states that the northern bridge spans Temescal Wash; however, it apparently does not span the flood plain, since it does not show a connection to Cajalco Road on the west side of the wash. On the east side of the wash, the bridge has no connection to any road.  Please explain. 





plancomm
Note
Something appears to be in error with this text and Figure 3.9.3. The bridge segment designated as LMN-GP is nothing but a rectangle in the middle of the Temescal Wash.  There is no connection on the east side and it appears to be a bridge to nowhere.

plancomm
Note
Another nit: Smith Road is in the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest segment and is not located in Mead Valley.













plancomm
Note
-  This figure is very confusing.  It tries to show all alternatives on a single figure and does a poor job of it.  Also, the right of way is shown in salmon color and the bridges for Alternatives 4 and 6 are the same color, which makes it impossible to locate the bridges.
-  Please explain the single blue line, bordered by white, bordered by red that trends north through the center of the flood plain.













plancomm
Note
Please provide the earthwork quantities in terms of cut and fill that will be necessary to build this section of the MCP and, if the site is not balanced, indicate import or export locations.







plancomm
Note
Once again, there are good and sufficient reasons to reconsider Alternative 5 and provide serious evaluation of Option 4-9A.



plancomm
Note
Please provide a specific location or locations where Cajalco Creek overtops Cajalco Road.



plancomm
Note
It is not clear that Alternative 1B, which improves the Ramona Expressway and Cajalco Road would not include improvements that would alleviate problems caused by flooding.  Please verify that no improvement will occur with personnel from Riverside County Transportation and Flood Control.







plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference where this document can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please identify the numerous pale white segments that appear throughout this and the following map.











plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate where water contact recreation is permitted in the Santa Ana River and Temescal Wash and, in the case of Lake Mathews, either water contact or noncontact water recreation.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why all values, with the exception of Total Inorganic Nitrogen, are much higher for Lake Mathews, the drinking water supply for the City of Los Angeles, than for Lake Perris, where water contact recreation is permitted.











plancomm
Note
Here again is rationale to support Alternative 5 or Option 4-9A, both of which avoid the significant elevation changes from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Hills.



plancomm
Note
The MCP, as proposed, is not a State Highway since legislation has not been proposed or approved.  The RCTC suggestion that it MAY become a State Highway with STAA trucks has clarified RCTC's intent, which essentially invalidates the EIR since it has not been prepared to include the effects of a State Highway that would permit STAA trucks.













plancomm
Note
Please include a reference as to where this document can be located.



plancomm
Note
Please include Option 4-9A calculations in this chart.







plancomm
Note
Comment: Very little difference in Alternative 4 (slightly less) and Alternative 5 (slightly more) with Alternative 9.









plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please provide a location as to where this  document can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please include Option 4-9A on this diagram or provide the rationale as to why it should not be considered as seriously at the "locally preferred alternative".





plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC has omitted the area south of Lake Mathews, including the Lake Mathews Estates and the Gavilan Hills, which will be severely impacted by the "Far South" alternative (Alternative 9 TWS DV.









plancomm
Note
Please explain the difference in mileage between the distance listed in Table 3.11.A and this paragraph for the Elsinore fault.





plancomm
Note
Comment:  The depths to ground water depends upon the climatic conditions preceding the date of the borings.  For purposes of determining whether or not liquefaction will affect the MCP, a worst case (wet year preceding/shallowest depth) would appear to be the safest.









plancomm
Note
Please identify the "...western portion of the MCP study area..." and whether or not it includes the Alternative 9 MCP alignment from the junction of Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 eastward to
I-215.



plancomm
Note
-  This table clearly shows that Alternative 9 is an extremely difficult alignment in carving an uphill route on both sides of the Gavilan Plateau.  the amount of excavation (cut) is more than double any of the other build alternatives and the fill quantity is also significantly larger.  Please provide rationale for this route that is uphill from I-215 and I-15; requires truck climbing lanes, retaining walls, bridges and drainage structures, and will result in visual scarring of the north face of the Gavilan Hills.
-  Please indicate the locations of the borrow sites and the disposal site for the excess cut for Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Another reason to avoid Alternative 9 is the requirement to blast in order to create the roadbed.  This will not only annoy and disturb the surrounding community, it may well damage local residences, resulting in unanticipated costs to the project.





plancomm
Note
Apparent error in text.  1:2 as written is very steep.  Either reverse 1:2 to 2:1 or horizontal:vertical to vertical:horizontal.



plancomm
Note
Will the design-level geotechnical report be available to interested parties other than "...local agencies with jurisdiction over the MCP project..." and will the "agencies" accept public comments regarding the contents of the report



plancomm
Note
Please explain the rationale for only 60 percent of the plantings within the first five years.  If the plantings are not established within the first couple of years, a very wet year could result in significant erosion.  Also, simply completing the plantings will not ensure that soils will be protected from erosion.  An annual monitoring plan is necessary to determine if the plants are surviving and to replace any dead to diseased plants.  



plancomm
Note
This section requires expansion to discuss groundwater wells that are nearby, but not within the MCP right of way.  This is especially true for the Alternative 9 right of way through the Gavilan Hills because any dewatering or blasting operations within the area may result in loss of well production for families that do not have access to a domestic water supply.





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.

plancomm
Note
Math Error: 32km x 50km ~ 20 mi X 31mi





















plancomm
Note
If the vehicular survey "...verified the results of the literature review...", what were the results of the foot survey?





plancomm
Note
Please add Option 4-9A to this table.

plancomm
Note
Uncovering new scientific information is obviously a benefit of excavating and grading; however, as pointed out above, the excavation, grading and collection of fossils by contractor personnel and amateurs tends to offset the benefits.





plancomm
Note
Preapproved plans may be appropriate under the assumption that only routine discoveries will be encountered.  What actions will be taken if, like the unexpected discovery of large vertebrates during the development of Diamond Valley Lake, there is a significant discovery during the excavation phase of the MCP?



plancomm
Note
Comment: Another possible location for curation is the Western Center for Anthropology and Paleontology located at Diamond Valley Lake.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate the location of the BLM parcels.



plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.















































































plancomm
Note
Please provide quantitative information regarding Alternatives 4, 5 and Option
4-9A with respect to Alternative 9.







plancomm
Note
It is unclear if any gasoline retailers still dispense leaded gasoline.  Assuming there is little or no unleaded gasoline in use today, please explain why site investigations cannot be completed prior to completion of the EIR/EIS.









plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.

















plancomm
Note
Of all the monitoring stations listed, this is the only one that is actually in the area of the MCP and, unfortunately, it does not even monitor two of the most critical air pollutants (CO and NO2).  Please explain why additional testing should not be required to provide information on the level of these pollutants with respect to both State and Federal standards.  As it currently stands, the EIR is incomplete with respect to air quality.



plancomm
Note
Please explain how this station, which is located 9 miles south of the MCP project, can provide any useful information with respect to the air quality in the vicinity of the project.



plancomm
Note
Same question as Table 3.14.D for a site that is located 20 miles north of the MCP project.



plancomm
Note
Unfortunately, the stations where these pollutants are monitored are located far from the actual MCP project site and provide little or no useful information with respect to CO and NO2.



plancomm
Note
While it may be possible to qualify the MCP on a regional basis by including all other transit projects, RCTC/FHWA needs to explain how the project can be considered conforming when two of the three monitoring stations are nowhere near the MCP project site and the single station that is near the site does not monitor CO and NO2.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the hot spot analysis for PM 2.5 and PM 10 can be located.  Also, please state the ground rules and assumptions under which the analysis was conducted.  If the analysis was performed under the assumption that the MCP is a "parkway", rather than a State Highway permitting STAA trucks, the analysis is nothing more than a sham and provides further evidence that this EIR is seriously misleading. To provide a fair analysis of the PM 2.5 and PM 10 pollutants produced by traffic on the MCP, the "hot spot" analysis should be performed under the assumptions that the MCP is a state highway with large diesel STAA trucks, or RCTC should provide a written, legally defensible statement that RCTC or associated agencies/contractors will not request State Highway status for the MCP and STAA trucks will never be permitted on the roadway, regardless of which build alignment is finally selected.



