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>> JEFF STONE: Any final comments before I open the public hearing?  Seeing none, I'm going to open the public hearing.  We have our first speaker, Dr.  Dan Silver.  Welcome, 
Dr.  Silver.  
>> DAN SILVER: Good morning.  Thank you very much Chairman Stone and members of the commission.  I'm Dan Silver, Endangered Habitats League.  We're a regional conservation group.  We've been involved in this process for those 
10 years that Cathy mentioned.  I'm here to talk about the relationship of the project to the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Program or MSHCP.  The bottom line is that we support the coverage of your ultimately preferred route by the MSHCP.  We say that because it was part of the original package deal.  The infrastructure really went hand in glove with the multiple species plan.  We note that the currently preferred route is not the original route that was analyzed.  In fact, it's not even the alternative route that was looked at.  But none of these routes are fatally flawed from our perspective, and we do remember that it was part of the package deal.  There is a process, however, that it will have to go through including amendment to the MSHCP.  There will have to be meaningful mitigation.  We will have to address the county's proposed Cajalco improvements as part of it.  But the basic point I'd like to make is that we are here to work with you and with your staff toward that objective of coverage under the MSHCP.  I'd also like to briefly take this opportunity to sincerely thank your board for the important contributions that RCTC has already made to the MSHCP via the Measure A funding.  Very important and thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Dr.  Silver about a $125 million to date that we contributed for habitat.  Tom Jacobsen.   

Mr. Jacobsen is next, and he'll be followed by 
Michelle Awadalla.  Good morning.  
>> TOM JACOBSEN: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen of the transportation commission, my name is Tom Jacobsen, and I have the privilege of serving in various capacities in the community including -- I'm the current president of the Valley Group and president of Orange Empire Railway Museum.  There's several things that this EIR points out to us.  It points out to us that we all deal in an environment in this community in this county that is very sacred.  It is very special.  But on the other hand, we have to come to grips with the fact that no matter what we do with regards to this particular highway, growth is going to continue in this county, and it is continuing.  And it's going to put a tremendous burden on our infrastructure.  This particular project, of course, as you all know, is an attempt to remove some of that burden on the infrastructure, to help protect the environment in the remaining part of the county, and to accomplish several things which are very necessary to the proper and continued growth of Riverside County.  First of all, everyone has probably already noted that this is an environmental project.  It will save a tremendous amount of fuel for people that are traveling to and from the Perris Valley area that are going to Moreno Valley, Hemet, and in that entire area.  It is necessary because the geographics of our area are not as most of the people in the nation believe.  We are not a flat, grid type of location.  We have mountains that are impediments to transportation in this particular area, and Southern California has long failed to recognize that Riverside County is.  And doing so every time that we need to cross a mountain or go down a canyon we will in fact impact the environment.  This alternative in the Environmental Impact Statement for this particular project indicate that this is the least impact that we're going to have.  If we do not do this project, and do it in accordance  with the environmental policies that are laid out, what's going to happen is we're going to have degradation of our environment beyond what we now know and what we believe because people have a way of finding those dirt roads.  They have a way of making their own roads, and this is not something we can afford.  As a result, those of us who are involved in the community support this effort, and we request that the commission when it takes on this matter adopt the Environmental Impact Report.  We thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you, Mr. Jacobsen.  Next speaker is Michelle Awadalla, and she'll be followed by 
Charles Pearson.  Good morning.  
>> MICHELLE AWADALLA: Good morning commissioner, 
Chairman Stone, and members of the commission.  
My name is Michelle Awadalla.  It's a more to be here today representing the Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce where we are committed to promoting job development and the economic vitality of our region.  Today the commission is receiving public input on the Mid County Parkway.  We urge you to move forward on this significant infrastructure improvement that is vital to the future mobility of residents and our business community.  With Riverside's county population expected to reach 3 million in the next two decades, it is critical that the county create a new route that crosses east to west from San Jacinto to Corona.  Without the Mid County Parkway drivers will spend an increasing amount of time stuck in worsening traffic congestion on the 91 Freeway through Riverside and the 
60 Freeway as they travel across the region.  While saving time and money for weary commuters, the Mid County Parkway also promises cut fuel and transportation costs for our existing businesses.  As a new transportation corridor it will also enhance our ability to attract new businesses and jobs to the Inland area by improving the mobility of goods and services, by strengthening our existing business, and attracting new jobs and companies the Mid County Parkway will bring improved economic vitality to Western Riverside County and an improved quality of life for our residents.  We must prepare today for the growth that is coming to Riverside County.  The health of our economy, our residents depend on it.  Thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Ms.  Awadalla.  Next will be  Charles Pearson who will be followed by Mr. William Murray.  Good morning Mr. Pearson.  
