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REFERENCED EMAIL FROM MAYOR HOBART AS FORWARDED TO ALL C.V. MAYORS

Fro m : Gdanah obart@-ao l. çom

To: tkirk@evagÉfg

C C : randyþ@BanchdjEagce&gs, sleveq@q al awv€rs'esm,

i s a i a h h @ Ba n c h-o M i ra g eeÀg ov, !j wejll@ veh os.eam

Sent: 5ñ/2A15 f :32:26 A.M. Pacific Dayiight Time

Subj: CV Link

Tom:

Our 1.5 hour discussion in palm Desert a few days ago is apparently not moving forward with

the speed Rancho Mirage hoped and expected'

To recap: I thought we had agreed that the three most pressing questions that needed

resoiution ASAP before we (CVAG) commit to moving the project forward in high gear were:

1. Securing a Legal Opinion from a major Los Angeles law firm to advise CVAG and it

representative members as to thelegality of using Measure A funds to pay for O&M expenses

related to the CV Link as currently conceived with NEVs and golf carts'

2. Each city council would schedule a meeting after the legal opinion is received to answer

the following question: Should [our city] support or oppose partially paying CV Link O&M

expenses from Measure A funds? [Should we use Measure A funds for this purpose?]

3. ls the $1.6 Million current CVAG O&M projection reasonably accurate? [o answer that

question I suggested the question be examined by an outside organization, uninfluenced by

CVAG, except to provide necessary information'l

I also suggested that we curtail accepting further Grants until we have answered the

foregoing questions. As we know, grants often come with a reimbursement clause if the

project is not completed, and sometimes with an obligation to pay interest on the use of those

grant funds. And some come with a discretionary right not to request reimbursement.

I also likened the CV Link project to a snow ball rolling downhill: it is consuming more and



more money as ii gets farger and larger. we are wasting considerable sums if the cities

individually or collectively vote not to go fonruard with the cv Link concept or not to pay for

the O&M.

I believe that our only disagreement concerning what I have just written is that you suggested

that the first priority not be the legal opinion, but rather, that we determine what a more

accurate projection of the o&M figure for the first year of fuil operation. r responded that we

do not need a precise figure because the regar opinion wourd stand on its own, regardless if

the correct figure is $100, $100,000, or $10,000,000' lf Measure A funds are going to be

considered to bear some of the o&M responsibirity, we must not move this ballfonruard

without a sound iegar opinion to guide us. you said you wourd consider that matter further'

Severat days have passed and we are doing nothing to slow down the expenses being

ineurred. Just today we iearned that cvAG is hiring Erica Ferci who r presume will be engaged

in community persuasion, public relations work re the cv Link, etc' Does she replace Burke

Rix communications? will any part of her salary/contract be paid from the cv Link account?

why are we still running our cv Link television commercials, such as one that ran this

morning?

some may wonder if cvAG is trying to build public support for the project to put pressure on

the cities to support the O&M burden regardless'

you were going to get back to me regarding the precise language of the calTrans $11M grant

with respect to our repayment obligations in the event the cV Link was finished without

having the very expensive component of erectric vehicres and gorf carts. ln other words, what

are the odds they would forgive the loan?

The bottom line to my position was that Flancho Mirage needed to know NOW whether the

valley cities DO OR DO NOT accept the responsibility for paying, for generations to come'

the o&M expenses of the cv Link before we advance any further toward a designed and

partially implemented 30' wide (in areas) CV Link project'

r am confident you do not want the cv unk proiect to progress to far down the line so as to

prace cities in the squeeze position of thinking they have no rearfinar choice but to approve

the debt obligation that O&M would entail'

Finaily, what are you doing toward putting together a meeting where each city is present with

5 or 6 persons including council members, city managers, finance directors and/or public

works directors? lt is critically important that each city hear the thoughts and views of each

other city. we need to hear answers to questions that we mutually raise. ls this proiect more

achievable if NEVs and golf carts are eliminated? And so forth"'