plancomm
Note
Please explain how "The MCP project is not expected to generate any additional traffic."  There is little question that large transportation projects are growth inducing and the MCP will be no different. Further, to state that "Regional trips would remain similiar." is akin to burying one's head in the sand, since this EIR unequivocally states that Riverside County's population will increase significantly by the year 2020.  The increase population can easily be translated into increased vehicular traffic which, unless there are significant technological breakthroughs in automotive technology, will translate to increased air pollutants. 

plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the Air Quality Analysis can be located.  Also, the non specific words "...are not expected to..." indicates that there is still a possibility that the CO standard will be exceeded at some time after the MCP is completed.  Then it will be too late to avoid the consequences.



plancomm
Note
Once again, the first bullet point provides an admission that RCTC intentions are to build a State Highway that will accommodate STAA trucks, not a "parkway" for commuters and the driving public.  Furthermore, the remaining bullet points, create a smoke screen by providing information that appears to be derived from a single monitoring station adjacent to the MCP and two others that are geographically displaced from the MCP alignments.  Please indicate the area from which the "...local monitoring data..." was taken.

plancomm
Note
Here, only the p.m. peak hour LOS is addressed.  What is the LOS for the a.m. peak hours?  Also, does the statement "...proposed build alternatives..." include all build alternatives?  And, what changes in LOS would occur under the "no build alternative" in which the Ramona Expressway and Cajalco Road would be improved in conformance with Circulation Element of the Riverside County General Plan?

plancomm
Note
The non specific wording "...are not anticipated..." is another example of an inconclusive statement that cannot be proved or disproved.  If the MCP is built and statement turns out to be incorrect, sensitive receptors will bear the brunt of the assumption.



plancomm
Note
This table clearly shows that Alternative 9 is inferior to all other build alternatives in both 2015 and 2035 for PM 2.5.  Please include Option 4-9A and a new alternative, Option 5-9A as an update to this chart.

plancomm
Note
Same comment and request as comment for Table 3.14.F above.

















plancomm
Note
Please provide the specific calculated lengths in kilometers/miles for each of the build alternatives, including Option 4-9A and a new Option 5-9A.



plancomm
Note
Please state whether the 2015 and 2035 No Build Alternative values are with or without improvements to the Ramona Expressway and Cajalco Road.

plancomm
Note
Same comment as Table 3.14.J above.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate what assumptions were made in arriving at the substantial decreases in MSAT by 2035 and provide at least one set of values by which the percentage decrease was derived.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate, in terms of percentages, how much greater the total pollutants would be under Alternative 1B.



plancomm
Note
The statement that the MCP project "...will not result in long-term air quality impacts..." is problematic since: (1) monitoring stations are either out of the MCP area or do not monitor all pollutants, and (2) information regarding MSATs is incomplete or unavailable.  In the final anlaysis, the best that RCTC can do is to provide educated guesses as to what the future holds with respect to what air quality may be in 2015 and 2035.











plancomm
Note
Please provide examples of instances where air quality impacts might be rejected due to "...economic infeasibility..."





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.





plancomm
Note
Please explain the differences between the "residences" included in Activity Category B and those included in Activity Category E.













plancomm
Note
Please explain why the residences due west of the sensitive receptors east and west of Lake Mathews Drive are not shown as sensitive receptors.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why the residences east of Gavilan Road and south of Cajalco Road are not shown as sensitive receptors.  Also the Victoria Grove project north of El Sobrante Road and west of McAllister.





plancomm
Note
Please explain why the few residences south of Lake Mathews Drive at Pansy and those east of the downhill alignment located west of the Lake Mathews Estates are not show as sensitive receptors.





plancomm
Note
Please explain the lack of sensitive receptors along the Cajalco Road alignment from the western edge of the map to the beginning of the Mead Valley receptors and along the south edge of Mead Valley.  Also, please explain the Approved Development Modeled legend assigned to the Boulder Springs development.





plancomm
Note
Please explain the purpose of the alignment of I-215 that extends to the north beyond Nandina Street.

















plancomm
Note
-  Tables 3.15.C and 3.15.D contain a great deal of information, but are difficult to correlate and, in the case of Table 3.15.D, very small when reviewing from a disk.  In order to attempt to correlate between the two tables, the monitor location M-7 was chosen (Cajalco Road and Wood) from Table 3.15.C and Alternative 5 was chosen from Table 3.15.D.  Please explain why location M-7 does not show up for Alternative 5 in Table 3.15.D.  Also, since this location is at the corner of the Boulder Springs project, identified as an "Approved Developments Modeled" on Figure 3.15.1, sheet 5 of 9, the example was selected to determine what information was provided to explain the purpose of this category and the noise impact on the Boulder Springs project.  There was no information regarding the evaluation criteria for the "Approved Developments Modeled".  Please explain the purpose of this category and what impact the build relevant build alternatives have on these developments.
-  Although not yet approved, it would seem prudent to calculate the impacts to the Gavilan Estates and Belle Meadows specific plans if Alternative 9 TWS DV is ultimately selected as the final alignment.
-  Finally, since noise contours have already been developed for the link between Alternatives 9 and 4, please include the appropriate data for Option 4-9A in Table 3.15.D.
























































plancomm
Note
There are two possibilities for the column in Table 3.15.D labeled "Design Year Noise Level without Project"; i.e., Alternatives 1A and 1B, which are very different in scope of work.  Please indicate which Alternative is used in Table 3.15.D.





plancomm
Note
Another noise source not analyzed here is blasting, which is short term, potentially loud and may possible produce significant ground motion in terms of vibration.  Please provide data regarding this source of noise and vibration.

















































































































































plancomm
Note
Reason is sometimes in the eye of the beholder.  Unfortunately, it appears the affected residences will bear the brunt of the high cost sound walls unless FHWA agrees to fund the noise insulation.  When will the information regarding the analysis and funding be forthcoming?

plancomm
Note
Please provide the days of the week and hours of operation for the construction of the MCP.  If 24/7 operations are planned, nearby residents and the public need to know.  If 86 dbA will be allowed at night, what dbA level will be permitted during the day?  Also, if blasting is permitted, during what days/hours will the blasting occur? 









plancomm
Note
-  Please indicate whether the 2035 No Build alternative is 1A or 1B.
-  Please provide the rationale and supporting data for the conclusion that the Average Speed for Alternative 9, which must climb to the Gavilan Plateau, is less that Alternative 4, which follows a fairly level alignment.



plancomm
Note
As previously noted, analysis of Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative", reduces this EIR to a de facto approval of this alternative, without adequate review of the other build alternatives by other interested parties.  The "locally preferred alternative" is a misnomer since it was selected by the RCTC as the sole judge and jury in order to focus the EIR on Alternative 9 TWS DV, rather than permitting serious evaluation of the other build alternatives. This maneuver is an affront to the purpose and intent of CEQA. 

plancomm
Note
A "framework" for making a consistency determination is insufficient for a full and complete EIR.  Please provide the rationale for determining that a "framework" is sufficient for serious public review of this document.





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document and the document in the following paragraph can be located.













plancomm
Note
-  Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.
-  Please add Option 4-9 and a companion Option 5-9 to all tables in this section.