>> CHARLES PEARSON: Thank you.  Board members my name is Charles Pearson.  I live at 17075 Multiview, which is at the corner of Multiview and Gavilan Road.  I've been following this parkway since it was land and gone to all the public meetings -- or most of them.  This parkway will destroy my view, and I will get quite a bit of noise from it because I'm very -- my residence is very close to it.  But I'm not here to say, "Yea," or "Nay," on the parkway because that's your decision to make based on the good of all.  But one thing that did surprise me when I reviewed the paperwork, they show 9 and 9(TWS DV) -- I'm not exactly sure what the TWS DV means -- but nothing was mentioned about the fact that they were eliminating an intersection at Gavilan and the Mid County Parkway.  In other words, all the plans up to this last TWS DV showed an intersection at Gavilan and the Mid County Parkway.  But when I checked with Cathy Bechtel, she said yes, it had been eliminated which was a surprise to me since it wasn't pointed out that it had been eliminated.  If I'm going to live with the noise and the view, I want to be able to use the parkway.  In other words, Gavilan is a -- 
I don't know what the proper terms are -- but I'll call it a secondary main thoroughfare.  It goes all the way from Cajalco to Highway 74.  There's a lot of residents that live on Gavilan, and there's a mobile home park down the street.  It would be a tremendous amount of people using this road if it is put through.  So it makes sense to have an intersection at Gavilan and the parkway.  But again I don't know exactly why it was removed, but it was removed, and it doesn't make any sense.  For the following the reasons: One is that -- again I'm not politically connected, so I don't know of any fire department being planned for the Gavilan Hills area -- so the existing fire station -- and I know it's being improved -- is at basically Cajalco and Gavilan Road.  It's near that intersection.  And so I would assume that any time there's an emergency response it would have to come from that facility, at least at the present time.  Also there's a lot of people that live on Wood Road and Harley John Road that would use this expressway.  But again if the only on‑ramp is at Lake Matthews Drive, it would be very difficult to access it.  And if you look at the layout of the road structure, you'll see there's quite a distance between the intersection of Lake Matthews Drive and the previous on‑ramp -- I forget what that's called, but it's a long section -- so only physically looking at it from a layman's standpoint it makes sense to add the intersection at Gavilan and Mid County Parkway.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you, Mr. Murray [sic], your time is up.  
>> CHARLES PEARSON: Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE:  Drew Feldman will be next followed by  Thomas Molten.  Good morning Mr. Feldman.  
>> Good morning.  My name is Drew Feldman.  I'm president of the San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society.  We are the local chapter of the National Audubon Society covering most of Riverside and San Bernardino counties.  We support the no‑build alternatives for several reasons.  First, the basic reason for local traffic congestion is that the cities in the county have approved, and are expected to approve, housing development after housing development without a corresponding increase in local employment.  As a result, growing numbers of people living here must travel back and forth each day in growing numbers to work, particularly in Orange County.  RCTC's own presentation shows this.  Recall the bar chart that shows the gap between local population and local employment widening enormously by 2030.  We consider that a terrible indictment of leadership.  If this freeway project is to cost over $3 billion, wouldn't it make more sense to invest the $3 billion in attracting employment to Western Riverside County?  Then people could live in Hemet and work in Hemet, or live in Perris and work in Perris not in Orange County.  No one being forced from their homes for a freeway, and the rural beauty of Western Riverside County could be preserved -- an interesting concept.  Apparently, it's just too far outside the box for lots of local leaders and local agencies to accept.  There are several additional related reasons to oppose the Mid-County Parkway.  In a time of increasing concern about the realities of global warming, this project concentrates on moving cars not on moving people.  There's no provision for mass transit.  The project, therefore, promotes global warming through the production of greenhouse gases and increased urbanization.  Now, don't get the sense that we are for traffic congestion.  We are certainly not.  Traffic congestion, of course, also promotes the production of greenhouse gases because of idling vehicles, at least those that are not hybrids.  Because of its location the proposed freeway, however, will do little or nothing to reduce local congestion on the 215 or the 91.  People living in the area of the proposed Mid County Parkway already take the 15 to and from the 91, so the 91 will be just as bad as ever.  However, the MCP will encourage increased truck traffic to March Air Reserve Base, meaning more flights, more noise, more trucks, and more pollution from trucks.  Experience has shown that building additional freeways promotes additional sprawl, which promotes more traffic congestion, which promotes more sprawl.  Freeways do not solve the problems they were meant to solve.  A final reason for opposing the project is that it will destroy, damage, or impinge upon rural open space and areas used by wildlife.  Even if areas are preserved by the preferred alternatives they will be less wild and less convivial to wildlife with a massive freeway running nearby.  In conclusion, adopting any alternative except the no‑build alternatives will merely make a bad situation worse.  We call upon Riverside County planners to make smart growth steps instead.  Thank you.  
>> Thank you Mr. Feldman.  Our next speaker is -- please no clapping -- next speaker is Thomas Molten followed by Sonya Baretto.  If the speaker on deck could, kind of, move to the front row, that would be great because we have a lot of speakers today.  Mr. Molten, good morning to you.  