Best personal regards,



Dana



Frærn: Gdanahobart@aol,com
Êubleet: Fwd: CVLink

nãt€: May 7,2015 at 5:36 PM
Tc¡: GDanaHobart@aol.com

Benoit and Hobart Discussion Re CV Link Expeûæg, Costs and Who Pavs

From: Gdanahobart@aol.com

To: jjbenoit@rcbos.org, greg@gregpettis.com, stephenpougnet@gmail.com, sahernan33@gmail'com'

asanchez@cityofdhs.org, tpeabody@indianwells.com, doug@hansonco'Çom, linda'evans@tenethealth'com'

JHarnik@dc.rr.com, levans@la-quinta.org

Sent 5/7/2015 5:31:35 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time

Subj: Re: CVLink

Tt AVolÐ ËRowfd AtT CtMp¡-lcATlof,¡s ptEAsË ÐCI l'¡oT REF!-Y T0 Al-l-

Dear Mayors:

I appreciate supervisor BenoitS willingness to engage in public discussion of the important' unresolved issues related to

the cv Link, whether in person or via email. A broad discussion is exactly what is needed' I greatly admire and respect our

supervisor and abhor being critical of any part of a project he supporls' As I expla¡ned recently when he and I briefly met' I

feel I have a responsibility to the res¡dents of Rancho Mirage to act in what I perceive as their best interests regardless of

other factors. At present I believe ihe future o&M obligations advanced by the cv Link leadership to become the economic

burden of the cities are excessive, unreasonable and unacceptable

My recent efforts regard¡ng this matter have been directed to fuily understanding the financiat obl¡gatian to be imposed on

Rancha Mirage under the recammended 8o/o TaT formuta relating to o&M expenses generated by the proposed cv Link' lf

the impactrs excessiye or unreasonabte in somerespects, t would consider oppasing the proiect' after consídering the

r¡¿¡shes af our other vatley cities, assuming an acceptable raute through Bancho Mirage exisfed'

ln his email to you (below), supervisor Benoit attached a copy of my 5/1/15 email to Tom Kirk which is also connected

(below) to this email chain. My email to Mr. Kirk followed a lengthy meeting he and I had a few days earlier' in my email to

Mr. Kirk I restated the substance of our conversation which included the following points important to Rancho Mirage'

1. Are CVAG member cities willing to accept the 8% ToT formula being recommended and commit those Tor funds

to paying the future o&M expenses for the proposed projeci? This must be resolved ASAP'

z. secure a legat opinion concerning the legality of cVAG's proposal to use Measure A funds for o&M expenses'

3, lf they are determined to be legally used, I suggested that we urge each city to meet and separately decide if they

felt Measure As sales tax-generated monies shoutd be diverted from needed road repair and used for cv Link

O&M exPenses.

4. I suggested that before we vote or lock ourselves into final decisions {as were being recommended by CVAG at

the time) all cities, their council members, city managers, finance directors ef a/ meet togeiher in a location

where we can all listen to and learn each city's concerns regarding the burden of 0&M expenses'

s. I suggested we retain an independe nt, outside firm, to assess the accuracy of the projected o&M expense of $1 '6

million. Hand-picking such a person (as they are currently doing) to make this assessment is yet another version

of loaded dice.

6. I suggested that cvAG consider "stowing down" the advancement of the cv Link project and the expenditure of

funds until the foregoing obiect¡ves and issues have been clarified and settled' lt makes no business sense for

development to cont¡nue at full speed when the most important financial issue remains unresolved: who pays fot

the o&M costs and how much? Mr. Kirk responds by asserting that he does not have the discretionary authority

to slow down development'

My response to superuisor Benoit,s specific ennail cornrnents appear below in red ink' You will observe thât he did



nût äddress fou¡r ot the six lssues raised ahoveo amd only perfunetonily n'lentioned # 5 a¡rd #6'

Þana Hoba¡t, Mayo6 Gity of Rancho MiraEe

Mr. Benoit's Email Cornments Begin:

Dear Mayors;

Let me starl by affirming that I believe cvLink holds great promise as a wonder-ful new tourist attraction' an alternate

means of non-polluting transpof-tation, and a healthy place for all our valley residents and visitors to exerc¡se and recreate'

I also believe that some of the recent dialogue regarding this project has been uninformed and inflammatory' and I want to

share some facts so you have an accurate and complete p¡cture'