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.





plancomm
Note
-  Please explain the significance of the green square at the bottom of "Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2" and the green and white squares in "Proposed Linkage 3".
-  Also, in an evening meeting held on December 3, 2008, RCTC indicated that Alternative 9 did not impact Harford Springs Wild Life Park; however, this diagram clearly shows that the right of way for the Alternative 9 alignment does reach into the park.









plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document and the document referenced in the following paragraph can be located.



plancomm
Note
The cited figures provide useful information regarding biological impacts, but are not sufficient to tell the whole story.  Please include maps of the entire MCP study area that show each alignment and the associated impacts to the numerous Criteria Areas identified in the Riverside County MSHCP.  Also, please flag any Criteria Areas that are within Proposed or Constrained Linkages.

















plancomm
Note
Except for the word "littoral" the sentences starting "Lakes and ponds..." and "Agricultural ponds..." are a repeat of sentences six and seven above.











plancomm
Note
Unfortunately, in the case of the MCP, following the Cajalco Road alignment does not mean actually using the Cajalco Road right of way. This tactic results in more impact to residences and the MWD MSHCP habitat lands.  Please explain why RCTC has chosen an alignment south of Lake Mathews that is clearly more disruptive than utilizing existing Cajalco Road right of way.

plancomm
Note
This short paragraph says it all.  Alternative 9 not only travels over virgin territory, it is growth inducing and disrupts both local residents and wildlife.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the rationale that results in the inclusion of Lake Mathews Drive, Santa Rosa Mine Road and Gavilan Road as impediments to wildlife movement.  These roads are used by a limited number of motorists and are not a significant impediment to wildlife in the area.



plancomm
Note
Although the MCP may provide more elegant wildlife crossings, Alternative 1B would provide improved features to facilitate wildlife movement.  This significantly less costly alternative, if implemented in a timely manner, would provide a significant, near term improvement to motorists traveling between
 I-15 and I-215.  Please explain why a portion of the limited transportation budget should not be fast tracked to implement Alternative 1B.



plancomm
Note
-  There appears to be little difference between Alternative 5 TWS DV and Alternative 9 TWS DV.  Here again Alternative 5 TWS DV should receive further evaluation.
-  Please explain why this table should not be expanded to include Option 4-9A and an additional Option 5-9A. 



plancomm
Note
-  Please confirm that the reason Alternative 9 Total Acres are less than all other alternatives is that there are significant bridge structures across the canyon due south of Wood Road and the watercourse north of Harford Springs Wildlife Park in the vicinity of  Gavilan Road and Multiview Drive.
-  Please add Option 4-9A and a new Option 5-9A to this chart.



plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit that shows the location, length and height of these bridges.



plancomm
Note
Please add Option 4-9A and a new Option 5-9A to this table.





plancomm
Note
-  Citing information relating to three alternatives without including all alternatives is deficient in that it avoids comparison with other alternatives, which circumvents the intent of CEQA in evaluating all alternative.
-  In addition to Alternatives 4 and 5, there should also be information on Option 4-9A and new Option 5-9A.

plancomm
Note
The fragmentation in Alternative 9 is serious and construction of fences will only exascerbate the situation.  However, widening Cajalco Road as proposed in Alternatives 4,, 5, 6, and 7 with the associated fence may decrease roadkill in the area.  Further, directing limited transportation funds to Alternative 1B,  including a wildlife fence, would provide a near term solution to east-west transportation tie-ups in the Cajalco corridor. 



plancomm
Note
Creation of a DEBSP after approval of this EIR and any alternative alignment is not satisfactory.  In this case, the DBESP will be developed by the RCTC and other interested parties and will not be subject to public scrutiny.  This process is akin to having the fox in the henhouse. 



plancomm
Note
Please provide the location of survey data that will validate the locations and acreage associated with the data provided in this table.



plancomm
Note
Once again, there is suspect wording that evades a definitive conclusion; i.e., "...individuals are considered to be...".  So the question is: Are the individuals observed really a "subspecies" or are they really southwestern willow flycatchers?



plancomm
Note
-  Here again, the EIR is incomplete in that it makes inferences regarding impacts without conducting the required surveys, which prevents interested parties from evaluating the relevant impacts.
-  Please explain why the Many-stemmed Dudleya and Munz's Onion are lumped together, rather than  having a separate column for each.
-  Please identify the location of the above species that results in the same acreage for Alternatives 4, 5 and 9.







plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether or not Alternative 9 was ever evaluated in the CETAP or MSHCP as part of the east-west transportation corridor.

plancomm
Note
An EIR needs to provide specific information that can be evaluated on its merits.  Preliminary descriptions of biological equivalency is not sufficient.

plancomm
Note
Please explain why the "locally preferred alternative" (Alternative 9) should not be rejected and Alternatives 4, 5 and Option 4-9A and new Alternative 5-9A should not receive additional serious evaluation.  For the EIR to be legitimate, time and money should not be used as rationale for avoiding additional evaluation of viable alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Please see comment on previous paragraph.

plancomm
Note
Please state what agency or consulting group has determined that this is in fact a "worst case estimate".  Were the Riverside Conservation Agency or Riverside County Environmental Program Department consulted?





plancomm
Note
Another table that is difficult to evaluate in that it cannot be rotated.  Again, the error message: An Internal Error Occurred."



plancomm
Note
Same comment as previous table.



plancomm
Note
If the "disadvantaged" community of Mead Valley is assumed to be the first 800-pound gorilla in the EIR, then the  Metropolitan Water District (MWD) Habitat Conservation Lands are the second gorilla.  The only information that has been cited thus far is a letter from MWD stating that they do not want the MCP to impact their habitat lands.  There is no evidence that there has been any negotiation between RCTC and MWD regarding mitigation that MWD might find appealing.  This observation, and the fact that RCTC has shifted the alignment of Alternatives 4 and 5 onto MWD habitat land south of the existing right of way on Cajalco Road resulting to greater impacts to both habitat and local residences, creates a scenario in which Alternative 9 is the least damaging to habitat and residences and anoints Alternative 9 as the de facto "locally preferred alternative".  Please explain why RCTC should not negotiate and explore mitigation measures for Alternatives 4 and 5 with MWD.



plancomm
Note
Another table that cannot be rotated.



plancomm
Note
One way to ensure that there is no amendment to the Lake Mathews MSHCP, is to remain silent.  Please develop one or more significant mitigation measures in conjunction with the Riverside County Transportation Department and discuss them with MWD.  It is possible that creative minds may come up with an offer that is acceptable to MWD.

plancomm
Note
Ongoing coordination does not constitute negotiation for mitigation that would be acceptable to MWD, whether it be purchase of additional land that would be acceptable to MWD and the resource agencies, or some other, as yet undiscovered, mitigation.



plancomm
Note
Comment: Differences are essentially insignificant.  Are no reptiles, vertebrates, etc. affected in this plan?



plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment: Close up lines two and three.



plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC is picking and choosing with no backup values and Alternatives 4 and 5 have vanished somewhere in the middle.



plancomm
Note
Another table that cannot be rotated.



plancomm
Note
Please define what is meant by "...a substantially different effect..."; however, " ...mitigation would be similar..."





plancomm
Note
Comment: No Significant difference between Alternative 5 TWS DV and Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
Please explain the rationale behind the statement that "...an alternative alignment (which is Alternative 9)..." is remotely equivalent to an alternate "...involving the realignment and widening of existing Cajalco Road south of Lake Mathews...".  The only alternatives that fit the description are Alternatives 4 and 5.



plancomm
Note
Attempting to compare Alternative 2, which is a discarded alternative possibly more related to Alternatives 6 and 7, with Alternative 9, which in no way involves "...the widening of Cajalco Road south of Lake Mathews..." is a stretch beyond comprehension.  Please explain.

plancomm
Note
This so-called analysis is so totally inappropriate and devoid of logic that it cannot be considered adequate for CEQA purposes.  It is an attempt to analyze an alternative that was not even considered by the MSHCP and it eliminates other relevant alternatives.  Once again, the "locally preferred alternative" maneuver invoked by RCTC is a sham to the CEQA process in that it avoids consideration of other reasonable build alternatives. This should be grounds to invalidate this EIR.