>> THOMAS MOLTEN: Good morning members of the Riverside County Transportation Commission.  I want to commend you for several years the Riverside County Transportation Commission/RCTC has been studying possible routes for the Mid County Parkway.  After countless meetings and hundred of thousands of dollars, the Riverside County Transportation Commission chose Alternative 9 for all the right reasons.  Those reasons are direct impacts -- direct and indirect impacts and other resource impacts and project costs.  Alternative 9 overwhelmingly became the best choice.  I wish it was in place now.  I live -- my property has frontage right along Cajalco Avenue.  And I tell you, this winter I'll see at least three or four people killed on that highway.  There's just a mass from four o'clock in the morning until about nine o'clock -- there's this mass of traffic going about 70 miles and hour.  They go around those corners, and people die.  No matter what you do to Cajalco, you make the roads a little bit better, they just go faster.  This last year they improved the section from -- on Cajalco from La Sierra back to where the fire station is and that only allowed these people to go even faster, and you have more deaths.  So I'm overwhelmingly pleased with Alternate 9.  
I think if it was in place today it would save a lot of lives.  The sooner it can be approved and go down the roadway -- I'm for it.  
>> JEFF STONE:  Thank you Mr. Molten.  Sonya Baretto followed by Grant May.  
>> SONYA BARETTO: Good morning.  My name is Sonya Baretto.  
I have been a resident of the Lake Matthews area for about 
17 years, so I've seen many, many changes through the years and the need for the highway to take place.  And of course 
I know that everyone here that has a home that gets affected has a personal interest, mine being one of them.  
A few weeks ago we had a presentation where we got to see all the facts and after viewing that Alternative 9 is the one that makes the most sense to me and I know to a lot of people so I am in support of Alternative 9.  Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Ms.  Baretto we appreciate your comments.  Grant May will be followed by Bill Wechter.  
>> GRANT MAY: Hi.  
>> JEFF STONE: Good morning.  
>> GRANT MAY: My house is affected by 4, 5, 6, and 7, and 
I think it's very important that you guys look at the impact on people's properties because that's what it's all about in the beginning, people -- the whole thing.  I'm not against the County Parkway.  I think it's very important that you guys build it and do it.  But I would like to think that you guys would pick Route 9 because it makes the most common sense to me.  It has the least impact on everybody.  And one other thing too is a lot of people that live in this area do not know what's going on.  So you guys have not informed everybody good enough.  Every household that I went and talked to didn't know that their property could be taken out, or that they were going to be impacted in some way.  And I'm talking everyone in my neighbor a whole 
29 houses that could be taken out didn't know and everybody around them that was impacted from that didn't know.  So you've got to let people know what's going on.  You may have the meetings and stuff, but nobody's actually informed about what's happening.  Anyway, I hope that you pick Route 9 because it makes the most amount of common sense.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. May.  Bill Wechter, I hope I'm saying that right, Bill, and then Steven Counelis will be next.  
>> BILL WECHTER:  Good morning, close it's Bill Wechter.  I live 21520 Lake Matthews Drive.  I've lived there 21 years now so I've seen development happen in the area.  I'm in favor of Alternative 9 along with the commission.  Alternative 4, as you probably all know, is $460 million more than Alternative 9.  In the area between Lake Matthews Drive and Gavilan, as Grant mentioned, there's 29 homes that would be taken out as opposed to two with Alternative 9.  It's unfortunate that anyone's house could be taken.  But the reality is that this will probably happen.  Twenty‑nine homes probably means about a hundred people affected.  Two homes probably in the neighborhood of seven people.  The other thing is the tax revenue.  Twenty‑nine homes is probably a million dollars of tax revenue to Riverside County yearly.  Where two homes is probably in the neighbor of $7,000, so there's that in addition to all the costs with everything.  My neighbors and myself use common sense which says Alternative 9.  Engineers use logic which says Alternative 9.  I certainly hope you use Alternative 9.  Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you, sir.  Steven Counelis will be followed by Sha Shalish.  Good morning.  
>> STEVEN COUNELIS: Good morning, Mr. Chairman.  My name is Steven Counelis.  I live at 17355 Sandalwood in the Victoria Grove community just north of Lake Matthews.  I served from 2003 to 2006 as the president of the homeowner's association.  There is about 1,100 homes -- 1,200 homes now in the community.  Though I don't appear here as a official representative of the association anymore -- I'm not on the board -- I can tell you, the sense of the community is one of deep concern and certainly opposition to any Alternative 4 or 5 -- I believe are the numbers -- that would affect Victoria Grove and the residents.  And I know that -- I was at a meeting, unfortunately Supervisor Buster received the difficult end of that conversation at a public meeting in 2004/2005 up at the Lake Hills Fire Station.  A very angry response he received unfortunately.  It was rude, in fact.  Nonetheless, the sense of the community is anything that would affect those residences -- and, of course, they were newly built homes at that time, and they were all built between 2001 and 2002.  I personally, of course, do support Alternative 9.  I think it is a rare occurrence probably in your planning experience to have so many reasons to go with Alternative 9.  Typically, I would think, that planning choices are presented in a fashion of which inevitably are difficult choices.  One alternative has one set of good points and the other alternative has an opposing set of good points.  Alternative 9 appears to have all good points for it, and that is a rare occurrence, I would imagine.  So, therefore, I would encourage the commission to proceed and support, ultimately, Alternative 9 as the one that has the most benefit for the community.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Counelis.  Our next speaker will be Sha Shalish followed by Mr. Jim Meyer.  