As you may know, Mayor Hobart has been criticizing cvLink since shortly after the publication of a proposed ror-based

o&M funding formula in the April 3 cvAG Transportation agenda. Gorrect. After reading the agenda' Mr' Hoba¡'t called for

a closed session of the Rancho Mirage city council, which ihen voted unanimously to oppose the cvLink

project. lnecrreet: we opposed ttre pe'oBosed t&M {ØfffiÅqg-' 1f,le have neve¡" vpEccd oç:posltion to tlre eoncept'

Mayor Hobar{ immediately took not¡ce of ihat closed-session vote to the Desert sun and others in an apparent effott to

build suppori for the city's position. on the adviee of our eity attorney who fon'esaw the poss¡btBíty of legal action

þei¡xg ¡rÊvo¡ved, we dlscussed the rnatte¡'in elosed session. Õould GVAG actually foree eitiee to aecept the 8% TOT

fonsnr.¡la? Frior to MârÊh Soth when ññr. Kirk çarne to eity haår n6 coÊsmci! rnernber F¡ad heard so r¡¡¡'¡cl'l as rne w#nd

âbout th¡s con|3ept or fornnula for payång the long term Õ&lW expenses' Wc were shocked when Mr' Kirk finst

explained the formula. Yes, we dld contaet the newspaper because rñre knew that ncbody ÊËse hâd learned of this

forrnura idea and we r¡¿anted it pubrãcry exposed quiekry, Thãs was kept secret from rs qrsrtir it was bcing ielentified ím

flne Transpertatrosl Çommittee staff Report ferr Afrit 6, 2O15, as foilowsl *Rec-omune-ndat¡om: AppicysaS ÅSLeemg$l

t0 Establ¡sh and Fund ev-Å-¡nk oneratiggts.and-Mar.ntegìanee F&{nd"" f,t was ¡'lot labeled a "diseusslttt" ltem; lt was up

fsr fi¡:¡ag apprelvar befcre th¡s €$rnmittee ¡ust ç cays rater afte¡. we first reanned of it. tontrary to $upervisor Beno¡t's

staternent thât I ïrad ,,beên orit¡çiziarg OîfLimk since strortÍy after the publicatiorl of a proposed roT:based 0&M

fundinE fortrnula".",, I had never eriticized the tv l-i¡'¡k. My enitlcisr¡l has only becn directed t{} the secrecy and the

preprsterous {orr¡rc¡la being advaneed, I fiave aiso been critieal of proposed rcL¡tes througl'r Rancf1o nñ¡rage'

r met privater y April22wiih Mr. Hobart to seek a better understanding of his concerns. He reiterated the points in a May 1

emair (copied berow) and added â concern that he fert the cVLink operations and Maintenance (o&M) budget had been

grossly understated.That Gomrncnt grossry n'¡sstates wr¡at r sard, He referenced the 96 million+ annual o&M cost for

the American River parkway in sacramento, which he described as a "26-mire running, bike path'" Mr' HobarT said he

was not sure if it was exacry an apples-to-appres comparison, but he was nevertheress very concerned about the cVLink

o&M estimates. A short while later, I asked Mr. Kirk to investigate this comparison. Yes, the aceunacy of the $1'6 fonnula

wäs an issue å ttxousht deserued an ogtsí{e anaåysís. ! still do. In s'ny '12-p*ge reptrt given to eaeh Ëxeeutlve

comrnittee rnernber ¡ raised #le qu€st¡cn of türe A¡nerican Fllver Parkway's s&x* numbers, but ¡ säüd thåt I'ourg€

cautios.s in aceept¡ng these ¡rc¡mbers as being relêvant to r¡s" and $ suggested ¡t ¡ï!ây ñ{'å he an n'appies-t0-apples"

eonrparlson"Ihâveneversaidtheprolectionwas,ogrosslyunderstated"''Buttwantedt*knowifitwas.ifFlanehe
îvîirage or any cityfailed t0 tcst tåìe assurnptions hehind the B% TOT fcnmçla !dea' we w*¡-¿ld rightly be perceived as

dereliet in meeting our resporÌsibilÈtles'

subsequently,atthecvAGExecutivecommittee,theRanchoMiragecitycouncil'theDesertsunandelsewhere'Mr'
Hobart reiterated the Tor objection while adding the threat of potential catastrophic and massive future o&M debt' He

repeatedly made a direct comparison between cVLink and the American River Parkways "over $6 million o&M budget" for

an "eight-foot-wide, 26-mile running, bike path'"

rn the May 1 emair to Mr. Kirk Mayor Hobart stated his desire to hart at cvlink work untir Mr. Kirk met his demands' False

staternefit, I understand that Mr. Kirk has let Mayor Hobart know in writing that he must take his direction from the

