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Riverside County Transportation Commission ‘ED\IE (r; =
4080 Lemon St | & o
Riverside, Ca. 92501 By BEL U9
EECITE COLNTY

ATTN Cathy Bechtel RIVERSIUE e decon

0 TTATION COMBMISSION

Project Development Director TRANSPORTATION COMIIZSL

Subject Mid-County Parkway Meeting / December 2, 2008
REF 1. Our conversation at the Mid-County Parkway meeting on December 2, 2008

regarding the removal of the on/off ramp at Gavilan Road
2. Our previous letter dated November 3, 2008
Dear Cathy,

To confirm my statement at the meeting that the on/off ramps were eliminated from proposed route
g (this is based on limited information given to me at public meetings, mailings and misc. newspaper
articles etc. over the last 3 years) | have attached a Parkway brochure volume #3 July 2005. For
unknown reasons the most recent brochure is volume #8 October 2008 hut | was not sent or given
volumes #4 and #5. (If they exist) Also attached is a newspaper article dated August 2007.

Both of these documents clearly show on/off ramps at Gavitan Road. Is it possible that this
intersection was accidentally removed (computer glitch etc.) since the on/off ramp is simply shown as
a circle. In fact if you look on the August 2007 newspaper article | provided you will see that there is
no on/off ramp shown on Old Elsinore Road.

In my opinion some of the local residents are putting all of their efforts into eliminating proposed route
9 parkway and if it does go through as proposed without Gavilan Road on/off ramps or equivalent,
they could possible be outraged when they find out that they can not easily and conveniently use the
parkway. Also without a Gavilan Road on/off ramp the potential traffic that could be put on to Lake
Mathews Road especially between the parkway and Cajalco Road should be addressed by the County
Transportation Department due to the fact that it is narrow and steep. My previous letter dated
November 3, 2008 reflects my other thoughts on proposed route 9 parkway.

Thank You for your consideration.

Sincerely
C 3R ES @9@04/

Charles H. And Patricia Pearson

17075 Multiview Drive (corner of Gavilan Road)
Perris, Ca. 92570 :

951-789-4809 Cell 951-743-8603

¢C. Juan Perez
Bob Buster ~ 1% District Supervisor

P.S. Could you please make this letter part of the public record
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Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon St.
Riverside, Ca. 92501

ATTN Juan Perez

Director

Subject Mid-County Parkway Meeting / December 2, 2008
REF Cajalco Road Improvement

Dear Juan,

It was great to hear your outlook regarding future improvements to be completed on Cajalco Road
since we use it often to when we travel to the Hemet and Corona area. It was also very interesting
to me when you made the statement that "a connection of Mid County Parkway to Wood Road
would be beneficial’. If there was an on/off ramp at Gavilan Road it would give Wood Road traffic
a reasonable means of accessing the parkway without creating a new road.

For reasons | do not know the on/off ramp at Gavilan Road was eliminated (removed) from the
parkway. For your information | have attached a copy of the letter that was sent to Cathy Bechtel
on November 3, 2008 and December 8, 2008 which state our thoughts on the parkway.

After you review my letter and any other input that your receive, please discuss your concerns with

Cathy so hopefully an on/off ramp can be installed at Gavilan road or equivalent which will allow
lecal traffic to reasonably access the parkway

Thank You for your consideration.

Sincerely

C AR CEE 2 @/-9/1/.50/¢

Charles H. And Patricia Pearson

17075 Multiview Drive (comer of Gavilan Road)
Perris, Ca. 92570

951-789-4809

Cell 951-743-8603

cc: Cathy Bechtel
Bob Buster ~ 1% District Supervisor

P.S. Could you please make this letter part of the public record
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GIVE USYOUR INPUT ABOUT THE OPTIONS

NORTH LAKE MATHEWS

SOUTH LAKE MATHEWS

COMMONTO ALL
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" WHY ARE WE
CONSIDERING NEW

OPTIONS?

- Members of the public and public agen-
cies gave us input regarding their concerns
about impacts to homes, businesses, and
habitat reserves. A “Value Analysis” team of
- independent experts examined the pro-

posed alternatives for weaknesses that
could either stop the project from moving
forward or that would add significant cost
to the project if solutions were not found.
This input resulted in several new
options for further consideration by the
public, concerned public agencies, and study
team members. From west to east, these
are the new options under consideration:

New—I1-15 West Option:

This option would extend all
of the routes west of the I-15 Freeway to
provide access to the parkway for the
Corona community.

New—Far South Option:

Alt of the original eight alternatives
affected the Lake Mathews habitat reserve.
The “Value Analysis” team suggested that at
least one option be developed to avoid this
area to ensure the project could move for-
ward in the event that crossing the reserve
was not possible. This new option offers the
possibility of avoiding the Lake Mathews
habitat reserve and affecting fewer acres of
Stephen’s Kangarco Rat reserve. In addi-
tion, because it is so far south of Cajalco
Road, it has the advantage of fewer commu-
nity impacts to the Mead Valley area.

contnued in the right calumn on the next page
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North Lake 6.|anes, meets
Mathews projected demand
South Lake 6 lanes, meets
Mathews - projected demand
County 6 lanes north of
General Lake Mathews
Plan combined with 4
lanes south, meets
projected demand
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-demand:

POLA 3065"
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- 4 local interchanges
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cost
6 local interchanges

Highest
total cost
¢ local interchanges

open, cn be up to

.. 4 lanes

Adds | year to

- timeline

&
&

‘9°

Affects about the
same number of
hemes, businesses
as South Lake
Mathews

Affects about the
same number
hames, businesses
as North Lake
Mathews

Second least
effect on homes,
businesses

Least elfect on

homes;: businesses
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FAR SOUTH

Lake Malhews .
(259 acres) and
Stephen’s Kangaroo
Rat (259 acres)
habitat reserves
affected

Lake Mathews
(238 acres) and
Stephen’s Kangaroo
Rat (400 acres)
habitat reserves
affecied

Lake Mathews
(358 acres) and
Stephen’s Kangaroo
Rat (512 acres)
habitat reserves
affected

Stephen’s Kangaroo
Rat {150 acres)
habitat reserve

oo alfected

No effect on Lake

- Mathews reserve

ar South



Leaders

select
eeway

option

MiD COUNTY PARKWAY:
Homes and businesses
south of lakes Perris and

Mathews may be affected.