plancomm
Note
Once again, this consistency analysis is neither rigorous nor complete and is associated with an alignment of the MCP that was not considered by the MHSCP.  Please explain how RCTC can possibly consider the analysis and disclosure sufficient with respect to NEPA and CEQA.



plancomm
Note
Producing as equivalency analysis after the fact, regardless of the alignment selected, for a single alternative deprives the public of the opportunity to comment on the depth and adequacy of the analysis and leaves RCTC as the sole proponent of the de facto "locally preferred alternative".  RCTC's selection of Alternative 9 is not consistent with the purpose and intent of CEQA.



plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit that shows the location of the mitigation lands with respect to Existing Core C and indicate the amount of existing MSHCP lands that are being replaced by the proposed 1500 mitigation acres.



plancomm
Note
It probably sounds like a broken record, but the comparison of Alternative 9 TWS DV with discarded Alternative 2 north of Lake Mathews was clearly not the intent of the MSHCP.  Any comparisons should consider Alternatives 4 and 5; not Alternative 9.

plancomm
Note
Please make an appropriate comparison: Alternative 2 with Alternatives 4 and 5.

plancomm
Note
Same as previous comment.



plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC is making an inappropriate comparison between discarded Alternative 2 and Alternative 9, their "locally preferred alternative".  Please eliminate the sham of an RCTC selected "locally preferred alternative" and make appropriate comparisons using all relevant build alternatives.



plancomm
Note
Textual comparisons are neither adequate nor rigorous. Please reduce this text to a tabular listing that contains all listed species, the affected acreage, and the effect with respect to all build alternatives, not just Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC is cherry picking examples to promote their "locally preferred alternative".  If the mitigation acreage is appropriate habitat, it can just as well be compared to other alternatives, such as Alternatives 4 and 5, and Option 4-9 or suggested new Option 5-9.

plancomm
Note
Please explain the difference between the mitigation acreage quoted on page 3.17-55  and the 1713 acres identified here.



plancomm
Note
-  Please provide comparisons with all build alternatives and options, rather than continue the limited discussion of only RCTC's "locally preferred alternative".
-  Please consider this comment as also relevant to the following discussions of Existing Cores and Linkages.



plancomm
Note
-  In the previous paragraph and this paragraph, RCTC's consultants continue to make the case for Alternative 9, but some of the comparisons are not sufficiently rigorous to provide an apples-to-apples analysis.  In this case, some of the elevation range cited here is a subset of the elevations quoted in the previous paragraph; i.e. 1,300 to 1,700 asl is a subset of the 1,100 to 1,700 asl quoted in the previous paragraph. For a valid comparison, the previous discussion needs to disclose how much of the mitigation acreage actually falls below  the range cited here; i.e. between 1,100 and 1,300 asl and this discussion needs to disclose how much mitigation acreage falls above the range cited in the previous paragraph; i.e., between 1,700 and 1,900 asl. Please provide a table that identifies the acreages from 1,100 to 1,300 asl, 1,300 to 1,700 asl and 1,700 to 1,900 asl.
-  Also, please expand the analysis to include other relevant alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
-  Please provide an exhibit that supports the contention that Alternative 9 is superior.
-  Also, please expand the discussion to include others relevant build alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
-  Inadequate comparisons once again.
-  Please explain how any comparison can be both "...equivalent and superior..."  

plancomm
Note
Please explain how and why the previously cited suitable elevation range of 1,100 to 1,700 asl has decreased  to 900 to 1,500 asl.

plancomm
Note
Please expand discussion to include other relevant build alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
Commenting on this section is like beating a dead horse named "Alternative 9".  Please expand the discussion to include other relevent build alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
It is almost beyond comprehension how, when Alternative 9 is clearly inferior to even a discarded alternative, RCTC virtually explodes with mitigation to defend the inappropriate "locally preferred alternative". Please expand the discussion to include all relevant alternatives and options. 



plancomm
Note
Please provide a discussion of all three species cited; i.e., what is the impact on habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly.



plancomm
Note
Comment: No comparison with other build alternatives or options.

plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment: Check the "sense" of the last sentence, which continues on the next page.



plancomm
Note
Interesting, somewhat convoluted logic that appears to insinuate that the greater the length of disturbance through a Core or Linkage, the better the chances for successful mitigation.  Please apply this same logic to the other relevant build alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
It is close to Christmas and this mitigation places RCTC squarely in the role of Santa Clause.  Unfortunately, this "delivery" is a necessary feature required to mitigate the impact of Alternative 9 TWS DV, the "locally preferred alternative".  Please analyze the other build alternatives and options and indicate whether or not this mitigation would also apply to them.



plancomm
Note
Please explain how Alternative 9 TWS DV can be remotely equivalent to an Alternative that does not even impact this habitat area.



plancomm
Note
One last time, Alternative 9 TWS DV is an inappropriate build alternative to compare to Alternative 2, a long discarded alternative.  If any alternatives are compared with the "Covered Activity", they should be Alternatives 4 and 5 and Options 4-9 and suggested new Option 5-9.

plancomm
Note
Please expand the table to include all relevant build alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
Please explain what is meant by a "...Conditionally Covered alignment...".









plancomm
Note
Please add all other relevant build alternatives and options to this table.







plancomm
Note
Please expand this table to include all other relevant build alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the effects on all other build alternatives and options and whether  they would also be superior after the proposed mitigation.



plancomm
Note
By choosing Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative", RCTC has avoided negotiation with MWD and the possibility of choosing a level, more logical alternative, such as Alternative 4 or 5, or possibly Option 4-9 or new Option 5-9.  As pointed out numerous times in these comments, the "locally preferred alternative" maneuver thwarts the purpose and intent of CEQA to seriously examine all build alternatives.  With RCTC as the sole judge and jury of what constitutes a "locally preferred alternative, the CEQA process is circumvented and has resulted in an EIR that is seriously flawed. Please explain why RCTC should not invalidate Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative" and return to CEQA basics and rigorously evaluate all build alternatives and Options.  Also, please explain why the 1500-acre mitigation lands would not be adequate for all other build alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
It is incongruous that such care has been taken to avoid the Lake Mathews MSHCP, while there seems to be no problem in providing mitigation and/or amendments to the plans for the Habitat Conservation Plan for the Stephens Kangaroo Rat  or the MSHCP for the El Sobrante Landfill.  Please explain why plan amendments and mitigation for these areas seem to be no problem, while  the EIR tiptoes around the Lake Mathews MSHCP.



plancomm
Note
Comparison long discarded Alternative 2 with the "locally preferred alternative" is inappropriate since Alternative 9 TWS DV is not even remotely close to an alignment south of Lake Mathews along Cajalco Road.  Please perform the comparison with the  alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) intended in the MSHCP.



plancomm
Note
The continuing discussion of this long discarded alternative is only remotely relevant to this EIR and, if compared to any of the current build alternatives, it should be compared to Alternatives 4 and 5 and No Build Alternative 1B..  Please explain how comparison of Alternative 2 with a build alternative that was not even conceived when the MSHCP was completed (Alternative 9 TWS DV) is an appropriate comparison.  The MSHCP clearly states that Alternative 2 should be compared to an alignment south of Lake Mathews along Cajalco Road.

plancomm
Note
It is impossible for this contrived, illogical comparison to be an appropriate comparison for a CEQA required EIR.  The statement "...does not come as close as Alternative 2..." appears to be intended to "lead" the reader to the "locally preferred alternative", regardless of the fact that "Approximately 8.0 km (5 mi) of Alternative 9 TWS DV...traverses the center portion of Existing Core C,..."  This intrusion into Existing Core C is then smoothed over by the statement "...Alternative 9 TWS DV has been designed to include five wildlife crossing structures within Existing Core C."  Please explain why RCTC is evading the build alternatives contemplated by the MSHCP ( Alternatives 1B, 4 and 5) and sugar coating the effect of Alternative 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
Same comment as Existing Core C.  In this case emphasizing the lack of impact to the cited habitat area.  Please evaluate the appropriate build/ no build alternatives contemplated by the MSHCP. 