Executive committee and cannot stop or slow work on a specific proiect at the whim of one member' wlri¡'n? ! represent



â c¡ty being asked to assume a !ârge financial ob¡igation. !s it a whlm to eetablish a clear picture of the future o&Ivl

costs and who psys them öefgre re.spend millions ¡n the construction? (We have already budgeted over $5

rnillion through June 3o, 2015, I prefer sound business prielciple especiâlly when the risk ¡s to the tâxpayers $,e ârê

supposed to rêprcsent. I also understand that Mr. Kirk sent you a brief follow up e-mail indicating that he did not share

Mayor Hobad's opinions. Mr. Kirk agreed that all of Mr. Hobarl's concerns should be addressed, openly and publicly,

beginning with a scheduled review of the O&M costs. I have not suggested to Mr. Kirk or $upervisor Benoit that CVAG

should ,ohâlt al¡ CVL¡nk work', until Mr. Kirk met my "demand$". I have rnade no demands whatsoever to anyone'

Supervisor Benoit offered no quote of rnine to support this base|ess chârge, ln my email (below) I suggested we

*süow down" t['le expenses being incunred unti! we get the prinnary lssues resolved, ! did and do question the

wisdom of continuing with expenses for TV commerclals, hiring new Bersonnel, etc. until we know that there is a

way to finance the long term O&M êxpênses. ¡ eont¡nue to think it is unwise to Blod forward wlth design and other

êxpènses ur¡til we know that an aceeptable payment plan lras reseived approval frorn those who will pay those

expênses. To GVAG this apBarently seems a novel experirnent. lt is irnprudent business pnactice to do othe¡wise

ãnd only serves to pr¡t pressure on c¡t¡es to go along with the pro¡ect despite unresolved íssues of sueh magnitude

as to disrupt eity budgets for decades to come, Ranche Mirage will not be maneuvered ¡nto such a corner"

By the way, there have been countless public and open meetings concerning CVLink, and I look forward to many more'

There have been no closed sessions at CVAG regarding CVLink. Not a word sbout th¡s 8% fornrula can be fou¡rd in the

rninutes of the Ëxecugve Oonnrnittee, the TAC Co¡nmittoe or the Transportation Cornvnittee pr¡or to April 1' 2CI'!5"

The B% formula was never disclosed in sny opeg meeting, hut we have established that thene were rnonths of

secret meetings where this subiect was cliscr¡ssed"

At Monday's CVAG Transpodation Committee meeting, we learned a great deal about the American River Parkway during

a healthy, two-hour discussion about O&M costs for CV Link, including comparisons to other similar proiects and to one

very dissimilar project.

We learned the American River Parkway is aciually a complete park system spread aver 1,9IlO aøes and bears very

litile resemblance to CVLink. lt ¡ncludes a river with multiple public access points, large landscaped recreational facilities,

multiple restrooms facilities and other public areas which host major loCal events.

CVLink,s first phase is a narrow 48-mile multi-use roadway which sits on fewer than 100 total acres, with little to no

landscaping. Clearly it was grossly inaccurate to repeatedly compare CVLink's O&M cost to such a massive park system'

Ar¡other misleading cornrnent. !t was never compared without rny repeated adrnonition thât the two projects many

not bê similar enough for eornparison, ! as$ume my Executive Committee Êornments are borne out in tlre necorded

ExecGomm session,

The Transportat¡on meeting included a review of how the CVLink O&M proposed budget was developed' A representative

from the national firm developing the plan ouilined the hundreds of pathways with which they have had years of

experience and how they developed their O&M estimate.

