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plancomm
Note
-  Technically, Statement 1 is incorrect since the MCP will not go "through" either Corona or San Jacinto.
-  The term "parkway" is used three times, when on the first page of Volume One, RCTC admits that the corridor is really not a "parkway" at all.
-  Volume One also provides the true RCTC intention in designing the roadway geometrics to "...State Highway design standards."  In fact, as stated in Volume One, RCTC will be seeking after-the-EIR State Highway status to accommodate STAA trucks that would normally be found on designated State Highways and Interstates.
-  Please state the true purpose of the Mid County "Parkway" is to provide a high speed corridor for personal automobiles and large STAA trucks.



plancomm
Note
Please explain how RCTC can claim a "full analysis" when only a "framework" for consistency is provided and several EIR studies are to be performed after the fact. 

plancomm
Note
RCTC's selection of Alternative 9 TWS DV as a "locally preferred alternative" and now considering this alignment as "the project" makes mockery of the CEQA process and circumvents the CEQA intent to conduct a thorough, rigorous analysis of all build alternatives.  Further, although another alternative was suggested (Option 4-9), it was brushed off as having no benefit with two paragraphs in Volume One.  Please refer to Volume One Comments for a list of benefits provided by Option 4-9.  In the final analysis, the MCP is a major project and all build alternatives deserve the same level of scrutiny. Please return to CEQA basics and evaluate all build alternatives equally.



plancomm
Note
It is questionable whether the items listed under paragraph 4.2.1 are all "no impact" items.  For example, if the MCP is approved after-the-EIR for STAA trucks, there will be significant diesel emissions resulting from the climb from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.  RCTC cites data from three air quality monitoring stations, only one of which is in the area of the MCP (Perris, California).  Unfortunately, this station does not monitor CO or NO2 and the other two stations are 9 and 20 miles distant.  Please refer to detailed comments in Volume One with respect to Air Quality and all other "no impact" items.

plancomm
Note
However, RCTC or their contractors will be required to remove residential septic systems that lie in the alignment of the MCP.

plancomm
Note
This comment is very superficial and implies that airports are the only issue in play.  The comment totally ignores hazardous materials, such as Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUSTs), which are identified in the associated section of Volume One. This again points out the shortcomings of having decreed that Alternative 9 TWS DV is "the project"

plancomm
Note
The responses to these checklist questions are puzzling in that they respond to only a single issue where there may be many associated with the subject.  Avoiding housing in 100-year flood plains is obviously important, but issues such as impacts to water courses, water quality and the impacts of pollution from the MCP should also be covered. 

plancomm
Note
Regardless of the jurisdiction (state or city) there are at least two quarries west of I-15, one to the north of the existing Cajalco Road and one to the south.  The MCP alignments may avoid direct impact on these quarries; however, the alignments may impact access to the quarries.



plancomm
Note
These responses are almost beyond comprehension given the treatment of this subject in Volume One.  In Volume One, noise is discussed in detail including areas in which sound walls are recommended.  Unfortunately, only a few would be constructed due to the significant cost.  Further, no residential sound proofing would be supplied unless funded by the FHWA.  Also, the noise and ground borne vibration impacts on residences and water wells are simply ignored.  

plancomm
Note
The continuous, repetitive comments regarding airports may be tangentially related to the subjects, but the information provided here simply does not address the relevant issues associated with transportation/traffic, such as the impact of the construction on the traveling public during construction, etc.

plancomm
Note
The construction waste form the MCP certainly needs to be properly disposed of or recycled; however, the impacts related to utilities, such as electric, water, gas, etc. is ignored.  Why?



plancomm
Note
There are significant growth inducing impacts to agricultural lands in the San Jacinto Valley, so please explain how there can be a score where "...no further analysis is needed..."  Also, please provide the threshold score that would trigger further analysis.

plancomm
Note
Comment:  The effectiveness of the "Right-to-Farm" ordinance is questionable.  Although, it does allow agricultural operations to continue, residential projects and agricultural uses may  not be compatible for a variety of reasons, such as oders, vectors, application of pesticides, etc.



plancomm
Note
Here again is the inconclusive wording "...are not expected to result in...".  With only the Perris air quality monitoring station in the vicinity of the MCP and the fact that this station does not monitor CO or NO2, the actual impact of CO is unknown. 







plancomm
Note
The assertion that "Alternative 9 TWS DV...would not violate any air quality standard..." is highly dependent on the assumptions made and the actual data fed into the model.  For example, diesel trucks are mobile sources, not "point" sources; much of the alignment for Alternative 9 TWS DV is rural, not urban; and the assigned truck speed of 50 MPH is questionable, especially for trucks climbing from I-15 or I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.  Please explain the rationale for the data input to the model.



plancomm
Note
Please provide information to support the contention that the Peak Volume ADT will be less for Alternative 9 that for all  build alternatives except the No Build alternative.  Also, please indicate whether the No Build alternative is 1A or 1B.

plancomm
Note
Comment: Wildlife crossings include bridges, drainage/wildlife culverts, single use wildlife culverts and an overland crossing.  This is one area in which RCTC has done a reasonable job of mitigating impacts to wildlife. However, the massive bridges east and west of Gavilan Road in the Alternative 9 TWS DV are very costly and visually intrusive.  



plancomm
Note
Comment: Only time will tell whether the bridges and service interchanges will withstand the seismic impacts of maximum credible earthquakes on the San Andreas, San Jacinto/Casa Loma, and Whittier/Glen Ivy/Elsinore faults.

plancomm
Note
The MCP itself will certainly not release hazardous materials; however, large trucks, including STAA trucks, that may be carrying hazardous materials could be involved in accidents that will release diesel fuel and other toxic material.  What plans have been made to ensure prompt cleanup of accidental spills of hazardous materials along the final MCP build alignment?