plancomm
Note
Same comment as Existing Core C. Here, RCTC is building the case for Alternative 9 TWS DV with 4 bridges, 20 drainage culverts, 3 wildlife culvert/crossings and 1 overland wildlife crossing.  Please explain how many of the bridges and drainage culverts would be required to avoid serious cut/fill and actually provide drainage for the lands associated with Alternative 9 TWS DV, but coincidently could also be used by wildlife living in or traversing the area.

plancomm
Note
Same comment as Existing Core C.  Here, RCTC cites the benefits of 8 culverts/drainages and 3 wildlife crossings within "...1.6 KM (1 mi) of roadway."  The 3 wildlife crossings are appropriate mitigation, but please indicate how many of the 8 culvert/drainages are required for drainage and may coincidently be used by wildlife.



plancomm
Note
The Potential Mitigation Area may be appropriate for Alternative 9 TWS DV, but it is also more than likely appropriate for build Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 and No Build alternative 1B. Please explain why RCTC should not provide complete and comprehensive analysis of all build/no build alternatives as contemplated by CEQA.

plancomm
Note
This paragraph and the following paragraph contain repetitive statements used to buttress the case for Alternative 9 TWS DV at the expense of all other build/no build alternatives and options.  It is no substitute for rigorous analysis of all build/ no build alternatives and options, which have been circumvented by the RCTC maneuver to anoint Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative".  Please expand the EIR to include analysis of all build/no build alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment: "Neither..." implies only two proposed alignments.  Please change the wording to "None of the proposed... 

plancomm
Note
Please provide a specific value for the impact on the linkage, rather than the clouded statement "...would almost sever the connection..."i.e., how much of the 600 foot connection is impacted.



plancomm
Note
In response to a question posed at a local meeting on December 2, 2008, RCTC stated that the MCP would come within 50-60 feet of the Harford Springs Wildlife Park.  Please explain what impact this short distance will have on wildlife currently using the park for "live in habitat" or as a means of traversing to other areas.

plancomm
Note
It is beyond comprehension that RCTC can virtually turn a blind eye to the impacts to Existing Core C, Linkage 3 and Non-Contiguous Habitat Block 4 while using long-discarded Alternative 2 to emphasize the impact to the transition area of Existing Core C with Proposed Linkage 3 and highlighting non-substantial impacts to Non-Contiguous Block 4 because it "probably does not support substantial large mammal populations".  Please explain why RCTC deemphasizes impacts resulting from Alternative 9 TWS  DV and emphasizes impacts resulting from all other build/no build alternatives.

plancomm
Note
If the Potential Mitigation Area is not contiguous with Existing Core C, please identify the distance between the two areas and how large mammals will be able to move between the two areas.

plancomm
Note
This paragraph and the previous paragraph provide a clear example of the inconsistent nature of the information presented in this EIR.  While the previous paragraph gets by with the simple statement "These (wildlife crossings) include a combination of bridge and culvert structures.", this paragraph has seen fit to include precise details regarding bridge widths and heights, the size of the three wildlife undercrossings/culverts and the distance between them, and the width of the single wildlife overcrossing.  Please explain the purpose of providing simple, non-specific information in some cases and detailed, very specific information in others. 







plancomm
Note
Although RCTC has elected to only discuss Alternative 9 TWS DV, a subset or superset of the mitigation and design features discussed here could just as easily be applied to the build/no build alternatives contemplated by the MSHCP (Alternatives 4, 5 and 1B) and Options 4-9 and 5-9).  Please include discussions of these alternatives in an update to this Draft EIR/EIS.



plancomm
Note
Comment: Same repetitive discussion of effects of previously discarded Alternative 2.



plancomm
Note
Comment: Same repetitive discussion that basically overlooks the impacts to Non-Contiguous Habitat Block 4, Proposed Linkage 3, Existing Core C and Extension of Existing Core 2 in favor of pointing out the two advantages of Alternative 9 TWS DV when compared to long discarded Alternative 2.  

plancomm
Note
Comment: More repetitive praise for Alternative 9 TWS DV to the exclusion of other viable alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
Comment: Still very repetitive and disparaging Alternative 2, while promoting Alternative 9 TWS DV with statements such as "Therefore, bird movement within these habitats will likely have greater impacts ...than from Alternative 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
Comment: More and more repetitive impact analysis.

plancomm
Note
Comment: The propose mitigation could just as easily be applied to other relevant build/no build alternatives and options.



plancomm
Note
Interesting assumption with respect to the Quino, but have any focused surveys been performed to validate the questionable assumption?

plancomm
Note
Comment: More repetitive information still hammering away at long discarded Alternative 2.



plancomm
Note
Comment:  Still more repetitive information extolling the virtues of an inappropriate build alternative not even remotely related to the Cajalco Road/South Lake Mathews alterntive stated by the MSHCP.

plancomm
Note
Comment: More repetitive information that, as pointed out in earlier comments, acknowledges the fact that the Mitigation Area is not contiguous to Existing Core C. 

plancomm
Note
Comment: More repetitive information extolling the virtues of Alternative 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
-  The statement "Whenever feasible, the project footprint was aligned with existing roadways,..." is not accurate. From I-215 to I-15 the Alternative 9 TWS DV alignment is nowhere near an existing roadway.  In fact, there are several alignments that could follow existing roadway alignments; i.e., Alternatives 4, 5, 1B and Options 4-9 and 5-9.  In the area along Cajalco Road, RCTC has gone to great lengths to extricate the alignment from the  Cajalco Road alignment, which has resulted in significantly more impact to residences and Lake Mathews MSHCP habitat lands than would occur if the existing alignment was utilized.
-  With respect to the bridges east and west of Gavilan Road, the bridges will undoubtedly reduce cut and fill, but will create visually aesthetic eyesores and will become potential seismic catastrophes.  

plancomm
Note
-  The proposed wildlife crossings may have been included for all RCTC build alternatives, but only lip service was provided to Option
4-9A, which was suggested to provide an alternative that would avoid the disadvantaged community of Mead Valley while also providing useful interchanges and following the fairly level topography of Cajalco Road.  By shifting the 4-9 alignment south of the existing Cajalco roadbed, RCTC has negated the benefit of using the existing right of way, which has impacted more residences and Lake Mathews MSHCP lands.  -Another option is also being recommended (Option 5-9) which would be similiar to Option 4-9 and could product similiar benefits with less impacts.



plancomm
Note
There is no doubt that these crossings are elaborate and useful; however, discussing them only in the context of Alternative 4-9 is not adequate for a serious EIR.  Please provide rationale for not evaluating all build alternatives and options.  Time and money are not reasons for avoiding the responsibility of evaluating all serious alternatives and options.

plancomm
Note
Almost 1/2-mile for Alternative 9 TWS DV and well over 1/4-mile for Alternatives 4 and 5.  Please provide the estimated cost per foot for these bridges and the length and cost per foot for the long bridges east and west of Gavilan Road.









plancomm
Note
As previously indicated, few sound walls will be provided, primarily due to cost consideration and residential sound proofing will be provided only if funded by FHWA.

plancomm
Note
As previously indicated, permanent fencing will bifurcate some areas between I-15 and I-215.  Please provide rationale that providing a fence along Alternative 9 TWS DV would be more effective that placing the fence adjacent to an alignment along Cajalco Road.  It should be noted that a very limited MWD fence has apparently provided some wildlife protection north of the existing Cajalco Road right of way for many years.  A more sophisticated fencing system could provide additional plrotection.

plancomm
Note
The project impacts an as yet unapproved rural Specific Plan (Gavilan Estates) which contains a great many MSHCP Criteria Areas.  The MCP alignment through the middle of this project will result in significant impacts to these areas.  Please indicate what restrictions, if any, will be placed on grading within this Specific Plan. 



plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC has elected to avoid an analysis that will not be available for public review.  This not in keeping with the CEQA process of providing interested parties and the general public with all information necessary to make informed decisions. The Equivalency Analysis must be included in this EIR.

plancomm
Note
Please explain how, in the first bullet point, brush management can encroach into the MSHCP Conservation Area, while in the third bullet point, it cannot. 







plancomm
Note
Missing from the above mitigation plans is Mitigation HCP-4, which, if provided, would contain coordination with the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to provide appropriate mitigation for an alignment that could affect the Lake Mathews MSHCP. RCTC has studiously avoided any negotiation with MWD even though Alternatives 4, 5 or Options 4-9 or 5-9 could provide an more logical alternative that would: (1) avoid the Mead Valley community, (2) avoid significant elevation changes in the MCP alignment between I-15/I-215 and the Gavilan Plateau, (3) avoid visual scarring and long bridges on the face of the Gavilan Hills, (4) eliminate potential seismic risks to the long bridges both east and west of Gavilan Road, (5) provide useful interchanges between Wood Road and Lake Mathews Drive, (6) utilize existing Cajalco right of way to reduce the impacts to the Lake Mathews MSHCP and residences in the Lake Mathews Estates, (7) avoid edge effect impacts to the Harford Springs Wildlife Park, (8) avoid impacts to two as yet unapproved rural Specific Plans on the Gavilan Plateau. Please explain why blindly following the "locally preferred alternative" is the most technologically reasonable, environmentally superior, and cost effective alignment for the MCP.  As it stands this EIR does not present compelling rationale to support Alternative 9 TWS DV.   Unless all build alternatives are considered equally, the RCTC ploy of creating a "locally preferred alternative" to circumvent the other build alternatives and options, will make mockery of the CEQA process.





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where the third item referenced (Potential Impacts of ...) can be located.



plancomm
Note
Please provide information regarding the criteria for determining what constitutes a "practicable" alternative. 



















plancomm
Note
-  Please confirm that the reason Alternative 9 TWS DV is less than Alternative 4 TWS DV and Alternative 5 TWS DV are the two massive, visually intrusive and seismically questionable bridges located east and west of Gavilan Road.
-  Please add Options 4-9 and 5-9 to this and all other applicable tables in this section.





plancomm
Note
-  Please explain the rationale for including the following as CDFG jurisdictional areas: Dairy and Livestock Feedyards, Developed/Ruderal, Field Croplands and Grove/Orchard.
-  Please add Options 4-9 and 5-9 to the table.





plancomm
Note
The choice of words used to describe the impacts to riparian ecosystems again shows how this EIR is prejudiced toward  Alternative 9; i.e., Alternative 9 uses the wording "least impact" while Altrnatives 4 and 5 use the wording "greatest impact", rather than "second least impact".

plancomm
Note
Please explain the differences in the number of evaluation criteria stated on this page (10) and the number stated in the last paragraph on page 3.18-9 (15). Are some of the 15 criteria missing in Table 3.18.E?



plancomm
Note
-  Please indicate whether or not the low score for Alternative 9 is a result of the bridges located east and west of Gavilan Road.
-  Please add Options 4-9 and 5-9 to this table.



plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why the previous table contains only 10 criteria and this table has somehow returned to normalizing 15 criteria.
Please add Options 4-9 and 5-9 to this
table.

plancomm
Note
It is not surprising that RCTC has chosen Alternative 9 TWS DV as the least environmentally damaging.  This decision comes with significant costs, such as truck climbing lanes, massive bridge structures, and significant impacts to an existing rural community.  Yet when it comes to reducing costs and community impacts to the two design variations cited in this paragraph, RCTC considers the variations "impractical".  Throughout this EIR, RCTC has used a double standard to promote their "locally preferred alternative".  Once again, the RCTC decision to promote a single alternative has reduced this EIR to a meaningless, rubber stamped document that is contrary to the rigorous CEQA analysis of all viable alternatives.





plancomm
Note
This is another repetitive statement that confirms RCTC's myopic support for their "locally preferred alternative".  Please cover all build alternatives and options to produce a complete EIR.

plancomm
Note
Providing a "framework" for consistency by evaluating a single build alternative is not sufficient for a major project, such as the MCP.  Further, any consistency analysis must be supplied with the EIR to permit public review of the actual analysis, rather than evaluate a "framework".

plancomm
Note
Citing the "findings" of a "framework" in Section 3.17 is akin to showing feigned amazement at a self fulfilling prophesy.  Of course the findings support Alternative 9 TWS DV.  Please provide a rigorous analysis of all build alternatives and options in addition to RCTC's "locally preferred alternative".





plancomm
Note
Comment: Very little differences between Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
Comment: Again, very little difference between Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
Please explain why, once a final determination of the MCP alignment is determined, a DEBSP could not be provided for public review.











plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why this survey was not completed prior to release of the EIR and indicate when it will be available for review.



plancomm
Note
Please indicated how many individuals of the long-spined spineflower were within the footprint and how many were outside the footprint for Alternatives 4 and 5.





plancomm
Note
Please indicate why all surveys of potential habitat were not surveyed prior to release of the EIR.  After the fact surveys are not appropriate for an EIR of this magnitude.

plancomm
Note
Once again, the project footprint does not follow the existing right of way of Cajalco Road between I-15 and I-215, although there are areas in which the alignment could be followed to avoid impacts to residences and the Lake Mathews MSHCP.  Please evaluate Alternatives 4 and 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 utilizing Cajalco Road right of way to the maximum extent practical.



plancomm
Note
In this area, the question is: which is more important, the San Jacinto Wildlife Area or the Coulter's goldfields?  Please discuss with local wildlife groups, such as the Sierra Club, San Bernardino Audubon Society, etc. for their comments.

plancomm
Note
Again, how many of the 900 long-spined spineflower individuals are within the footprint for Alternatives 4 and 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 and how many are outside the footprint?





plancomm
Note
Repetitive information.  Please see comments on page 3.18-19 relative to this section.



plancomm
Note
Please provide a DEBSP for public review prior to release of a final EIR.







plancomm
Note
Have plans been made to relocate the owls outside the project footprint?







plancomm
Note
Comment: Repetitive information.  Here again, the MCP could use the existing right of way for Alternatives 4 and 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 by shifting the alignment slightly north from the alignment selected by RCTC. 



plancomm
Note
Comment: More repetitive information.  Comments regarding RCTC's decision to analyze only Alternative 9 TWS DV have been provided in several of the previous sections.  Also, comments regarding the failure to provide a valid consistency analysis, rather than a "framework" for a single build alternative have also been provided.  Please refer to the comments in the previous sections.



plancomm
Note
Realizing that RCTC continues to channel the reader to the "locally preferred alternative", rather than conduct a comprehensive EIR, it should be noted here that the EIR previously stated that there was no Burrowing Owl impact from Alternatives 4, 5, 6 or 7 (Page 3.20-4).

plancomm
Note
How will passive relocation ensure that the owls do not reestablish their nests within the MCP footprint?  Passive relocation may be effective in some cases; however, positive relocation out of the area, perhaps into preserved habitat lands, may be more appropriate.



plancomm
Note
Please indicate why a DBESP cannot be conducted prior to release of the final EIR.









plancomm
Note
Note 1 is confusing.  There are 12 species with "suitable" habitat, three of which have "designated critical habitat".  Yet Note 1 seems to indicate that the BSA is "outside" the "designated critical habitat" for the three species.  Please explain.







plancomm
Note
-  If there are 12 species that are threatened or endangered, why are only 9 evaluated in this table?  The Bald Eagle and Swainson's Hawk are raptors with foraging areas that may be above and beyond the BSA, but the Arroyo Toad is terrestrial as are the other species covered in this table.
-  Even though the acreage for Munz's onion and the coastal California gnatcatcher may be smaller, please explain why the surveys were not conducted in time for the EIR.
-  Note: Of the 9 species evaluated in this table, 7 have the same or less impact for Alternatives 4 and 5 TWS DV.