>> SHA SHALISH: Good morning commissioners my name is Stylish Sha.  I live and work in the city of Riverside towards Van Buren.  I'm here to, first of all, support the project in general and also in specific Alternative 9 that has been selected.  I don't have to spend time explaining why there is a need for it.  It's already been established.  If there was no need it would not have come this far.  So I don't want to take too much time.  One more thing I want to add into that is that what growth we have seen in the last ten years doesn't look like it's going to stop.  After the recession is over, there's going to be more growth, and they're going to ask for more infrastructure development.  There was no development of infrastructure that has taken place in the last ten years.  So I think there is a definite need for that.  I believe that each alternative that has been presented may have impact on residential community in some other fashion.  I feel for the people that will be losing their homes or be affected by some other means.  But that is not going to be the case -- but there is no alternative available that will not impact anybody.  Some if this is going to be -- a meeting is held on some other alternative there will be some other people coming here and complaining about it.  So I see that this is going to be affecting -- there's no alternative presented that has no impact at all.  So I personally believe that this alternative has the least amount of impact on the number of houses in alignment.  Also as a taxpayer I believe that this is the least expensive of all.  We're not talking about a few hundred dollars or a few thousand dollars.  This is like 4‑ or $500 million here, and I think in this economy -- especially Riverside County has an unemployment rate of 9.1% by the latest data compared to that of 6.5 nationally -- it is important that this area needs improvement and we will eventually have the growth to the area.  Lastly, I would like -- I have a suggestion.  As I looked at those routes, and I looked at those plans as to how this is developed, I have a concern in the design part of it.  I just happened to see one section of Mid County Parkway crossing Perris Boulevard and all four on‑ramps and off‑ramps are coming at one point, and they're all coming to one spot on south of that intersection.  I think it's going to cause problems with traffic.  I suggest that they should look at those and have two in the north and two in the south opening up on Placentia or some other way so it's not impacted all in the one place which is the highest impacted area traffic‑wise.  I looked at the studies and that's the area where eventually the traffic is going to be the maximum, and it's not a good idea having all four off‑ramp and on‑ramp coming to one point.  And then it's going to be chaos and spending a lot more money afterwards.  Also building two bridges to do that -- instead they could easily avoid and have that open up on the north of the intersection.  So -- 
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you.  
>> SHA SHALISH:  -- I support that.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Sha for your testimony.  Mr. Jim Meyer will be followed by Joy Robinson.  Mr. Meyer, good morning.  
>> JIM MEYER: Good morning commission.  Thank you for allowing me this time to speak.  Twenty years ago my wife and I purchased two and a quarter acres on Scenic View Road, Lake Matthews with the idea of building our dream home, and living there until we're gone.  We spent the last 20 years building the house, doing the things to the property to improve it, make it look nice.  Now we're faced with losing three of the houses on our street, the six properties behind us if this parkway comes down Cajalco.  Now instead of sitting on my patio and having a cool one and looking at the view of the lake, I get a view of the freeway.  And we all know that it's going to be cheaper to go Alternative 9.  We're going to affect less homes, less people -- and even the people, you buy their property, they're gone, they move on.  I'm lift there and many of my neighbors with this beautiful view of this new freeway.  The value of our properties is going to go down.  Who in their right mind would want to build a house or buy a house next to a freeway?  That's why I moved out there, to get away.  I lived in Riverside for years.  That's why I moved out there.  To get away from this.  I think Alternative 9 is definitely the way to go.  It's wise.  It's in black and white, and the people that we're going to affect -- also we're going to run this freeway next to Lake Matthews, which is drinking water for somebody, not us, but it's for LA.  I've worked on automobiles for 40 years so I know what comes off cars as far as emissions and fluids leak and things, so now we're going to put all this traffic down Cajalco right next to somebody's drinking water.  So I think we really need to look at that and think about that too.  You know, we don't drink that water, but somebody is.  So I urge the commission to vote Alternative 9.  Appreciate it, thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Meyer appreciate you testimony.  Joy Robinson is next.  She'll be followed by George Hague.  Good morning ma'am.  