plancomm
Note
Please indicate the locations in which dewatering is anticipated.  In the past, dewatering activities have severely impacted water wells on the Gavilan Plateau, which are located in fractured granite.



plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why it would be necessary to "...realign and channelize..." Cajalco Creek for Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7, why the creek would "likely" scour a new centerline.,and why the creek alignment would be "confined".  The creek bed under any of the alternatives would presumably be spanned by bridge structures to avoid impacts to the water course, so what are the impacts that result in the conclusion that  Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7 "...could not be mitigated to below a level of signifiance."
-  Options 4-9 and 5-9 should also be seriously evaluated, since these options would bypass Mead Valley and completely avoid Alexander Street and would join Alternatives 4 and 5 in the vicinity of Wood Road.  This could reduce the impacts to Cajalco Creek.



plancomm
Note
These statements are incorrect.  The MCP will be growth inducing along its entire length, especially in rural areas such as the Gavilan Hills.  As for developers "...intensifying or substantially modifying their development proposals..." that will not happen until Alternative 9 TWS DV has been blessed as the final build alternative.  Please explain why, if the constraints to development in the Gavilan Hills include "...steep terrain, limited access, and MSHCP conservation criteria.", RCTC has selected Alternative 9 TWS DV as their "locally preferred alternative".  Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7, along with Options 4-9 and 5-9, provide far less challenging alternatives than Alternative 9 TWS DV.



plancomm
Note
In at least one case (Paragon Park) in the City of Perris, Alternative 9 TWS DV will bisect the park and may result in decreased use of the park due to the bisection and proximity of the park to the MCP.  The impact may result in less than significant impact to "...increased use of existing recreational facilities...", but may actually result in "decreased" use of the facilities.

plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC is using the inconclusive wording that the MCP  "...is not expected to result in growth-related effects...".  This conclusion is not supported by historical evidence with respect to transportation corridors.  Please provide evidence that supports the contention that "growth related effects" will not occur along the MCP.



plancomm
Note
Please identify the "existing entitlements" and explain, if substantial water is not required for dust suppression during construction, what methods or processes will be used to contain fugitive dust.

plancomm
Note
The context of the second sentence is unclear.  Diverting "...construction waste materials "from" landfills related to reduction,..." does not make sense.  The waste products should be diverted "to" the appropriate landfills.



plancomm
Note
Comment:  Difficult to understand how simple Williamson Act notification can ever mitigate the loss of prime farm land.

plancomm
Note
This paragraph is replete with references to Chapter 3.  Please see additional comments provided in Chapter 3 with respect to the issues cited below.



plancomm
Note
It is not clear that long term air quality impacts have been reduced to below a level of significance.  With only the Perris air quality monitoring station in the vicinity of the MCP and the fact that it does not monitor CO and NO2, RCTC has not presented conclusive evidence that long term air quality has been mitigated to a level below significance.  Please explain why additional air quality testing for all build alternatives and options, under the assumptions of the MCP being a State Highway with STAA trucks,  is not required.

plancomm
Note
Paragraph 4.2.3.3 contains a litany of comments that sing the praises of RCTC's "locally preferred alternative" while mentioning "the other MCP build alternatives" only in passing.  Further, when convenient to do so, the text occasionally provides specific, detailed information to build a case against any of the other build alternatives or options.  For example, the specific impacted acreages for the least Bell's vireo are identified below to to ensure that the Resource Agencies know that Alternative 9 TWS DV has less impact than any of the other build alternatives on this important species. This method of presentation and focusing  on a single build alternative is effectively leading the reader to a predetermined conclusion, which is inappropriate and circumvents the intent of CEQA to rigorously examine all alternatives.  Please revise this EIR to avoid this type of presentation and examine all build alternatives and options.







plancomm
Note
Once again, RCTC highlights the fact that Alternative 9 TWS DV "...does not pass through the Lake Mathews MSHCP area,...".  As pointed out in previous comments, this avoidance to Metropolitan Water District (MWD) lands comes with no serious negotiation with the MWD regarding the acquisition of appropriate mitigation lands or some other, as yet undiscovered, mitigation that may be acceptable to the MWD.  Please, in conjunction with the Riverside County Transportation Department, conduct some serious negotiations with Metropolitan to determine if one of the other build alternatives or options could be aligned through a small portion of the Lake Mathews MSHCP.  



plancomm
Note
-  The Bernasconi Hills are a well known topographical feature; however, "...the western part of the study area..."is not.  Please identify where these slopes are located.
-  There may be a contradiction in the second sentence, which says "...there are areas with potential natural slope instability in the..." followed by "...The MCP Build Alternative alignments...are not in areas of known...slope instability.".





plancomm
Note
Please identify the locations where dewatering may be necessary.  A previous dewatering project near the Gavilan Hills has resulted in serious impacts to water well production on the Gavilan Plateau.



plancomm
Note
Please note that Option 4-9 was provided specifically to bypass the Mead Valley community, yet has been given little or no consideration by RCTC in this EIR.  Please evaluate the benefits of Option 4-9 and new Option 5-9, which may have less impacts than Option 4-9.

plancomm
Note
It is incomprehensible how quickly RCTC can reduce: (1) the bisecting of the City of Perris and the associated park, and (2) the total avoidance of any discussion of impacts to the rural community in the Gavilan Hills, to less than significant impacts. Almost everything in this Chapter is simply a reference to the insufficient and sometimes misleading information in Chapter 3 in order to fulfill the requirements to respond to the CEQA checklist. 



plancomm
Note
Please indicate what increases in noise are "periodic" and define the locations where these noises would occur.  Also, note that there will be long-term increases in noise that, in most cases, will not be reduced by sound walls.