plancomm
Note
Assuming that Figure 3.21.1b is accurate, the species appears to straddle the edge of the MCP footprint.

plancomm
Note
An  inferred presence is not acceptable.  Even though the impact may be smaller, the degree of inaccuracy in the numbers is unknown and begs the question of whether the impact is actually smaller or larger.  Please provide the actual values.





plancomm
Note
Please indicate the location of the five nesting pairs/Individual least Bell's vireo within the footprint of Alternatives 4, 5, 6  and 7 and state what measures were taken to avoid impact to this species.



plancomm
Note
How were the "willow flycatchers" determined to be migrating and how does this conclusion support the contention that the observed birds were a "subspecies" and not southwestern willow flycatchers?

plancomm
Note
- Editorial Note: Place a period after the first "Reserve" in the third sentence.
-  Please provide specific information regarding impacts to each build alternative rather than the generalized statement "...would range between 68.3 ha (168.7 ac) and 218.7 ha (540.3 ac) due to..."
-  Please indicate the relevancy of the statement that the BLM manages "...14 parcels of land..." within the Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve.  How does it affect the acreage stated in the above comment?



plancomm
Note
Providing ranges for foraging and nesting habitat and Final Critical Habitat reveals nothing about how the individual build alternatives relate to the stated impacts.  Please provide specific impact data for each build alternative.





plancomm
Note
Figure 3.21.1a shows that there is a significant amount of habitat for the Quino between I-15 and I-215.  Please explain the rationale for claiming that the species has been extirpated and why the area could not have be recolonized during the time between release of the MSHCP and the release of this EIR.



plancomm
Note
Repetitive Information: Please see earlier comments with respect to the inadequacy of evaluating of a single RCTC selected build alternative (Alternative 9 TWS DV) versus comprehensive analysis of all build alternatives and options..

plancomm
Note
Repetitive Information: Please see earlier comments relative to providing a consistency analysis on a "framework" for a single RCTC selected build alternative (Alternative 9 TWS DV), rather than seriously evaluating the consistency of all build alternatives.  Also noted is the intention to provide the analysis after the fact, rather than include the analysis in this EIR for review by the public and other interested parties. 





plancomm
Note
Please explain why the DEBSP's should not be performed in conjunction with this EIR, so that the public and other interested parties can comment on the documents.











plancomm
Note
Repetitive Information:  Please refer to earlier comments relative to limiting the consistency analysis to a single RCTC selected build alternative.

plancomm
Note
Repetitive Information: Please see earlier comments regarding RCTC's provision of a "framework", rather than an actual analysis, for a single RCTC selected build alternative (Alternative 9 TWS DV) rather than serious evaluation of consistency for all build alternatives.





plancomm
Note
Juvenile or mature weeds can be visually observed and removed; however, seeds are a different matter.  Please explain how "borrow" material will be inspected to ensure that no seeds from weeds or invasive plants will be introduced into the MCP footprint.





plancomm
Note
Please provide information regarding days/hours related to construction of the MCP and days/hours and protocol for blasting operations.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the rationale behind the statement that Alternative 1B is "Similiar to Alternative 1A,...".  In fact, Alternative 1B is substantially different from Alternative 1A in that it will provide significant east-west transportation improvements between San Jacinto and Corona.  And, although Alternative 1B may not provide the "...full benefits of the MCP...", it will avoid many of the problems associated with the "locally preferred alternative" (please see earlier enumeration of the problems) and, without a doubt, it will be significantly less expensive than the MCP.  In an era of restricted funding, Alternative 1B can  provide substantial near term benefits.  Please explain why Alternative 1B should not be fast-tracked to accelerate construction of this important east-west corridor.

plancomm
Note
Alternative 1B will provide many of the same benefits at much less cost and could actually be a parkway, rather  than an elevation-challenged "freeway" for large, diesel-polluting STAA trucks.  Please provide compelling rationale as to why Alternative 1B should not be given fast-track status with the associated funding.



plancomm
Note
While CETAP may have planned an "...east-west transportation corridor...", it is clear that the MSHCP did not consider an alignment far removed from the existing right of way of Cajalco Road.  Please explain why RCTC should not seriously evaluate the build alternatives contemplated by the MSHCP, rather than a distant, topographically challenging alternative.





plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC has used the maneuver of selecting a "locally preferred alternative" in which RCTC has acted as the sole judge and jury of what build alignment is "locally preferred".  All build alternatives should receive the same scrutiny and evaluation by the general public and all interested parties.  Further, even though another option was provided for consideration, RCTC dismissed the alternative (known as Option 4-9) and devoted a scant two paragraph to the alternative in this EIR.  Like all of the other build alternatives, Option 4-9 has its pros and cons, but it should receive the same consideration as any other build alternative.  The option is actually a hybrid alignment that uses portions of both Alternative 9 and Alternative 4 with a link between them at approximately Wood Road.  This option, and another hybrid that combines Alternative 5 with Alternative 9 should be seriously considered before anointing Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative".  In considering any of the alternatives south of Lake Mathews, RCTC should shift the alignment between El Sobrante Road and Lake Mathews Drive to the north to utilize the existing Cajalco Road right of way to reduce the impact to residences within the Lake Mathews Estates and the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) MSHCP.



plancomm
Note
Interesting conclusion.  Alternatives 1A and 1B are certainly not the MCP, but would require the commitment of resources although to a lesser degree. 





plancomm
Note
Please provide a reference as to where this document can be located.



plancomm
Note
For comments related to the resources listed below, please refer to the EIR sections referenced in each of the following paragraphs.









plancomm
Note
It should be noted that the Riverside County General Plan and the associated Area Plans are undergoing a five-year update.  The MCP should consider changes to these plans which may be seriously impacted by the growth inducing effect of the MCP alignments.



plancomm
Note
Please verify the 45 percent figure, it does not compute.  The increase using the values provided is 36,189 - 21,460 = 14,729/21,460 ~ 68%.





plancomm
Note
Please verify the 20 percent value.  Using the values provided, the increase appears to be close to 26 percent.

plancomm
Note
Please explain how the current economic slowdown, now a recession, will affect residential and commercial growth and the time table for the MCP. 











plancomm
Note
The project in the lower center of this figure adjacent to this comment block has been approved.  The cross hatch needs to be changed.

plancomm
Note
There have been requests for General Plan Amendments to change the land use designations on the properties to the south and east of Citrus Hill High School at the corner of Wood Road and Markham, but as yet there have been no maps submitted for these properties.  Until the maps are submitted the properties should be removed from the "Applications Submitted" category. 









plancomm
Note
There have been site visits and work shops for the Villages of Lakeview, but no Tract Maps as yet.  These properties should be removed from these exhibits until the appropriate maps have been submitted.





plancomm
Note
The projection of a significant employment center may be delayed for some time due to the departure of DHL.  Please evaluate what this event may have on the future growth and expansion of the March Global Port.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate the extent of the remediation. If fully remediated and judged to be safe with respect to seismic events, please explain why the MCP could not follow the existing alignment of the Ramona Expressway, rather than disrupting residential, commercial, and a park site in the City of Perris.  The 2010 to 2014 time frame should not impact construction of the MCP since any near term funding is questionable.

plancomm
Note
Please confirm that this project would be accomplished using a tunnel parallel to the proposed tunnel corridor through the Cleveland National Forest.