>> JOY ROBINSON: Good morning my name is Joy Robinson, and I'm opposed to Alternative 9.  RCTC gave guidelines to their staff members, and they formed a committee.  They recommended all the things that they wanted to do.  That committee suggested Highway 74.  It's in a completely business section.  It's all flat.  If I asked you let's build a freeway on a mountain or on a flat road what would you say?  Just common sense says coming up a hill is going to cost more money in gas.  It's going to cost money to go down the hill and all the pollution.  And the pollution up there because we're surrounded by mountains on all sides is going to stay in this area.  And I do not live very far from -- less than a half mile, I don't know how many yards it is -- from this freeway you're going to put.  When it rains -- and of course it isn't raining now so the water table is probably not as high but it is at eight feet, the water table -- and the water perks up out of the ground at my house when it rains.  I also want to thank Bob Buster for getting us the additional -- to January 8th to have someone look at this Environmental Impact Report.  But it took you ten months to look at it, why aren't we allowed that same amount of time?  I just think that that's unfair.  Now it's only going to be within ten feet of Hartford Springs Park and there all that pollution is going to come out.  My grandchildren live up there.  The pollution to the area is not -- and that's why I say go out 74.  If you go out 74, which was the original recommendation, it's flat.  There's business out there.  You can put all your business and hopefully make more business.  There's going to be a freeway off‑ramp that's not on the map.  And the reason I know that is because I was told by the people that some representative from the RCTC came to talk to -- that's taking out this whole line of homes that line just above Cajalco and that off‑ramp is not on the map.  I don't know why you don't have it on the map that we all get to look at.  I just think you need to look at this, the amount of pollution that is going to affect our area as they come up the hill.  You're going to change it forever.  It's not going to be a rural area.  Thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE:  The next speaker is George Hague.  He'll be followed by Carrie Bass.  Mr. Hague.  
>> GEORGE HAGUE: Most of you have this given to you.  She is doing that now.  May name is George Hague.  I'm representing the Sierra Club at this point on this matter.  And attached to this article letter is an article from the Press Enterprise dated July 18th about the Mid County Parkway.  And it's very important that you realize that on page 3 there's a map.  And on that map they've done an excellent job that I wish the Draft/EIR would have done also.  And what they've done is they've taken a section of the Mid County Parkway and they have shown an area 1500 feet on either side of the Mid County Parkway.  And this 1500 feet is not a random 1500 feet.  The 1500 feet is based on both USC and UCLA studies of the health impact to residents who live near a freeway.  And if you look on that third page of what you were given, you will see how they have done this and within that 1500 feet you can actually see little homes listed there.  You don't see the school that's there, but there is a school within that 1500 feet.  Now Ms.  Bechtel very nicely used the words direct impact when talking about social justice issues.  There's less direct impact.  What this 1500 feet shows is indirect impact, and it's indirect impact that these people will need to know that they're going to be facing on a regular daily basis, 365 days a year, 24 hours every day.  Therefore, what I'm asking you to do is for you to request of RCTC instead of just limiting the notice of a direct mail to those within 300 feet of this is that you do a direct mail of those that are going to be indirectly impacted by this project.  They need to know that their families are going to be suffering for years and years to come, and they need to have a direct mail to their home, not just saying that the Mid County Parkway is going to be coming their way.  They should also be told about the health impacts of a parkway within 1500 feet of their home or their place of employment or where their children are going to school.  This should be done.  And if you're going to move the comment period to January 8th, I think, maybe with a few more days after that, you could slip in at least a 45‑day notice to these people about this project.  They deserve this.  You're representing many communities.  If this was going to go through your community, you were going to have your people affected this way, you would represent them in such a way that hopefully they would be noticed directly.  A few ads in the paper does not do it.  So I once again urge you to request the parties to do this.  Looks like my time is rolling out.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Hague appreciate your testimony.  
>> GEORGE HAGUE: Thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE:  Ms.  Carrie Bass will be followed by Howard Rosenthal.  Good morning Ms.  Bass.  
>> CARRIE BASS: Good morning.  My name is Carrie Bass.  I live at the end of Gold Valley on Frantz Road.  And I do not think -- or want the freeway upon Gavilan plateau.  The rural lifestyle will be gone forever.  I have lived in Gavilan for 16 years.  I bought a property that's next to Hartford Springs.  I'm an avid trail rider.  I ride in the park at least four times a week.  The wildlife will be gone.  My goal was to be next to the park for that reason.  It's not so much my property itself.  It's the location.  The freeway noise will negatively impact my property and, therefore, change it forever.  I see nothing but negative for the freeway coming through Gavilan.  We don't even have buses up there for the kids anymore.  I think that's kind of important.  It would be like putting a dairy outside here next to downtown Riverside.  I think 74 would be a lot better place for it.  It's already commercial.  It's going commercial.  It's all flat.  The roads already been improved.  The expense of going through that mountain -- it's all rock.  You can say the dollar amount now, but it's going to triple.  My husband's in construction I know that, the minute you start blasting -- you don't know what's under there.  It's going to cost way more than you're projecting.  Just the improvement of four‑lane Cajalco would be sufficient.  It's the 15 and the 91 that's the major problem.  Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you very much Ms.  Bass.  Mr. Rosenthal will be followed by Laurie Taylor.  Good morning, sir.  
