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Comments by:

John W. Roth
Post Office Box 51389
Riverside, California 92517-2389
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Note
From a disk, even with zoom capability, this exhibit is too small and blurred.  In addition, the exhibit does not contain a Legend.  Please provide a legible exhibit with a Legend.
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Note
Much of the information contained in this Appendix is repetitive information contained in Volume One.  Please refer to Volume One for comments regarding the various build alternatives and the associated environmental impacts.
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Note
First, no portion of Mead Valley is located between I-15 and Lake Mathews.  The Mead Valley community is generally considered to be between I-215 and Una Street.  Second, access has been identified as a constraint, but never the major constraint. The primary reason given for avoiding the Mead Valley community has been to avoid a disadvantaged, low income community.



plancomm
Note
An Opinion: The primary reasons for "...full avoidance of the Metropolitan HCP reserve..." are: (1) the unwillingness of RCTC to participate in tough negotiations with MWD in order to determine if there is any, as yet undetermined, mitigation that might result in an amendment to the MWD HCP, and (2) the more recent hard line letters form MWD that imply potential litigation.  In selecting Alternative 9 TWS DV as the "locally preferred alternative", RCTC has minimized the potential problems associated with this alternative including, but not limited to, community impacts, growth inducement, visual/aesthetics, light/glare, noise/blasting and air quality.  Please see additional comments in Volume One.  
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Note
Please identify the "...specific 404 No Action Alternative (that) has been developed as part of this 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis."
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Note
Repetitive information from Volume One.
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Note
Also withdrawn from consideration was Option
4-9, which was designed to avoid the disadvantaged, low income community of Mead Valley, while providing useful service interchanges at Wood Road, El Sobrante Road, and Lake Mathews Drive.  Although dismissed with a scant two paragraphs in Volume One, Option 4-9 has been totally disregarded in this discussion.

plancomm
Note
Please provide the comparison criteria used by RCTC to determine that the General Plan improvements could be made and "...still meet the dam safety criteria...", while MCP Alternatives 6 and 7 could not meet the safety criteria.
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Note
More repetitive information very similar to Volume One.





























































plancomm
Note
-  Please confirm the accuracy of this exhibit.  There appears to be no bridge structure crossing the San Jacinto River.
-  Please explain the significance, if any, of the diminished width of the San Jacinto River as shown to the northeast of Park Center Blvd.
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Note
Most of these items have been commented on previously; however, Item 7 appears to have been added.  Even with planned improvements to I-15, State Highway 91, and the
I-15/91 interchange, traffic will not move "...effectively and efficiently...through the City of Corona...".  In Volume One, the Level of Service (LOS) after all planned improvement is still LOS F.  In fact, the City of Corona has requested that the MCP not be connected to I-15 until all planned improvements have been constructed. 



plancomm
Note
-  Please explain how the 404 No Action Alternative is the most expensive at $4.1 billion, when Alternatives 6 and 7 are $4.51 and $4.21 billion, respectively.
-  Please refrain from picking and choosing which alternatives will be included in the discussion and provide the respective costs for Alternatives 4 and 5.
-  From a strictly engineering standpoint, there may be no technological constraints, but Alternative 9 TWS DV may at least pose some technical challenges. For example, the lengthy bridge structures required between I-15 and I-215 and the system interchanges at I-15 and State Highway 79 may be technically possible, but could be seismicly questionable.



plancomm
Note
RCTC may not consider impacts to the Gavilan Hills community as unreasonable or impractical; however, bisecting the community with the MCP and the construction of a service interchange, with the attendant growth inducing effects, will effectively destroy this rural community.

plancomm
Note
Once again, a portion of the EIR is not available for public review.  Please provide a full and complete EIR for review.
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Note
Please indicate the vintage of these aerial views.  Please indicate the vintage of these aerial photos.  Cajalco Road has been rerouted around the MWD detention basin at El Sobrante Road.  This view shows it as terminating in the middle of the basin.     





















































































plancomm
Note
Construction "...over the fewest number of streams..."  will result in several very long, costly,visually intrusive bridges that will seriously  impact the scenic landscape as Alternative 9 undergoes the 500+ foot elevation change from I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau.  Please indicate where the Functional Assessment prepared by ERDC can be located, along with the process for arriving at the normalized rank scores.