BY IPHIL PITCHFORD
THIE PRESS-EKTERPRISE

County transportation lead-
erg are endorsing a route for a
so-mile freeway between San
Jacinto and Corona they say
would create the least impact
but still require removing 270
homes amd businesses, mostly
in Perris and Mead Valley.

The Riverside County Trans-
portation Commission staif rec-
ommends: that the §3.1 billion
Mid Counity Parkway be built as
far south as possible from Lake
Perris aind Lake Mathews to
minimize: the etfects on proper-
ty owner:s and the environment,
project development director

Cathy Be chtel said. '

“With  any new transporia-
tion facility, there are impacts,”
Bechtel s;aid. “We are trying to -
be as serisitive as we can.”

The commission circulated
plans for- five possible routes to -
cities amd state and federal
agenciess that have a say in
where aind when the road willbe
puilt. The preferred alternative
route will be reviewed by a
committ.ee of conmission mem-
bers on Monday and taken to
the full commission for a vote
Sept. 12. ‘

The road is designed to pro-
vide a link between opposite
ends ol western Riverside
County, and an east-west con-
nection between interstaies 156
and 215. Ii also could ease traffie
on highvvays 91 and 60, a8 wellas
Van Buren Boulevard through
Riversidie. ‘

Construction is éxpected t0
start in $2011 at the earliest. Ifall
the mon ey could be allocated by
then, construction would last
about five years, officials said.

The fiavored alternative also
is the lexast expensive compared
with alternatives that could cost

as muchi as $3.7 billion, Bechtel
Ser PARKWAY /B3
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-m-n General Plan

South Lake Mathews  =<>== Far South

INLAND AREA = STORIES FROM B1

; THE PRESS,-ENTERPRISE

Springs Prefarred route

-and cluser tothe southern edge

who éstimated the new o

ials * Toad would result in'more than
t or some 100 Perris families losing their

‘environmental. problem

‘City Councilman Maik  Yar-

commission’s preferred alter-

f Lake Perris. But the city unhbappy people”.

reconsidered after questions
were raised about the seismic
safety of Perris Dam near that

route.

uhless  brough,

ortation. offic
i

~native will stay in plate
unexpectedly reject

federal transp

“It will spoil-the"citjr,” Yar-

_ ‘ is - homes.
found ‘through more intensive .

$570 million has been allocat-

T FROMBY
‘said. But, given that only

~ Conversely, San Jacinto wel-
comes the project and wantsthe  Reach Phil Pitchford at 951-368-3475 or

built, there through

oute that would travel north undeveloped land, Mayor Jim

f ‘the Ram(m_a Expressway Ayres said.
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November 3 rd 2008

Ms Cathy Bechtel

RCTC

P.0O. Box 12008
Riverside, Ca. 92502-2208

Subject: Mid County Parkway
Reference: Public meeting on October 28" 2008 which we attended
Dear Ms Bechtel

1 was surprised to see the proposed on/off ramps at corner of Gavilan Road and Parkway was
eliminated since it was shown on previous documents given to public and shown at public
meetings etc. 1caught this revision because my residence is close to this intersection and
planned on using it to access parkway. Should this revision be pointed out in future meetings so
public knows about it? Why wasn’t this major revision pointed out in Volume 6 Oct. 2008
public literature where locally preferred 9(TWSDV) revisions are discussed. It’s possible thata
large amount of the public that would want to use Gavilan Road to access parkway do not know
it has been eliminated . As you know some of the residents in Gavilan Hills are upset about the
parkway, but I assume if it goes thru as proposed they will want to be able to easily use it. I
believe the on/off ramp at Gavilan Road should be put back on proposal # 9 parkway for the
following reasons:

For emergency response. The Fire Department that is near intersection of Gavilan Road and
Cajalco would be called in case of accident/fires etc and without access at Gavilan Road/
parkway it would greatly increase their response time. Is there a Fire Department proposed for
the Gavilan Hills area?

I assume without Gavilan Road access Lake Mathews Drive to Cajalco would have to be
widened which would be difficult/costly to do and it would be a steep road and houses probably
would have to be removed. Has public been notified of this possibility? How does staff
visualize residents on Harley John, Wood Road etc areas accessing parkway?

There is a large area that would be serviced if on/off ramps were at Gavilan Road. With out it
hundreds of residents would be denied easy access to partway. Most of existing population is i.n
Gavilan Road/Harley John, Wood Road etc area’s.

I believe county long range outlook for Gavilan Hills Road is to be a major secondary road. It
goes from Cajalco Road to Highway 74 with many residents using it.
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This proposed # 9 parkway will greatly impact our property ( noise/view etc ) and we would be
better off if it did not follow # 9 route but if it is built using proposed # 9 route we would like to
be able to easily use it.

Thank you for your consideration.

Stncerely

Charles H. And Patricia Pearson

17075 Multiview Drive (corner of Gavilan Road)
Perris, Ca. 92570

951-789-4809

Cell 951-743-8603

Please enter my letter into public record and have it reviewed by the appropriate staff.

CC: Mr. Tay Dam
Federal Highway Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4-100
Sacramento, Ca. 95814-4708
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