>> HOWARD ROSENTHAL: Howard Rosenthal, 1600 East Florida Avenue, Suite 110, Hemet, California.  Good morning, Mr. Commissioner, fellow commissioners.  I'm here today to certainly show my support for Alternative 9, call attention to, and applaud the commission because for those that know nationally the Riverside County Transportation Commission is one of the most farsighted forward‑thinking transportation commissions in the country, in the state, with a history of being looked to by the state of California's transportation department, and we're proud of that.  It's teamed up with a County that has been a leader in the country, in the nation, in general planning to protect the environment and to allow for the a future that let's the next generation have a place to live and jobs.  Alternative 9 needs to be followed through with.  There is no way to avoid building roads in the future.  A late friend/client of mine William E.  Leonard, who is a legend in the California Transportation Commission -- I never forget the first time he told me how they would sit at the Caltrans Commission and wrestle "My god the cost of building this road.  How do we begin to vote for it?" And remarking how, "When that road would get finished, we'd be there at the dedication, and we'd think what a bargain." This quarter has to go in.  I live in a valley where Hemet and San Jacinto make up close to 150,000 people that will grow to over 300,000.  This county is part of the economic engine that brought this sate out of the recession in 90s and it will do so again.  Funny thing about down economies is it doesn't change the precursor for having children.  And if you look in your hospital throughout California, nowhere will you see a current drop in birthrate.  In fact, the human being has survived for millions of years because in times of disaster, it starts making more of them.  We saw it after 9/11.  This current economy will not slow down the growth.  We can only depend on the leadership of this commission in this county and the tradition it has had before to think forward, to move on alternative 9, and assure the economic stability and future of our great region.  Thank you for your time.  Thank you for listening.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Rosenthal.  Laurie Taylor will be followed by Patrick Soo.  
>> Laurie Taylor: Thank you very much for holding the public meetings.  Very, very much appreciated.  My name is Laurie Taylor.  I am currently the vice‑chair of the Residents Association of Greater Lake Matthews also know as RAGLM.  First of all, I'd like to confirm with Cathy that all of the comments previously made at out general meeting in October are now part of the formal public record?  
>> UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.  
>> LAURIE TAYLOR:  You've already had a reminder that CETAP in their original study actually recommended another route entirely.  This is all based on the assumption that the resources will exist to support all of the increased growth within Riverside County.  Just one quick point, we are one small step away from mandatory water rationing right now.  Do we really have the resources to support all that additional growth?  Something to think about.  I want to thank Bob Buster for his request to extend the comment period.  I'd like to ask that you consider at least a small additional extension.  It took extensions from January to October for RCTC to review and release the Draft/EIR.  We're currently reviewing that.  It's a 1000+ page document and in all fairness additional time should be granted especially since the holidays were within that extension time too.  I completely support the comments made today Mr. Feldman, Mr. Hague, and Mrs. Joy Robinson who spoke previously.  We do have one concern.  The Army Corps of Engineers already has a permit application to build this project, and this is prior to the close of comments.  Is that normal?  To address a previous person who spoke.  Access off Gavilan Road would encourage traffic bypass breakdowns on either one of those 6% grades by driving through a residential neighborhood.  The majority of these roads are not built to County standard or width nor are many even in the County maintained system.  The responsibility for repair of those roads and the sole liability is the burden of those homeowners.  But it's the primary route that people would use to bypass breakdowns on this facility.  The general plan was partially intended to protect rural areas.  The development of this project will increase pressure additional development in rural areas that the general plan was in part designed to protect.  That includes Hartford Springs Park.  That includes the Estelle Mountain Reserve which are bordered on two sides by this proposed Route 9.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Ms.  Taylor.  Your time is up.  Appreciate your comments.  Thank you.  Patrick Soo will be followed by Betty Anderson.  
>> My name is Patrick Soo.  I am here (unintelligible) Caltrans director.  I really complement the commission's reason to purchase Mid County Parkway for $3 million price tag.  That is the bargain.  I think we need to take advantage of whatever (unintelligible) but with $3 million project eventually end up to the 15 or the 91.  It is really worthwhile to work simultaneously to find alternate access points between Riverside County and Orange County.  Otherwise, 125,000 traffic per day down from 91 (unintelligible) city of Corona.  That is a big concern, and that is very time consuming to get agreement between different agencies.  Based on my own experience of 395 corridor back in 1990 we did extensive research and environmental documents, but unfortunately we didn't have (unintelligible) from local representative and that 395 end up dead in water.  And I hope we will move forward regardless of if the project will go or not.  We need to have memorandum to have the highway to secure right of way.  That's the only thing we need.  Without right of way regardless of money we have we cannot go through.  That's my comment.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you, Mr. Soo.  We appreciate your comments.  Betty Anderson followed by David S.  Elliot.  Good morning Ms.  Anderson.  