plancomm
Note
The text provides detailed information with respect to Alternatives 5 and 6, but no specific information with respect to Alternative 4.  Please clarify.



plancomm
Note
This statement is confusing and inadequate in that it does not indicate what amenities will be permanently lost to the park, nor whether the detention basin will be completely replaced by proposed Mitigation Measure LU-4. 

plancomm
Note
Since the Traffic Management Plan has not been developed, please provide the rationale behind the conclusion that the Plan "...would substantially reduce the temporary adverse traffic impacts..."





plancomm
Note
This statement with respect to scenic resources is very generalized.  Please provide specific locations where Alternative 9 TWS DV will impact scenic resources.

plancomm
Note
The DBESP process is commonly used to acquire equivalent or superior habitat land as a mitigation measure.  Is there any similar process that could be used to replace valuable agricultural resources?

plancomm
Note
Please explain why it is acceptable to evaluate only Alternative 9 TWS DV for the Section 106 process, yet evaluate all build alternatives that qualify as Section 4(f) properties.





plancomm
Note
This table appears to duplicate information provided in Section 3.8 of Volume One.  Is there additional useful information to be gained from this table?





plancomm
Note
The Archaeological Monitoring Plan is another document that is not available prior to release of this EIR.  Since this type of plan is required for many major projects, please explain why the Plan for the MCP could not be available at an earlier date. 



plancomm
Note
Once again, beating of the Lake Mathews MSHCP horse, please establish communications between RCTC, the Metropolitan Water District, and the Riverside County Transportation Department to possibly negotiate mitigation measures that would permit the MCP  to traverse a small portion of the MWD habitat lands.  



plancomm
Note
Please explain why many of the sound walls are found to be feasible, but not reasonable because of cost considerations; however, RCTC does not appear to have any concerns with respect to the massive and costly bridge structures required to construct Alternative 9 TWS DV.

plancomm
Note
Please confirm that the No Build alternative discussed here is Alternative 1B.

plancomm
Note
-  Please explain how LOS D can be considered adequate on "...the "freeway" mainline segments..." of a $3.18 billion transportation project.
-  Please explain if the term "ramps" includes just the on/off ramps or the entire service interchange.
-  Please define "weaving area" and indicate  where these sections of the MCP are located.




plancomm
Note
Please indicate what the constraint to northbound traffic is at this interchange.  Recent documents have indicated that the interchange is to be upgraded.

plancomm
Note
In a meeting on December 2, 2008, RCTC indicated that there would be no connection of the MCP to I-15 until significant improvements were made to I-15 and State Highway 91.  It was characterized that it would be 2019 when these improvements would be in place.  This date is well in advance of the 2035 design year and it would seem that the scheduled improvements should improve the LOS beyond LOS F.  Please explain why the mainline and interchange will not improve beyond LOS F.

















plancomm
Note
The MCP will certainly not "...generate new vehicular traffic trips..." in and of itself; however, the growth inducing effect of the MCP will ultimately result in new housing and significantly increased VMT.  Unless there are significant technological breakthroughs in the areas of the automobile and cleaner fuels, the increase in VMT will result in impacts to air quality and the associated GHGs.  Please indicate whether or not RCTC agrees or disagrees with the contention that the growth inducing effects of the MCP will result in higher VMTs.



plancomm
Note
-  Very little difference in the various build alternatives for Tables 4.2.D and 4.2.E.
-  Please confirm that the 2035 No Build alternative is 1B.
-  Please indicate the source of the data in Table 4.2.F and, since there is not much difference in the VMT presented in Table 4.2.D, please explain why there are significant differences in lbs/day in Table 4.2.F.





plancomm
Note
Comment: The MCP itself would not generate new vehicles trips; however, the growth inducing effects on residential and commercial development would result in substantial additional VMTs.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether or not the listed mitigation measures are all applicable to "...the other MCP Build Alternatives..."



plancomm
Note
In choosing No Build Alternative 1A as the "no project" alternative, RCTC is technically correct, but has stacked the deck against any of the other build alternatives and options and also against No Build Alternative 1B.
1. Any of the other build alternatives and options and No Build Alternative 1B would also move east-west traffic more efficiently than Alternative 1A.
2. Any of the other build alternatives and options and No Build Alternative 1B would also provide increased capacity in the 2035 design year.
3. Any of the other build alternatives and options would also provide a limited access parkway (freeway).
4. Any of the other build alternatives and options could provide roadway geometrics to meet State Highway design standards, which have apparently been invoked by RCTC as a means of requesting an after-the-EIR conversion of the MCP to State Highway status.
5. Any of the other build alternatives and options could accommodate STAA National Network trucks, for which a permit will apparently be requested after-the-EIR.  RCTC's intention to request State Highway status and to accommodate STAA trucks on a so-called "parkway" that RCTC acknowledges on page 1 of Volume One is not "parkway", over an elevation-challenged alignment is disingenuous and an affront to local residents who have asked over and over if the MCP was intended as a truck route. 
6. Any of the other build alternatives and options would also be compatible with a future multimodal transportation system that would allow commuters better access  to the PVL and Perris Multimodal Facility.



plancomm
Note
Volume One of this EIR contains substantial comments that question the adequacy of the EIR to support RCTC's claim that Alternative 9 TWS DV is the most efficient, most cost effective, and environmentally superior of the other build alternatives and options.  The declaration of a "locally preferred alternative" in which RCTC was the sold judge and jury is inappropriate, irresponsible and contrary to the CEQA process in which all build alternatives are rigorously evaluated in a side-by-side comparison.  While focusing on a single alternative may simplify the EIR process and save money for RCTC, it should not be rationale for avoiding a serious comparison of all build alternatives and options.  Please return to CEQA basics and seriously eveluate all build alternatives and options.