We heard from a La euinta representative about the approximately $10,000 per mile they spend annually (excluslve of

landscape maintenance) to maintain their 2.S-mile Bear Creek biking path, which is a concrete path, narrower than but

similar to CVLink. The representative said the city and the La Quinta Resort cherish this amenity which is one of the most

populan well-used amenities in the city. They advised it that DOES NOT REQUIRE special security, extra publíc

employees, etc. to "operate."

The Riverside County parks Director gave a presentation about the Santa Ana River Trail, which is essent¡ally a bike and

pedestrian roadway without much landscaping. He indicated that the Santa Ana River trail is being maintained for far less

than the proposed CVLink O&M budget provides, and the minimal expenses are covered by the park system's general

maintenance budget.

After hearing all of the above, I believe CVLink's 14-foot-wide cement roadway, and adjoining jogging walking path, will

actually cost closer to the $10,000 spent per mile annually on La Quinta's s¡milar project. Consequently, I agree with each



of the presenters, that the estimated $36,0000 per mile cost provided for in the proposed CVLink O&M budget is more

than adequate and perhaps too high.

There was fu¡"ther discussion regarding the use of volunteers and "adopt-a-highway" type initiatives to further lower the

estimated O&M costs. I believe the Coachella Valley's potential for recruiting volunteers to help in this endeavor is

enormous and could easily result in the elimination of more than $500,000 of the $1.6 million estimated CVLink O&M

budget.

Building roadways is expensive, maintaining them is far less expensive. But doing so periodically is critical so you don't

have to fix major problems later. We need a reasonable budget and plan to mainta¡n CVLink.

We should keep in mind that with CVLink we are bringing tens of millions of dollars, and many construction jobs, into our

economy to create a wonder-ful new amenity. I don't support stopping work on the project. I suppott continuing with an

open, public process to resolve any differences. I sincerely hope that we can have a civil, informed and rational public

discussion regarding all of this at future CVAG meetings.

This is intended as one-way communication io each of you. I wantecj to share my observations but understand thai due to

Brown Act requirements, a majority of us should not engage in a back-and-forth discussion. I look fon¡uard to working with

you publicly to achieve our common objectives.
John J Benoit

Riverside Counfy Supervisor, 4th District

737ß Fred Waring Drive, Palm Desert, CA 92260-2574

760-863-8211 JJBenoit(Ðrcþos.qtg wuw.RivCo4.org

REFERENCED EMAIL FROM MAYOR HOBAR| AS FORWARDED TO ALL C.V. MAYOR.S

From : Gdanahobart@aoi.com

To: tkilk@cvag.org

CC: randyb@RanchoMirageCA.gov,steveq@qalawyers.com, isaiahh@RanchoMirageCA.gov,tjweill@yahoo.com

Sent: 5/1/2015 11.'32.26 A.M. Pacific Dayliglrt Tirne

Subj: CV Link
Tom:

Our 1.5 hour discussion in Pa1¡n Desert a few days ago is apparentiy not moving forward with the speed Rancho Mirage hoped and

expected.

To recap: I thought we had agreed that the th¡ee most pressing questions that needed resolution ASAP before we (CVAG) commít to

moving the project forward in high gear were:

1. Securing aLegalopinion from a major Los Angeles law firm to advise CVAG and it representative members as to the legality of

using Measure A funds to pay for O&M expenses related to the CV Linlc as currerfly conceived with NEVs and golf carts.

2.Eachcify council would schedule a meeting after the legal opinion is received to answer the following question: Should [our city]

support or oppose partially paying CV Link O&M expenses from Measure A funds? [Should we use Measure A fi¡nds for this purpose?]

3. Is the $1.6 Million cunent CVAG O&M projection reasonably accurate? [To answer that question I suggested the question be

examined by an outside organization, uninfluenced by CVAG, except to provide necessary information.]

I also suggested that we curtail accepting further Grants until we have answered the foregoing questions. As we know, grants often come

with a reimbusement clause if the project is not completed, and iometimes with an obligation to pay interest on the use of those grant

ñmds. And some come with a discretionary right not to request reimbursement.