plancomm
Note
This paragraph appears to have conflicting statements.  First, it states that none of the build alternatives impact any acres of the proposed Quino Checkerspot Butterfly critical habitat, yet the last sentence indicates that Alternatives 4 and 5 impact the least acres.  Please explain.



plancomm
Note
Volume One indicated that a framework for a consistency determination was being provided, but the actual determination would be provided later.  This is a failure of the EIR to provide all information required for serious review of the EIR by members of the public and other interested parties.

plancomm
Note
Please see comments regarding Section 4(If) properties in Volume One.

plancomm
Note
If Phase I, Extended Phase I, and Phase II evaluation testing studies have been completed, what cultural resource studies "...are currently in progress.",  when will they be completed, and will they be provided to the public for review.?
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Note
Why wait until after the Draft EIR/EIS has been circulated for public review to provide comments supporting or opposing the MCP or any of its build alternatives?  The public has a right to determine the validity of all comments related to this major project.



plancomm
Note
Here again, RCTC has commented as if the rural community in the Gavilan Hills does not exist, even though it is bisected by Alternative 9 TWS DV and contains a growth-inducing service interchange.  In addition, RCTC and hence the EIR, fails to seriously evaluate Option 4-9, which avoids impacts to the low income Mead Valley community. 

plancomm
Note
As pointed out several time earlier, the air quality analysis is faulty in that it: (1) does not adequately consider the effects of large diesel STAA trucks climbing from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau,  and (2) only one of the air quality monitoring stations which does not monitor CO or NO2, is near the MCP.  The other two stations are located 9 miles to the south and 20 miles to the north.

plancomm
Note
-  Comment:  It should be noted once again, that Alternative 1B will never meet the predetermined purpose and need specified for the MCP; however, Alternative 1B remains the most feasible, prudent and low cost near-term solution for east-west traffic between San Jacinto and Corona.
-  Please provide the location where detailed, comparative  cost information can be evaluated.
-  While it is necessary to provide a listing of the criteria in which Alternative 9 is superior to all other build alternatives, it is also necessary to provide a listing of areas where Alternative 9 is inferior to other alternatives.  Please provide a tabular listing of each and every area with substantiating data for all build alternatives.  Please provide highlights to identify which alternative is superior for each criteria.  Please do not simply reproduce the information provided in the RCTC news letters, which do not provide sufficient detail for serious review.
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Note
Please identify the agency or other entity that will determine whether social and economic impacts will trump the recreational impacts caused by bisecting Paragon Park.

plancomm
Note
Please indicate whether or not impacts would change for the SJN DV variation based on the earlier Metropolitan Water District (MWD) letter indicating that some MCP facilities would require relocation due to impacts to MWD facilities.
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Note
Comment:  While it may be true that there are no differences between design variations (DV) with respect to Alternative 9 TWS DV, there are differences between Alternative 9 TWS DV and the other build alternatives with respect to the species listed here.

plancomm
Note
Editorial Note:  Up to this point, when discussing land 	quantities, the text has used the convention ___ hectares (___ acres).  In this paragraph, and some following paragraphs the convention is reversed.  Please avoid confusion by using the same convention everywhere.
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Note
Comment:  As stated earlier, bisecting the park and providing acreage on either side of a major freeway carrying oversized diesel STAA trucks is not sufficient mitigation for children and other users of the park.  It should be relocated away from the MCP.

plancomm
Note
Comment:  As discussed earlier, Option 4-9 was designed to avoid the low income community of Mead Valley, yet it was given no serious consideration in this EIR.  It should be added to the list of viable alternatives.
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Note
Possible Typo:  Or explain "C2-RD alignment".

plancomm
Note
Comment:  Please see earlier comments with respect to the air quality impacts of Alternative 9, including the impacts of oversized STAA trucks climbing from I-15 and I-215 to the Gavilan Plateau and the lack of air quality monitoring stations  in the area of the MCP.