plancomm
Note
An apology is in order for assuming it was only RCTC that identified the "locally preferred alternative".  Nevertheless, the decision was made by a small group of public agencies and hastily voted on by a group of individuals, many of whom are geographically separated from the MCP alignments.  Also,  in the case of many residents of the Gavilan Hills and surrounding areas, it is by no means "locally preferred".  Under any circumstances, it is an elevation challenged, visually intrusive, environmentally questionable, community disruptive, growth inducing alignment that cries out for a return to full evaluation of all build alternatives and options.  Further, under the present conditions of economic distress and limited funding, RCTC should seriously consider fast tracking No Build Alternative 1B to relieve the east-west traffic congestion and, as suggested in comments to Volume One, consider working with the Riverside County Transportation Department to construct a short, 3.4 mile segment of the MCP on the existing Cajalco Road right of way from Gavilan Road to a point 3.4 miles to the west.  This could be the very first section of the MCP and would remove the MSHCP controversy related to building a single corridor south of Lake Mathews.



plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: The second bullet point states that concurrence from the EPA and USACE was received on January 29 and 30, 2004.

plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: The first sentence states "...four Value Analysis studies..." and the second sentence states "...The four Visual Analysis studies..."

plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: Suggested change to the sentence: "...environmental process.  This request was submitted to all participating..."

plancomm
Note
This is the third bullet point confirming preliminary concurrence from the EPA and USACE.  Why so many citations of their concurrence?





plancomm
Note
Please indicate where the minutes of this meeting can be accessed.



plancomm
Note

































plancomm
Note
Comment:  In the case of the Native American tribes, RCTC, FHWA, etc. has done a good job of coordination from 2004 to 2007.  Three years is a fairly long time frame, yet there are still comments, in the text provided below, that some of the tribes feel that they are being rushed. In this context, RCTC should consider extending the time frame for review of this EIR beyond beyond January 8, 2009, because even with an extended 90-day review of this massive document, it is a heavy burden for interested parties to provide thoughtful, concise comments without feeling rushed by a limited review period.



















plancomm
Note
Please define "ground truth".









plancomm
Note
Up to this point, all participants have had a title indicating their function with the associated organization.  Please provide titles for the remaining individuals.





plancomm
Note
A 91-meter (300- foot) radius is woefully inadequate for a project of the magnitude of the MCP. Please consider extending the radius to 1/4 to 1/2-mile or longer.  Meeting the legal notification requirements is not sufficient notification for residents and businesses located beyond the 300-foot radius that will be impacted by noise, dust, blasting and other construction activities.

























plancomm
Note
Please contact Ms Ferry, so that her title can be added to this list.





plancomm
Note
Please see comments related to impacts, avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in Volume One, Chapter 3.  Comments related to this CEQA Checklist are provided in this Volume, Chapter 4.

plancomm
Note
It is not clear that this impact is less than significant.  The growth inducing impacts of a final alignment for the MCP will accelerate projects that are existing or in the planning process and will result in other projects, that have been awaiting the final alignment, to move forward.



plancomm
Note
The air quality impacts of the MCP are at best "unknown".  The impacts on air quality of a State Highway with STAA trucks climbing an elevation challenged alignment with no impact on air quality is not reasonable.  Further, the testing that has been accomplished uses only one monitoring station that is near the MCP alignment and that station does not monitor CO or NO2.  Please explain the rationale that supports the conclusion that there is minimal or no impact to air quality.

plancomm
Note
The proposed 1500 acres, along with culverts and other wildlife crossings should be adequate mitigation for Alternative 9 TWS DV; however, it should also be adequate mitigation for any of the other build alternatives or options, including impacts to a small portion of the Lake Mathews MSHCP. Please revisit the other build alternatives and options and open serious negotiations with MWD regarding the Lake Mathews MSHCP.



plancomm
Note
Please explain the probability of seismic-related damage to the service interchanges, and the bridge structures located at the interface with State Highway 79, the bridges east and west of Gavilan Road, and the bridges over Temescal Wash at the interface with I-15.



plancomm
Note
Please explain why it not "reasonably foreseeable" that, on the up and downgrades associated with the ascent/decent of large STAA trucks to the Gavilan Plateau, some will be transporting hazardous materials and, due to weather or equipment failure, will result in accidents that release hazardous materials onto the MCP or adjacent lands.



plancomm
Note
It is unclear what the impact of blasting or dewatering operations will have on groundwater supplies in domestic water wells located in the Gavilan Hills.  Please explain what recourse will be available to homeowners who experience decreased well production during construction of the MCP.



plancomm
Note
Construction noise, including heavy equipment motors and backup signals and blasting will disrupt nearby residences via airborne noise and possibly groundborne vibrations.  Please explain what recourse homeowners will have with respect to structural displacement resulting in cracking of the foundation or other portions of a residence. 



plancomm
Note
It is unrealistic that RCTC has made the conclusion that the impacts on population and housing will be "less than significant".  To conclude that areas along the entire length of the MCP will not be impacted by the direct and indirect growth inducing effects is not supported by historical evidence related to growth along transportation corridors. In addition, it not clear what the definition of "substantial" is; however, the alignment through the City of Perris will result in impacts to some quantity of existing housing, which may qualify as "substantial".  Please provide date that supports the contention that the MCP will not be growth inducing and provide RCTC's definition of "substantial".



plancomm
Note
The impacts to Paragon Park in the City of Perris are substantial in that the MCP alignment bisects the park and results in the loss of several active sports venues.  Positioning a park on both sides of a major transportation corridor carrying STAA trucks with the associated noise and diesel pollution points out an opportunity to relocate the park site away from the MCP alignment. Please explain the rationale for not providing a park site in a location away from the MCP, so that the existing park site could be devoted to more appropriate uses.