I also likened the CV Link project to a snow ball rolling downhiil: it is consuming more and more money as it gets larger and larger. We

are wasting considerable sums if the cities individually or collectively vote not to go forward with the CV Link concept or not to pay for

the O&M.
I believe that our only disagreement concerning what I havejust written is that you suggested that the first priority not be the legal



opiniorl but rather, that we detennine what a more accurate proj ection of the O&M figure for the fhst year of fuII operation' I responded

that we do not need a precise figure because the legal opinion would stand on its own, regardless ifthe correct figure is $100, $100'000,

or $10,000,000. If Measure A fuirds are going to be considered to bear some of the O&M responsibility, we must not move this ball

forward without a sound legal opinion fo guide us. You said you would consider that matter further.

Several days have passed and we are doing nothing to slow down the expenses being incurred. Just foday we learned that CVAG is

hiring Erica Felci who I presume will be engaged in community persuasion, public relations work re the CV Link, etc. Does she replace

Burke Rix Communications? Will any part of her salary/contract be paid from the CV Link accour¡t? Why are we still running our CV

Link television commercíals, such as one that ran this moming?

Some may wonder if CVAG is trying to build public support for the project to put pressure on the cities to support the O&M burden

regardless.

You were going to get back to me regarding the precise language of the CalTrans $11M grant with respect to our repayment obligations

in the event the CV Link was fmished without having the very expensive component of electric vehicles and golf carts. In other words,

what are the odds they would forgive the loan?

The bottom line to my position was that Rancho Mirage needed to know NOW whether the valley cities DO OR DO NOT accept the

responsibiiity for paying, for generations to come, the O&M expenses of the CV Lhk before we advance any firther towæd a designed

and partially implemented 30' wide (in areas) CV Link project.

I am confident you do not want the CV Link project to progress to far down the line so as to place cities in the squeeze position of

thinking they have no reai final choice but to approve the debt obligation that O&M would entail.

Finally, what are you doing toward putting together a meeting where each city is present with 5 or 6 persons including council members,

cit¡r managers, finance directors andlor public works directors? It is critically important that each city hear the thoughts and views of

each other cify. V/e need to hear answers to questions that we mutually raise. Is this project more achievable if NEVs and golf carts are

eliminated? And so forth...

Best personal regards,

Dana
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John Benoit jjbenoit@ rcbos.org
lntent of the Brown Act
June 28, 201 5 at 7:08 PM
John Benoit jjbenoit@ rcbas.org

to my attent'ion that many of you have received one or more detailed emails

mayor of Rancho Mirage regarding his strongty hetd positions on CVLink. ln

his messages are related to matters scheduted for appropriate pubtic

at CVAG. I have not directly received the mayor's emaits, but some of you

several of them along to me. Thanks.

a great deal of respect for the Mayor of Rancho Mirage. I also respect both the

and intent of the [aw, in this case the, Brown Act. The clear intent of the

Act is to insure that the pubtic's business is conducted in fu[[ view of the

To that end we have cottectivety spent many hours, in many pubtic meetings

g att aspects of the CV Link project. We witt spend even more time continuing

Ity address issues that are criticat to the ptanning process. These are

tions that have attracted widespread interest across the Coachetta ValteY, âs

by the 1Oo-ptus peopte who crowded into two conference rooms for the June

Committee meeting.

, there is a CVLink retated one-way conversation going on between the

electeds, completety out of view of the pubtic. This occurs when one pubtlc

repeatedty sends forth his opinions, at great tength and in great detait, to tocat

by emait. Each of these lengthy statements have been forwarded to dozens

etected officiats, but outside of the pubtic's view or the pubtic record. Each of

ils inctudes the admonishment "Ptease do not respond by 'Repty Att' or to

y",, By this ctever and setf-serving apparent deference to the Brown Act the

claims the right to repeatedty disseminate his opinion, þrivatety, to dozens of

etecteds. He then points out that the Brown Act prohibits any one of them

nding. How convenient.

that have this type of regional impact deserve to be debated in an open and

fashion. CVAG staff have worked ditigentty to address the questions that

lvtirage has raised about Measure A, O&M costs and the CVLink in general. We

all demand that they continue to do so - and that we att be attowed to

in any retated conversation. These conversations shoutd be hetd in futt

the pubtic. Anything less is a disservice.