plancomm
Note
Repetitive Information:  Please see comments for paragraph 8.4, page 133 of this Appendix.
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Note
Please indicate whether or not all comments by USFWS and CDFG have been incorporated into all build alternatives discussed in this EIR/EIS.
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Note
This exhibit provides some valuable information; however, it is so small, when reviewed from a disk on a computer with zoom capability, it is virtually impossible to review in detail.  However, it should be noted that, in some categories, there is no direct comparison between the build alternatives, which is equivalent to comparing apples to oranges.  For example, in the category of Section 4(f) Properties, how does 20.8 acres of a Cajalco Creek site (Alternative 5) compare to 8.9 acres of Paragon Park (Alternative 9) and who makes the judgment call? In addition, the exhibit is biased toward Alternative 9. For example, with respect to Cost, Alternative 9 appears to be less than all other build alternatives; however, using the EIR figure of $130 million per mile, the cost of Alternative 9 works out to be $130 x 32 mi = $4.16 billion, slightly more than Alternative 5.  In the second heading, Water Resources/Aquatic Ecosystem,  Alternative 9 actually appears to have slightly less impact than Alternative 5. The third heading, Threatened and Endangered Species, provides a prime example of the bias toward Alternative 9.  Only in the first item, least Bell's vireo habitat, is Alternative 9 superior to Alternative 5.  In the next two items, habitat for CAGN and QCB, Alternative 5 is superior to Alternative 9.  And in the last five items, there is no difference between Alternative 5 and Alternative 9.  The continued bias throughout this EIR toward Alternative 9 is uncalled for and totally inappropriate in that it ultimately leads to making Alternative 9 a self-fulfilling prophesy.
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Note
Another exhibit that undoubtedly has useful information, but is too small to be seriously reviewed from a disk.  Please provide a full size paper copy of previous Appendix C and Appendix D,
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Note
Please define alignment 9-I15.
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Note
Comment:  It is interesting to note that even this report appears to have some bias toward Alternative 9.  For example, when noting that Alternatives 4 and 5 had the least potential impact to threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, it was necessary to qualify the statement with: "...but only slightly less that (than) alternative corridor alignments 9 and 9-I15.
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Note
Please explain the difference between this exhibit and the tabular comparison matrix of Appendix C in which impacts to Alternative 5 were 35.5 acres and Alternative 9 were 40.1 acres.  
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Note
So, after applying equal weight to all 15 criteria and normalizing, then picking items associated with specific assessment criteria and normalizing, what conclusions can be drawn, other than the report represents an inexact science that may or may not be useful in the scheme of identifying the final build alignment for the MCP.
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Note
Repetitive Information:  Please see comments in the Executive Summary.
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Note
- Quite a few of the addresses in this appendix are 4080 Lemon Street in the City of Riverside.  By build alignment, how much property (acres) belongs to the County of Riverside?
-  In addition, there is no parcel size information provided,  yet it is apparent that single property owners or corporations may have significant holdings within the MCP study area.  Please provide a tabular listing, by build alternative, of all properties where a single owner or corporation owns more than 100 acres.  The purpose of this request is to identify properties that may exert an undue influence with respect to selection of the final build alternative.
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Note
-  Please see comments in Volume One relative to returning the MCP alignment to the existing Cajalco Road right of to reduce impacts to residences in the Lake Mathews Estates and habitat in the Lake Mathews MSHCP.
-  Also, please see comments relative to these mapped alignments in Volume One.
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Note
By continuing to focus on Alternative 9 TWS DV, RCTC is continuing to fulfill the self fulfilling prophesy. The EIR continues to emphasize the strong points of Alternative 9, while overlooking or minimizing the obvious flaws with this alternative.  Please refer to extensive comments in Volume One related to concerns associated with Alternative 9.  In addition, please provide compelling rationale for continuing to follow this approach, which is contrary to the CEQA process of rigorously comparing all alternatives.
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Note
It appears that the references in this Index may relate only to Volume One.  Please indicate if the Index is intended to support all three volumes.
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