plancomm
Note
The Transportation/Traffic section of Volume One indicates that there will still be unacceptable levels of service (LOS) on I-15 between the intersection of the MCP and I-15 and State Highway 91 (SR 91), even after improvements to I-15 and SR 91. Please indicate if there are any planned construction projects that would improve the LOS in this area. 



plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comments related to the growth inducing effects of the MCP along the entire length of the MCP and the impacts to residential and commercial properties in the City of Perris.



plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comments related to air quality impacts of large, diesel STAA trucks required to climb from I-15 and
I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.



































plancomm
Note
-  Please explain why the cited design year is 2035; however, the second paragraph does not mention 2035, but cites population figures from 2000 to 2030 and 2000 to 2025. The context for the discussion should be equivalent to the cited purpose.
-  RCTC provides a disclaimer for use of the word "parkway" in Volume One.  Although the word "parkway" sounds less threatening, the term "freeway" or "expressway" is more appropriate for a potential State Highway with accommodation for STAA trucks.
-  Providing roadway geometrics  to meet State Highway standards to permit "after the EIR" conversion of the MCP to a State Highway and later requesting accommodation of STAA trucks is a relatively recent disclosure that does not agree with information provided to local residents as to whether the MCP would be a "truck route".  Further, current news reports indicate that a large port to accommodate container ships is being constructed in Mexico.  This event will most likely decrease traffic to and from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, which in turn may eliminate the need to turn the MCP into a State Highway that will accommodate STAA trucks.  Please provide information that substantiates the need for a State Highway with STAA trucks.
-  Please indicate what "multimodes" will be accommodated by the MCP that could not be accommodated by an enhanced, limited access No Build Alternative 1B. 









































plancomm
Note
This figure provides two important observations: (1) to minimally impact Section 4(f) properties in the vicinity of Lake Mathews, the MCP should be routed north of Lake Mathews; however, it appears RCTC has rejected this route due to impacts to the Victoria Grove project at the corner of La Sierra and El Sobrante, and (2) the route with no impact to Section 4(f) properties around Lake Mathews is along State Highway 74 (SR 74) from the City of Hemet to the junction of I-215, then following the alignment of Ethanac Road westward to reconnect with SR 74 west of the City of Perris, and finally following SR 74 or a modified alignment to the City of Lake Elsinore. 





plancomm
Note
Please see comments in Volume One, Chapter 4 of this Volume, and Appendix A of this volume for impacts to Section 4(f) properties.





















plancomm
Note
This figure clearly shows that shifting the alignment of this build alternative slightly northward onto the existing Cajalco Road right of way will reduce the impact to Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain reserve and existing residences in the Lake Mathews Estates.  Please provide the rationale for not using the existing Cajalco Road right of way.

















plancomm
Note
Same comment as Alternative 4 above.

















































plancomm
Note
This figure clearly shows that Alternative 9 still has substantial impacts to the Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve, even  when ignoring the uses of Cajalco Road right of way.  Please calculate the impacts to the reserve and residences in the area of Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 if the MCP were to use the existing Cajalco Road right of way.





plancomm
Note
It should be noted that, in addition to Paragon Park, this alignment has very substantial effect on commercial and residential uses in the City of Perris. In addition, Figures 4.6 and 4.7 illustrate the splintered nature of the remaining park regardless of whether the elevation is depressed or elevated.





















plancomm
Note
While Alternatives 4 and 5 use more land within the Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve, it is significant to note that the mitigation remains the same.  Assuming that the 1000 acres identified in Volume One is available, the replacement for Alternatives 4 and 5 would be greater than 2:1.  Please explain why this not sufficient mitigation to seriously reconsider Alternatives 4 and 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9.











plancomm
Note
Please define the subjective terms "least", "medium" and "greatest".  These catagories are not helpful without some quantitative value.





plancomm
Note
Cannot be rotated.





plancomm
Note
Unable to rotate.



plancomm
Note
Please note that the route suggested earlier from Hemet to Lake Elsinore via State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road provides Total Avoidance and would provide a route that does not impact any habitat or agricultural resources in the San Jacinto Valley or water quality and habitat around Lake Mathews.  In addition, the topography for this route is much less difficult than the elevation-challenged Alternative 9 TWS DV.  Please provide the rationale that this route is not worthy of further consideration.





plancomm
Note
-  First, Avoidance Alternative 4 is not remotely similar to Avoidance Alternatives 5 and 6 (AA5 and AA6) in that it does not follow the alignment of State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road.  Second, AA5 and AA6 are not the least bit circuitous; they are essentially a straight line between Hemet and Lake Elsinore.  Third, there is very little compromise in this alignment; it provides  a reasonable east-west corridor between SR 79 and I-215 and I-15. Fourth, in every EIR, any alternative that does not meet the stated purpose and need, is immediately rejected whether or not it is reasonable and deserves further consideration.
-  So, here is another out of the box suggestion.  Work with the Riverside County Transportation Department to amend the Circulation Element of the General Plan to provide more limited access for No Build Alternative 1B and fast track development of this lower cost alternative using limited transportation funds.  At the same time,  plan and develop a lower cost corridor similar to No Build Alternative 1B along AA5 or AA6.  This would have the effect of providing two parallel east-west corridors with different origins and termination points, which would have the effect  of splitting the east-west traffic, rather than concentrating the flow onto a single east-west corridor.