that l'm not providing my own opinions on the poticy issues raised by

Àôirage. My sote purpose here is to ask you to not be drawn into a one-sided,

view discourse on important topics such as CVLink. Let's att demand that

ions be held in futt pubtic view, as the Brown Act intended.

feel free to catl or emait me with any questions, comments or concerns'

BENOIT
County Supervisor, Fourth District

Office

Waring Drive, Suite 222, Palm Desert

11, www.RivOo4.org
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Henoit
blasts
Link
critics
County leader
defends project
By Jesse_Marx
The Desert Sun

Riverside County SuPervi-
sor John Benoit emailed 10

elected. officials in the'desert
this week to say that recent
criticism over the proposed'CV
Link has been "uninformed and
inflammatory."

Included on the email was
Rancho Mirage Mayor'Daqa
Hobart, who's been waging war
against the $99 million,S0-mile-;ycle, pedestrian and electric

;hicle trail that's exPected to
run from Desert Hot Springs.to
the Salton Sea.

Hobart,has raised questions
about cost estimates and fund'
ing sourcçs, suggestingthat the
figures being provided to.the
pu-blic by the Coachella ValleY
Association of Governments
are understated. Theplanis still
in the early stages, but current-
ly calls for an operations and
maintenance budget of $33,600
per mile, or $t.0 million per
year, for assorted cleanuP, re-
pairs and staffing,

In response, Benoit wrote
Wednesday to his fellow politi-
cians, "Building roadwaYsis ex-
pensive, maintaining them is
far less expensive. But doing so
periodically is critical so Yglu
don't have to fix major'Prob-
lems later."

Please see BENOIT, 194



I THE DESERT SUN I DESERTsUN.COM : 19A

Benoit
Continued from 1A

He added that CV Link is expected to boost tour-
ism dollars and provide construction jobs - to say' - rthing of the value of the new 4menity in itself.

The disagreement stems from a March 30 meet-
ing bétweeñ CVaC and'Rancho Mirase staff in
which a proþosal þas floated to use höteland iesort
funds from the current:nine citie-s involved in the
project - alsô,known as'the transient occupancy tax

- to help pay for the traills future upkeep..The'pro.
posal was :màde,public,the following: day, and two
-da¡r¡ aftgr that, Rancho Mirage voted unanimously¡
behind closed doors, to reject it.

On April,1.6, the City Council rejected apother
CVAG proþosal to build the trail near the Rancho Mi=
rage Public Library.

Then on Thursday, Hobart and the City Council
made it clear they would also refuse any proposals to
laSi the trail across Highway 111 or Bob Hopè Drive,
which narrows the list of possible routes in an area
dominated by gated communities.

Meanwhile,-Benoit's email comes to us on the
heels of a CVAG transportation committee meeting
that took place Monda|. Ðuring that, he a4d the othl
er members heard from consultants andpublic offi-
cials with'experience maintaining urban trails in
California.

Hobart has poirited in recent weeks to the Amer-
içan River Parkway trail in Sacramehto Çounty as a
projectof similar scope, with more than $6 millionin
annual costs. IIowever, as Benoit put it, ARp is,.actu-
ally a complete park system spread over 4,900 acres
and bears very little resemblance to CV Link,,'which
wilr touch fewer than L00 acres.: 

""': 
better example, Benoit said, is the Bear

Crccr< Canyon Thail in tr a Quinta, which costs $i0,000
g vear to maintain. He added that the subsequent
budgeting of $33,600 per year for the CV Liik is
lherefore 

j'more than adequate and perhaps too
high."

Benoit concluded his email by calling for a mpre
"cf.vil, informed and rational public discussion."

. During the public comment section of the May 4
meeting, Hobart took the podium to reiterate his
questions, but was interrupted after several min-
utes.

"f have an appointment to get to," said Palm
Springs Councilwoman Ginny Foat, putting on her
sunglasses. She then dangled her car keys close to
the microphone.

Hobart responded by collecting his papers and
' walking out,

Jesse Marx i.s a Desert Sun politico.t reportei. Reoch
him at jesse.marx@desertsun.com or @marxjesse om

TWitter.
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