plancomm
Note
This is one of the most illogical constraints related to providing a beneficial east-west transportation corridor for the residents of  Riverside County.  The MSHCP clearly states that if Alterative 2 is not appropriate, a corridor south of Lake Mathews following the alignment of Cajalco Road should be considered.  Yet RCTC has selected an alternative that is in no way representative of the alignment proposed by the MSHCP.  All build alternatives, and the two suggested options, are better representations of the alignment proposed by the MSHCP.  Further, the funding for the MCP will most likely not be forthcoming at any time in the near future, so that Alternative 1B is the most viable, least cost, near term solution to relieving the current east-west bottlenecks.  If RCTC could disengage themselves from the " locally preferred alternative", follow the existing Cajalco Road alignment with one of the other build alternatives or options, and coordinate development of an actual MCP section between Gavilan Road to a point 5.5 km (3.4 mi) to the west with the Riverside County Transportation Department, the nonsensical problem associated with removing pavement and restoring to a natural state might be able to be resolved.

plancomm
Note
The Riverside County General Plan is currently undergoing an update and should be reviewed for consistency with the MCP prior to completion of a final EIR.  RCTC should contact the Riverside County Planning Department to determine the anticipated date for completion of the update.



plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment: If the values of 1.3 million and 2.8 million are those being used for this statement, the statement should read: "...is expected to more than double...".

plancomm
Note
RCTC has repeatedly stated that the land use patterns provided in the Riverside County Area Plans will not be impacted by the MCP; however, the alignment of the MCP through the rural Gavilan Hills, with a service interchange at Lake Mathews Drive and Winford, clearly refutes this contention.  The Gavilan Hills is not "...a location where interchanges already exist, where development has already occurred, and where additional development is planned for the adopted land uses plans of the local jurisdictions."  The alignment and interchange of the "locally preferred alternative" are both growth inducing items that do not belong in a rural community.   Please change this statement to make it factual and truthful.

plancomm
Note
Comment: Local employment and significant improvement in the jobs-housing ratio is the single most important item to reduce east-west travel to and from Los Angeles and Orange Counties.  Improvement to this critical ratio and Highway 91 could reduce pressure to provide a very costly, and potentially dangerous, tunnel through the Cleveland National Forest.



plancomm
Note
This is obviously an attempt by RCTC to whitewash the effects of the "locally preferred alternative" on the rural Gavilan Hills community. However, land use planners and developers know that historically development follows existing transportation corridors and aligning the MCP through the Gavilan Plateau will be no exception.  Further, the Gavilan Plateau is not as geologically and topographically challenging as RCTC has stated and maintaining existing land use patterns  will become much more difficult with a freeway and interchange in the area.  The only sensible solution to this "growth inducing" project is to return the MCP to a an alignment south of Lake Mathews on the Cajalco Road right of way as contemplated in the MSHCP.

plancomm
Note
In the near term, the statements  presented to downplay Alternative 1B are debatable.  Without question, Alternative 1B will improve mobility and decrease transportation times between San Jacinto and Corona and, with some amendments to limit access, it could provide a reasonable, less costly alternative to the MCP.  If RCTC steadfastly believes that the MCP is required for long term east-west mobility, it would seem reasonable for, as previously stated, RCTC to partner with the Riverside County Transportation Department to build a full blown MCP section from Gavilan Road westerly for 5.5 km (3.4 mi) on the existing Cajalco Road right of way in order to accommodate one of the associated build alternatives or options.  This would allow Alternative 1B to move forward for increased near term mobility, while inserting a short, but viable, section of the MCP at a much earlier date.





plancomm
Note
Please provide an exhibit with the locations and acreages that result in Alternative 9 being 242.2 acres less than Alternatives 4 through 7.  It seems unlikely that this acreage is applicable to each of Alternatives 4 through 7. 



plancomm
Note
Please see comments on actual Figure 3.25.1.  In many cases, the planned development is on vacant land that is actually viable farm land in agricultural production, so the impact is more serious than if the land was actually raw, vacant land.

plancomm
Note
As indicated earlier, the impacts to residential, commercial, and municipal in the City of Perris could be reduced by returning the MCP alignment to the existing Ramona Expressway alignment below the dam for Perris Lake.  This comment assumes that the remediation of the dam would eliminate concerns regarding the seismic safety of the dam.







plancomm
Note
While it is true that an east-west facility was planned in the Riverside County General Plan, the facility was planned to follow the alignment of Cajalco Road west of
I-215.  RCTC's "locally preferred alternative" (Alternative 9 TWS DV) does not remotely follow the alignment proposed in the General Plan and will produce visual scarring to the north face of the Gavilan Hills in the form of  massive bridge structures east and west of Gavilan Road and retaining walls.  Please provide the photographs of this area as requested in Section 3.7.

plancomm
Note
Comment:  This statement is appropriate and correct with respect to visual impacts to the Gavilan Hills and Monument Peak.



plancomm
Note
Why only Alternatives 4, 5, and 9; Alternatives 6 and 7 are also considered to be south of Lake Mathews?  In addtion, the continuous flow of traffic across the Gavilan Plateau would be a recurring nightmare for this rural community.

plancomm
Note
While it is true that the current Circulation Element does not provide for interchange structures, it may be possible to enhance the plans associated with Alternative 1B to include a limited number of interchange structures and limiting access in other areas.  RCTC should not write off a near term improvement to east-west mobility without working with the Riverside County Transportation Department to seriously evaluate possible amendments to the existing Circulation Element.





plancomm
Note
Here again, Alternative 9 impacts more significant sites that some of the other build alternatives.  Please see Section 3.8 for additional comments regarding cultural resources.



plancomm
Note
In this discussion, only impacts to the "locally preferred alternative" are presented.  All build alternatives should be evaluated and appropriate mitigation measures should be discussed. Historical recordation should be a mitigaition measure of last resort; there is no substitute for avoidance.



plancomm
Note
Please provide information as to which residential development projects impact P-33-1649, P-33-1650/P-33-16687 and P-33-12230.







plancomm
Note
Is the PRIMP being developed as an outgrowth of the MCP or outside the purview of RCTC?





plancomm
Note
Please see substantial comments in Section 3.17 regarding impacts to habitat and natural communities.  It should be noted that the difference between the "locally preferred alternative" (Alternative 9) and Alternatives 4 and 5 are only 149 acres for Alternative 4 and 67 acres for Alternative 5 even though these alternatives may impact the MWD managed Lake Mathews MSHCP.  Once again, significant mitigation lands (1500 acres) have been proposed for Alternative 9 and these lands should be more than adequate for Alternatives 4 and 5 or Options 4-9 and 5-9.  Please explain why RCTC should not negotiate with MWD regarding the proposed mitigation lands and other mitigation that may be of interest to MWD.



plancomm
Note
This sentence needs to be specific and not refer to "the" Build Alternatives, but to Alternatives 4, 5 and 9, since the next sentence discusses Alternatives 6 and 7.

plancomm
Note
Typo: Remove the first (.







plancomm
Note
Please include all build alternatives in this discussion.  This EIR is replete with discussions that favor the "locally preferred alternative" at the expense of the other build alternatives.  As a nearby example, this inconsistency is clearly shown on page 3.25-41, where the acreages for all build alternatives, not just Alternative 9, are discussed.

plancomm
Note
The projects shown in Figure 3.25.1 are stand alone projects that will be mitigated in accordance with the Conditions of Approval for each Specific Plan or Tract Map submitted for the project.  As a major transportation project, the MCP will be required to mitigate for its own impacts at the 1.5:1 ratio.









plancomm
Note
Typo: "...little or no impact..."

plancomm
Note
Alternatives 4, 5 and 9 are essentially the same in the area of Temescal Wash.  Please explain the 3.9 acre difference between Alternatives 4/5 and Alternative 9.



plancomm
Note
This statement is simply not true.  The MCP will have substantial growth inducing impacts and the associated impacts to the  rural community located in the Gavilan Hills.  Please rewrite this sentence so it reflects the true impacts of a freeway and service interchange on the rural Gavilan Hills community.

plancomm
Note
This sentence has possibly taken care of the impacts to the San Jacinto River watershed.  Please explain the mitigation proposed for the Santa Ana River watershed.
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