plancomm
Note
The RCTC plan to convert the MCP "parkway" to a State Highway with large STAA trucks is a seriously complicating factor in building an alternative that has long been identified and planned in the Riverside County Circulation Element.  Also, it is not clear why Alternative 1B could not be adapted to a "future" multimodal transportation system.  Further, RCTC has provided no compelling reason that Alternative 1B could not be modified as required to use the TWS DV design variation to avoid impacts to the  El Cerrito Sports Park.  Please provide additional substantive rationale for avoiding Alternative 1B as a lower cost, near term solution.



plancomm
Note
This rationale is simply an excuse to avoid further consideration of Alternative 1B. First, the impacts to the park are insignificant compared to the impacts to Paragon Park in the City of Perris, and second, RCTC has provided no compelling reason that the alignment of Alternative 1B could not be adapted to the TWS DV design variation that avoids impacts to the park.



plancomm
Note
Please refer to comment in paragraph 5.3.2.  Also, most EIRs provide the following criteria for rejection of an unwanted alternative: "... this alternative  would not meet the defined project purpose as described earlier...".  By defining the project purpose and objectives in terms of difficult and costly activities,  a more commonsense approach can always be rejected as neither feasible nor prudent.  There is no doubt the Cajalco-Ramona corridor needs substantial improvement, but please provide compelling rationale why Alternative 1B should not be considered as a feasible and prudent, lower cost, near term solution to the existing east-west traffic congestion on the Cajalco-Ramona corridor.

plancomm
Note
Avoidance of the Victoria Grove community to the north and a severe jog almost due south are indeed costly and illogical.  However, the most feasible and prudent near term alternative is still Alternative 1B.  Please consider Alternative 1B and a similar parallel route to the south over State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road as a feasible and prudent alternative to the costly, elevation-challenged Alternative 9 TWS DV.





plancomm
Note
Unable to rotate.





































plancomm
Note
Since "...adjustment of the location of the proposed right-of-way (ROW)..." is not precluded, please provide rationale as to why the ROW for Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 should not be shifted slightly north to coincide with the existing Cajalco Road ROW in order to reduce impacts to: (1) residences in the Lake Mathews Estates and (2) the Lake Mathews MSHCP.



plancomm
Note
Please provide rationale as to why No Build Alternative 1B could not be adapted to use the Temescal Wash Area Design Variation to avoid the El Cerrito Sports Park.

plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comments in Volume One and this volume regarding the substantial impacts to this park, which could be avoided by selecting another build alternative or option or No Build Alternative 1B.









plancomm
Note
Please see earlier comments in Volume One regarding the apparent lack of negotiation with the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) to identify mitigation that would permit Alternatives 4, 5 or Options 4-9 or 5-9 to impact a portion of the habitat lands under MWD ownership.  There is no indication that RCTC has attempted to identify mitigation that might be acceptable to MWD.

























plancomm
Note
In a meeting held on December 2, 2008, an RCTC consultant characterized  the MCP Alternative 9 TWS DV alignment as passing within 50 to 100 feet of the Harford Springs Reserve.  Further, previous information provided in Volume One indicated that the MCP could produce edge effects for this reserve.  Please confirm that there will be no impact to this reserve.













plancomm
Note
The request that RCTC "...consider developing an alternative that would fully avoid impacts to the Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Core Reserve does not imply that the MCP build alternatives "must" completely avoid the reserve.  Further, MWD requests that RCTC "...address the plausibility of modifying the MSHCP..." and that RCTC "...initiate discussions with us (MWD) to ensure that our (MWD) take authorization is maintained in full effect."  There is nothing with respect to the Lake Mathews MSHCP that suggests that MWD would not be receptive to the offer of other mitigation lands or some as yet undetermined mitigation that would permit build alternatives other than Alternative 9 TWS DV to be seriously considered.

plancomm
Note
-  Impacts to water quality for a drinking water reservoir such as Lake Mathews are very important concerns; however, MWD has not identified any water quality impacts in this letter.  MWD has simply made a reasonable request that "...the Draft EIR/EIS addresses potential impacts to Lake Mathews from a water quality perspective,...".  RCTC has simply avoided addressing the water quality impacts by selecting an illogical "locally preferred alternative".  Please provide substantial and compelling rationale why RCTC should not reopen discussions with WMD and why Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 should not be given serious consideration.
-  There are presently several gated access points to the south shore of Lake Mathews and a perimeter road that virtually encircles the lake.  Some of the gated access points could be lost depending upon any final alignment along the Cajalco Road right of way; however, the perimeter road should remain undisturbed.  In addition, it is possible that the MCP guard rails and fencing could be designed in such a way to more efficiently prevent access to the lake than the present welded wire fencing and three-strand barbed wire.



plancomm
Note
Alternatives 6 and 7, which could affect the north shore of the lake are apparently not under serious consideration due to the impacts to the Victoria Grove community at the corner of La Sierra and El Sobrante.

plancomm
Note
Impacts to the Central Pool Augmentation project are discussed in Volume One and there has been no indication that there will be any impacts to other MWD facilities, such as the Colorado River Aqueduct, Upper Feeder pipeline, Lower Feeder Pipeline, Lake Perris Bypass pipeline and pumpback facilities, or the approved CPA pipeline. Further, MWD has reasonably requested that the "...Draft EIS/EIR acknowledge Metropolitan's facilities and address avoidance and/or minimization measures to ensure minimal impacts to our (MWD) rights-of-way and/or facilities.  Here again, avoidance is preferable, but mitigation is not out of the question.





plancomm
Note
This exhibit appears as all black with an all black legend and as such is not suitable for review.  Please replace with an appropriate exhibit.