>> BETTY ANDERSON: Betty Anderson, Mira Loma.  The comment I have is good news and bad news.  The good news is Mira Loma won't have as much truck traffic if all the Mid County Parkway traffic is -- the warehousing out in the Perris Valley area is diverted through the Mid County Parkway.  That's the good news.  The bad news is that the communities that will be within the Mid County Parkway will suffer the same kind of air pollution that we suffer of now up in Mira Loma.  That means that the Mira Loma has the worst particulate air quality in the nation.  That means there will be another community that will have that type of air quality issues, and I don't think we need two communities like that in Riverside County.  One is enough.  We have more than enough.  We need to stop building warehouses out in that area.  And that way we don't have more particulate matter pollution in Riverside County.  That's number one.  Number two, I'm very concerned about the traffic off the 15 and the 91, and the progress is the city of Corona currently is landlocked by gridlock, even on weekends.  Landlocked by gridlock and it's going to get worse with this Mid County Parkway.  There has been no alternative planned that will be and at the same time as the Mid County Parkway.  That doesn't make any sense at all.  I suggested at the Eagle Glen Golf Course, when I first heard about this several years ago, that there be zipper lanes on the 91.  And zipper lanes are similar to what they have in metro Washington DC area.  And I believe that that would be a temporary alternative for the 91 until some other alternative for the traffic on the 91 comes into effect.  So zipper lanes on the 15 and the 91 and stop building warehouses in the Perris Valley/Moreno Valley area.  Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank Mrs. Anderson.  David S.  Elliot is going to be followed by Cynthia Ferry.  
>> DAVID ELLIOT: Mr. Chairman, members of the RCTC, I'm an attorney.  I'm the current president of the Victoria Grove Homeowner's Association.  It's an 1100‑home development east of McAllister -- north of Lake Matthews between McAllister and La Sierra.  And initially back in 2005 when the roadway for the Mid County Parkway was initially considered, its impact on our community was substantial.  It involved taking a number of homes by eminent domain and ultimately, as I understand it, Metropolitan Water District stepped in and said they wouldn't go for anything bigger than a four‑lane roadway just north of Lake Matthews because of the weakening of the buttress to the dike that holds the lake in, and of course that's a concern for our community because we live under that dike.  So at this point I think most of the people that live in Victor Grove are very much in favor of the Mid County Parkway Alternative 9 seems to be the best compromise.  Alternative 6 which impacts us -- we can certainly live with a four‑lane road, it's part of the general plan.  At the present time trying to get from Victoria Grove down to Corona is sort of a -- you roll the dice.  There's certainly been a number of people injured and killed.  I would certainly echo the comments of Mr. Rosenthal, who spoke previously about the manner in which Riverside County has typically approached problems like this.  You certainly can't please all the people all the time.  I think the southern route obviously, at least to us, seems to make the most sense.  Thank you.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Elliot.  Appreciate your comments.  Cynthia Ferry.  
>> UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: On behalf of Cynthia Ferry, she was committed also to a meeting up on the fifth floor on density transfers, and won't be released for another hour from that meeting.  So sorry.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you very much.  We appreciate that.  I have one request that has been asked to be read into the record and this will be a final call for anyone that wants to take any testimony before the commission.  Now's your time.  If you do want to speak, come forward, fill out a white slip, and we'll be happy to entertain your testimony.  This has been submitted by John Roth.  
Subject: Request for extension of time.  Please consider this letter as a request for the extension of time to permit the general public's review of the Environmental Impact Report for the Mid County Parkway.  As much as RCTC and associated agencies have taken several years to prepare the EIR, please consider an extension of at least 30 days and preferably longer.  An inadequate review period would circumvent NEPA and CEQA process to provide decision makers meaningful input regarding the MCP/Mid County Parkway project.  
Thank you for your consideration of this request.  
John W.  Roth.  
And we have another request to speak.  And I see this is the last one unless somebody wants to come forward.  William Murray.  Good morning sir.  
>> WILLIAM MURRAY: Morning.  I want to thank you for the opportunity to speak in front of this commission today.  I've owned property in the Gavilan Hills for approximately 20 years.  I was a resident at the Arlington Tunnel Ranch for about 8 years.  I own 40 acres.  I was noticing that you can kind of see from that camera so the audience can see the 40 acres that I own.  
>> JEFF STONE:  You can put it on the overhead to your left.  There you go.  That's perfect.  