plancomm
Note
The tone and tenor of this letter are in direct contrast to the letter of December 15, 2004, which promised continued coordination and cooperation with respect to MWD reserve lands and operational facilities.  This reversal of the cooperative position taken by MWD can only be explained by the RCTC proposal to identify a build alternative that completely avoids MWD reserve lands: i.e., Alternative 9 TWS DV, the RCTC "locally preferred alternative".  Prior to identifying this alternative, MWD might have been agreeable to some reasonable mitigation with respect to Alternatives 4 or 5; however, they have now adopted a hard line position and have communicated that position in a letter signed by their General Counsel.  While it is understandable that MWD would endeavor to protect their reserve lands and operational facilities, it is regrettable that they would communicate an unyielding, non-negotiable position against MCP build alternatives that could result in significant additional mitigation lands and/or an as yet undetermined mitigation measure that could improve operation, security or some other aspect of the Lake Mathews facility.  A reasonable course of action at this juncture would be for RCTC to: (1) work with the Riverside County Transportation Department to discuss potential mitigation measures, and (2)reinstitute dialog with MWD to determine if there is any effective mitigation that could reestablish the spirit of cooperation that was evident in the December 15, 2004 letter.



































































plancomm
Note
In the case of the El Sobrante HCP, Alternative 9 TWS DV turns out to create the most impacts and, once again, this documentation is signed by an attorney under the spectre of litigation.  Please indicate whether or not RCTC has included a reserve for litigation in the overall cost of the MCP, regardless of the build alternative.

















plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment:  The contrast on this map is washed out and insufficient for adequate review.  Please provide a useful exhibit.





plancomm
Note
Same comment as previous map.




 













































































































































































































































































































































plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: Without some means of correlating the bridge locations and/or mile markers with the exhibits provided in Appendix I, Attachment A, Sheets 1 and 2, the tabular information provided in this table is not useful.  The information identifies the MCP segment and bridge name, but not the location within the segment.  Please provide some means of correlating between the exhibits and this table.

























































plancomm
Note
Same as previous comment.  There is no way of correlating between the bridge names, mile marker data and the exhibits provided in Appendix I, Attachment A, Sheets 1 and 2.













plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: Interesting and informative exhibit, but very difficult to evaluate when reviewing from a disk.









plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: Interesting, probably useful information but, once again there is no way to correlate between the tabular information and the previous exhibits.





plancomm
Note









plancomm
Note
This table contains useful informaqtion, but it is very difficult to correlate to the following figures.   In the "Street" column, please include the applicable figure number.





plancomm
Note
This urban service interchange at Winford Street will be growth inducing and destroy the rural community in the Gavilan Hills.  Please reconsider Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9 and remove this elevation-challenged alternative from consideration.



plancomm
Note
This frontage road needs to be reexamined.  Not only does the MCP shift south off the existing right of way for Cajalco Road, the frontage road impacts even more of the residences in the Lake Mathews Estates and habitat lands in the Lake Mathews MSHCP.  Please return the MCP to the existing Cajalco Road right of way and analyze the possibility of connecting Lounsberry and Kirkpatrick Roads to an improved Archer Road, which would exit to the south and connect to an existing road in the Lake Mathews Estates.

plancomm
Note
Gavilan Road is currently one of the main ingress/egress points to the Gavilan Plateau.  Please examine the feasibility of a connection to El Sobrante Road slightly to the west or a service interchange at El Sobrante and the MCP.























plancomm
Note
-  Closing and restoring Cajalco Road between El Sobrante Road and Lake Mathews Drive simply shifts the alignment off of an existing right of way and creates additional impacts to residences in the Lake Mathews Estates and habitat lands in the Lake Mathews MSHCP.  Please indicate where Section 7.2.3 of the MSHCP can be located.
-  Please explain the rationale for allowing the MCP to supercede  existing Cajalco in places, realigning Cajalco Road in other places, and using Cajalco Road as a frontage road in still other places.  It would seem more cost effective to utilize existing right of way for the MCP alignment.









plancomm
Note
-  Accommodating "regional traffic"  and installing a service interchange on the elevation-challenged Alternative 9 will destroy the rural Gavilan Hills community.  Please reconsider Alternatives 4, 5 and Options 4-9 and 5-9.
-  Closing and restoring the portion of Cajalco Road west of Lake Mathews Drive to La Sierra Avenue will degrade the transportation system in that it will force residents of the Lake Mathews Estates to travel south to access the MCP at the service interchange on the Gavilan Plateau or to travel east access El Sobrante Road in order to go west.
-  If Alternatives 6 and 7 are not viable due to impacts to the Victoria Grove community, there is no chance that El Sobrante Road will be expanded to 6 lanes or that it will continue from La Sierra to Temescal Canyon Road.  As currently shown, this exhibit is not realistic and is not beneficial to local residents.



































plancomm
Note
Please explain what resulted in the elimination of Alternatives 3 and 8.



















































































































































































plancomm
Note
Editorial Note:  This letter and possibly some of the following letters have been scanned upside down.









































































































































































































































































































































































































plancomm
Note
Alternative 9 TWS DV impacts a number of Criteria Areas (Cells) in the segments between I-15 and I-215.  Because of the uncertain future of each Criteria Area, the EIR has avoided the in-depth treatment afforded to existing reserves.  Please explain why RCTC should not provide in-depth coverage of the impacted Criteria Areas as requested in this letter. 



































































































































plancomm
Note
Please provide at least a preliminary schedule for when the improvements requested by the City of Corona will be in place.

































plancomm
Note
There is little question that RCTC and hence, the EIR, has failed to rigorously and objectively examine Option 4-9, which was rejected out of hand with little or no analysis and a scant two paragraphs in Volume One of this EIR. In addition, by these comments, analysis of another option (Option 5-9) is requested.  This option is similar to Option 4-9, but may produce somewhat less impacts than Option 4-9.