>> WILLIAM MURRAY:  A lot of people think that it's a Monet picture.  It shows the beauty of the area that this propose Route 9 is going to go through.  As a property owner and as a former resident, I very strongly recommend this commission consider the 9th proposal and encourage you to vote for this.  My only regret is that it's not happening fast enough.  You need to enact emergency measures when you consider what's going on here in the Inland Empire in terms of the fact that we have a part of the housing crisis.  I think part of the housing crisis is that we have commute waits and the waste of gasoline.  When I wait on Van Buren Boulevard, I think of what the advantages are going to be, not to mention to the property owners whose property values like mine are going to increase by four fold because of the accessibility of getting in and out of traffic that it's going to encourage.  So if you're a property owner in the area, I encourage you to support this cross‑county parkway.  And when you get to the west terminus of this -- I call it "Our bridge to nowhere," because it ends west of the 15.  And I'm a strong proponent of which I think is going to be coming in the future, I have a newspaper article in 2005 they refer to as the "Tunnel Project" and if you really consider the tunnel project we don't need to widen the 91.  And we don't need to -- I mean there's a whole host at the public information.  There's about ten measures of widening freeways.  If we went over the top of the mountains there, we wouldn't have a problem on the 91 Freeway.  We wouldn't have air cargo problems.  I can understand the sensitivities of Bob Buster, being a Lake Matthews resident, it's not a popular issue, but when you look at the benefits to the community and the good of the all -- I think if you just voted in Gavilan Hills and you're running for supervisor, you're going to be against this project.  When you think of the waste in human time, gasoline, and the housing crisis that we're in, I think we really need to plug into the crisis of the times that we're in.  I'm reading in papers that there's federal dollars as a stimulus package so if we call this an emergency we can get this thing done a lot faster.  On my trip to Mainland China last year, I was really surprised by two things.  They had tunnels everywhere through pure granite rock hills in (unintelligible).  
>> JEFF STONE: Mr. Murray, your time is up.  I'm sorry.  Thank you very much for coming forward.  Tuan Van is listed as our final speaker.  Again if you would like to speak before the commission come up and fill out a white slip.  
>> TUAN VAN: Good morning, and thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns.  My name is Tuan Van and my wife is Arlene Van.  First, we would like to express our appreciation to the RCTC for doing a great job in planning and reducing the traffic in our county.  We strongly support the Alternative 9 for simple reason it costs less money and the least impact in the environment and more importantly on the families.  However, I do have a great concern there's a member advising the board who also lives in Gavilan area, Mr. Roth.  Just like most doctors do not operate on family members because of the emotional involvements, one cannot be impartial, if one's life is directly affected by it.  
>> UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Let me correct you on that.  Mr. Roth is not a member of this commission.  He has no relation to this commission.  He is a County of Riverside planning commissioner, an appointed planning commissioner.  But he's also a resident, long time resident and property owner in this area and he, as you are, is affected by this project.  He has just as much right to express his views on this project as you do.  So he does not have any conflict, nor is he a member of this state body which is originally set up by the state that is also called the Riverside County Transportation Commission.  
>> TUAN VAN:  I understand.  We spoke last meeting.  I just simply asked if Mr. Roth could excuse himself from this project.  Not to be fired, not to quite, just to excuse himself from this project.  It's a worthwhile project.  I support it.  If this highway happened to go by my property it is for the greater good to help the people in the County of Riverside, I do not have a problem with that.  I would not fight the County.  But in order to make that transparent and impartial, I think Mr. Roth should excuse himself from this project.  Not to be fired, not to quit, we just need to have it impartial and transparent.  And it's very important for the county.  I appreciate the RCTC.  When I first picked this up and you all look back in 1999 when you first involved looking at this project that is very impressive.  Thank you very much.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mr. Van.  Is there anyone else that would like to come forward and address the commission?  If you turn in your white slip please, then you can come forward.  Anybody else like the address the commission?  Fill out your white slip and give it to our clerk.  Good morning.  
>> Good morning.  My name is Laurie Woodbeck, and while I don't live on Cajalco, I am in the 1500 feet away from the several of the proposed alignments.  I think the thing that's upsetting to myself and my family the most is the element of the air pollution.  Riverside County has been named the most polluted small particulate area in the country or one of the most, and here we are inviting what we've been calling a parkway.  But it's not a parkway.  It's a freeway.  What a lot of people in the public don't understand and don't know is this parkway is going to be wider than the 91 in places.  That's a very big statement -- wider than the 91 Freeway.  Well, I find that very personal.  We didn't move out the rural area to the next to or in close proximity to a fine particulate spewing polluted area.  Cathy had mentioned that the study area that was on the map -- the purpose of the parkway was to relieve local and regional congestion, but the real truth of the matter is this parkway/freeway, wider than the 91, is meant to move goods from Long Beach.  We're aware that we're slated to be the second busiest hub for moving goods in the United States, and what we feel is that you're just setting up to promote that all these trucks are going to flow right through our Valley.  I support the 74 Route.  It's flat.  Everything's already in place.  It would be a minimal amount of expense compared to what you're talking about, drilling through this rock.  And that's a valid point.  We live in the area, went to build our pool.  Found out that we had to do the tap, tap, tap, through solid rock.  Cost us two days and $6,000 to get a pool that was eight feet deep.  That's a common problem in our area -- solid rock.  Again with the high water table.  I support Route 74.  Anything else would be subjecting the families around this greater than 91 highway size to premature deaths as noted by the Press Enterprise itself, lung cancer, cancer, and the other things that have been noted.  
>> JEFF STONE: Thank you Mrs. Woodbeck.  Is there anyone else that wishes to address the commission before I close the public hearing?  Okay then, I'm going to go ahead and close the public -- 
**End of digital audio**
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