plancomm
Note
This appears to be another request to seriously consider No Build Alternative 1B.  This significantly less costly alternative would provide near term relief to the traveling public and lessen the impacts to residences in the Lake Mathews Estates and habitat in the Lake Mathews/Estelle Mountain Reserve and the El Sobrante HCP.  In addition, it would eliminate visual scarring of the Gavilan Hills and the associated and costly large bridges, retaining walls, and climbing lanes to access the Gavilan Plateau.  It would also eliminate additional air pollution from the large diesel STAA trucks required to climb from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.  Please work with the Riverside County Transportation Department to rigorously examine Alternative 1B and perhaps a similar parallel route between Hemet and Lake Elsinore via State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road.

























































































plancomm
Note
Here again is a legitimate question as to why the originally preferred route from Hemet to Lake Elsinore via State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road was abandoned in favor of the MCP alignments covered in this EIR.  At the very least, the Hemet to Lake Elsinore corridor should be seriously considered as a parallel companion to No Build Alternative 1B, rather than a single massive corridor between San Jacinto and Corona.





plancomm
Note
Once again, the most affordable and viable solution is No Build Alternative 1B.  Alternative 1B, coupled with a parallel route via State Highway 74 and Ethanac Road, could provide a near term solution to current east-west traffic congestion.

plancomm
Note
There is no evidence that RCTC has avoided segmenting the EIR, in that there is little or no discussion of the potential Riverside County to Orange County corridor via tunnels through the Cleveland National forest,  and there is scant coverage of the fact that an after-the-EIR request will be made to transform the "parkway" into a State Highway capable of handling oversize STAA trucks traveling to and from the March Global Port. Recent news regarding the construction of a large deep water port in Mexico and it's effect on the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and the associated decline in activity at these ports, points out the need to determine whether the MCP would ever need the status of a State Highway with STAA trucks to service the March Global Port.





plancomm
Note
Comment: It is clear that Riverside County, or Southern California for that matter, cannot build itself out of the problems associated with traffic congestion.  In addition to directing future growth to areas in and adjacent to cities where essential services are already located, Riverside County and the Inland Empire need to focus attention on the creation of local employment, so that residents are not forced to travel to out-of-county locations to earn a living.

















































plancomm
Note
This exhibit is similar to one presented earlier and the BLM properties are visible, but other properties are washed out, or perhaps, non-existent.  Also, with no build alignments shown, it is not possible to assess the impacts.





































plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether or not this "multimodal" facility has any intention of accommodating "...potential rail lines." and, if so, how and where?













plancomm
Note
Here again, there are concerns related to the "locally preferred alternative", which was selected solely by a vote of the RCTC on September 12, 2008. Please explain how this selection is consistent with the CEQA mandate to seriously consider all viable alternatives.

































plancomm
Note
Comment: Another hard line MWD letter reiterating the concerns of the April 18, 2007 letter from the General Counsel.  Coincidently, this letter was written less than two weeks before RCTC selected Alternative 9 TWS DV, which avoided the Lake Mathews properties owned by MWD, as the "locally preferred alternative".  These letters are absent the spirit of cooperation present in the 2004 MWD letter that was prepared before RCTC identified the elevation-challenged Alternative 9 TWS DV, which must climb from I-15 or I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau. Please identify the specific date that Alternative 9 was added to the list of build alternatives.













plancomm
Note
Editorial Comment:  Unfortunately, black on black is not conducive to review of this exhibit.  Please provide a useful exhibit. 















































































plancomm
Note
These forecasts are almost five years old and were developed during a period of extremely high development activity in Riverside County.  The forecasts need to be updated to reflect the current depressed economic conditions within the Inland Empire.







plancomm
Note
It is possible that the RTP may need to be updated to reflect current and future conditions.  For example, the potential deep water port being constructed in Mexico may have significant impact on containerized cargo entering and leaving the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, with associated impacts related to the need for a State Highway with oversized STAA trucks to transport cargo between the ports and the March Global Port.  Please request an up-to-date RTP that characterizes the potential impact to the MCP build alternatives.











plancomm
Note
Previous comments in Volume One and this volume have addressed the need for additional air quality studies due to selection by RCTC of Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative". These studies are necessary due to: (1) the decision by RCTC to build the MCP using Cal Trans design standards and to request permission to designate the MCP as a State Highway that would permit oversized STAA diesel trucks, (2) the selection of a build alternative that would require the STAA trucks to climb from I-15 and
I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau, and (3) the fact that only one of the air quality monitoring stations identified in Volume One is in the area of the MCP (note that this station does not monitor CO or NO2), with the other two stations being 9 miles to the south and 20 miles to the north. 



























plancomm
Note
In a December 2, 2008 meeting, RCTC discussed planned improvements to I-15 and State Highway 91, however, there was no discussion of "Corridor B Toll".  Please provide the current status of discussions relative to this corridor and how the corridor relates to the proposed MCP.

































































plancomm
Note
Editorial Note: There is no location of where to send comments after the last sentence.







plancomm
Note
The visual impacts of Alternative 9 TWS DV cannot be minimized in the areas of the climb from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.  The bridges and retaining walls will do nothing to enhance the existing view shed to the south of existing Cajalco Road.









plancomm
Note
Air quality is a serious concern with respect to Alternative 9 TWS DV.  Please see comments in Volume One and this volume with respect to  oversized diesel STAA trucks climbing to the Gavilan Platesu and inadequate air quality monitoring stations in the vicinity of the MCP.



plancomm
Note
Please see comments in Volume One and this volume with respect to Option 4-9, which was designed to bypass the minority and low income community of Mead Valley.  This alternative received no serious consideration by RCTC and received a scant two paragraphs of coverage in Volume One.













































plancomm
Note
Please provide supporting data or the location where the supporting data can be located for each of the listed criteria for all five build alternatives.
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