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From: Sharon Trujillo‐Kasner [mailto:skasner@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 12:31 AM 
To: Bailey, Rusty <RBailey@riversideca.gov>; Gardner, Mike <MGardner@riversideca.gov>; Melendrez, Andy 
<ASMelendrez@riversideca.gov>; Soubirous, Mike <msoubirous@riversideca.gov>; Conder, Chuck 
<CConder@riversideca.gov>; MacArthur, Chris <CMacArthur@riversideca.gov>; Perry, Jim <JPerry@riversideca.gov>; 
Adams, Steven <SAdams@riversideca.gov>; Nicol, Colleen <CNicol@riversideca.gov> 
Subject: [External] PLANNING CASE P14‐1033 & P14‐1034 

Honorable Mayor and Council  

Planning Case P14‐1033 & P14‐1034 Warehouse project is wrong for the Northside's neighborhood, the Trujillo Adobe 
and will hurt Riverside's social capital.  Elected leaders should look at the negative impacts this warehouse can do to this 
neighborhood and region.   

Please support the property rights of the individual residents who call this home and invest in the Northside Specific 
Plan.  Support creating a cultural center around the Trujillo Adobe, without warehouses and truck traffic.  

‐‐ 
Ms Sharon Trujillo‐Kasner 
skasner@sbcglobal.net 
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From: Karen Renfro [mailto:k.a.renfro7@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2018 5:57 PM 
To: Bailey, Rusty <RBailey@riversideca.gov>; Gardner, Mike <MGardner@riversideca.gov>; Melendrez, Andy 
<ASMelendrez@riversideca.gov>; Soubirous, Mike <msoubirous@riversideca.gov>; Conder, Chuck 
<CConder@riversideca.gov>; MacArthur, Chris <CMacArthur@riversideca.gov>; Perry, Jim <JPerry@riversideca.gov>; 
Adams, Steven <SAdams@riversideca.gov> 
Cc: Zelinka, Al <azelinka@riversideca.gov>; Geuss, Gary <GGeuss@riversideca.gov>; Nicol, Colleen 
<CNicol@riversideca.gov>; Guzman, Rafael <RGuzman@riversideca.gov>; Lopez, Moises <MLopez@riversideca.gov>; 
Beaumon, Anthony <ABeaumon@riversideca.gov>; Welch, David <DWelch@riversideca.gov>; Brenes, Patricia 
<PBrenes@riversideca.gov>; Norton, Brian <BNorton@riversideca.gov>; Eastman, Jay <JEastman@riversideca.gov>; 
Murray, David <DMurray@riversideca.gov>; Brian Mooney <bmooney@rickengineering.com>; Brian Stephenson 
<bstephenson@rickengineering.com>; Michiko Morisaki <mmorisaki@rickengineering.com>; Joan Isaacson 
<jisaacson@kearnswest.com>; Taylor York <tyork@kearnswest.com>; Eva Yakutis <evayakutis@gmail.com>; 
Wohlgemuth Family <pjdnw@yahoo.com>; ponnech <ponnech@att.net>; erin snyder <epolcene@juno.com>; 
RiversideTamaleFestival@gmail.com; osta.aguamansa@gmail.com; OSTA SoCal <ostasocal@gmail.com>; Steve 
<riversidehistoricalsociety@gmail.com>; sbhistoricalsociety@mac.com; DANA CHAIR <danariversidechair@gmail.com>; 
Christopher Sutton <christophersutton.law@gmail.com>; Mark Acosta <macosta@scng.com>; Media‐rhagen@scng.com
<rhagen@scng.com>; Susan Shelley <Susan@susanshelley.com>; colton@citynewsgroup.com; 
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 
Subject: [External] NEW INFORMATION FOR OCT. 9, 2018 RIVERSIDE CITY COUNCIL HEARING ON APPEAL BY 
SPRINGBROOK HERITAGE ALLIANCE OF CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT 

September 24, 2018 

The Honorable 
William R. "Rusty" Bailey III, 
Mayor of Riverside 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92522 
CC: Riverside City Council 

NEW INFORMATION FOR OCT. 9, 2018 RIVERSIDE CITY COUNCIL HEARING: 
SPRINGBROOK HERITAGE ALLIANCE APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION ON 
CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT  
P14-1033 (DR) & P14-1034 (LLA), Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration  

Honorable Mayor and Members of the Riverside City Council: 

Springbrook Heritage Alliance is grateful to the Riverside City Council's Land Use Committee for 
recommending that you uphold our appeal of the Center Street Commerce Center Project.  We hope that after 
considering our appeal that you will agree that this is in the best interest of the people of Riverside in general 
and the Northside's North End neighborhood in particular. 
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We oppose this project not simply because it is a warehouse, but because warehouse/manufacturing/office uses 
are wrong for the chosen location--and for many reasons.  These we are presenting in other 
correspondence.  We hope you will refer to them as you examine the Mitigated Negative Declaration and other 
material related to this case. 
 
As we have already pointed out in our previous correspondence to the City's Developmental Review 
Committee, Planning Commission and LUC, there are no mitigations that would alter our position.  Our 
objections are based on serious problems that cannot be resolved.  The fact that a project of this size could be 
approved by the City's Developmental Review Committee and Planning Commission without a complete and 
accurate Environmental Impact Report makes a mockery of our City's permit application process.   
 
The Initial Study/MND you have before you does not adequately address the diverse issues involved--many are 
not even mentioned.  Considering the severity of actual and potential negative impacts the Project will most 
certainly have on the neighborhood, we think it imperative that you have a chance to examine them before 
rendering your decision. 
 
One of these issues is the very real potential for significant flooding from the Santa Ana River on the one hand 
and storm run-off on the other.  
 
FLOOD HAZARDS: 
 
In this letter we wish to address the issue of flood hazards at the site raised in the MND, Section 4.9 Hydrology 
& Water Quality pp. 61-64, questions h through j:   

 Question "h":  Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows?   

 Question "I":  Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

 Question "j":  Would the Project be at risk for inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow?  ["seiche" 
means change in direction or flow of water or electricity] 

The MND's answer to all three is "Less than Significant Impact".  And, if the explanations offered on page 64 
are taken at face value, that seems reasonable:  

 In the explanation for question h, we are told "the proposed project is not located in a designated 100-
year flood hazard area or zone, as indicated on FEMA Flood Insurance Maps: however the site is located 
within 'Zone X' within 'Other Flood Areas' which includes areas of 0.2% annual chance of flood, areas 
of 1% annual chance flood with average depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 
square mile, or areas protected by levees from 1% annual chance flood.  Therefore, the project will not 
impede or redirect flood flows."  

 In the explanation for question I, we are told "the project site is not located within a dam inundation 
area.  Impacts due to levee failure will be less than significant." 

 In the explanation for question j, we are told "the project site is located approximately 0.7 miles east of 
the Santa Ana River.  According to the Riverside General Plan EIR, exposure of people or structures to 
significant risk or loss, injury or death involving seiche or tsunami are extremely unlikely.  According to 
the Riverside General Plan EIR, mudflows associated with erosion or fire damage may occur near the 
Santa Ana River.  However, because the project site and the surrounding area are relatively flat, impacts 
related to significant mudflows will be less than significant." 

But, in fact, they are not reasonable.  And they do not address all the possible flood-hazards. 
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WHY THESE ANSWERS ARE MISLEADING: 
 
The assertions are based on a fundamental lack of knowledge and understanding of the geography, history, and 
complexity of factors affecting the Project location in relation to the Santa Ana River. 
 
It is commonly believed that because the Santa Ana River levee can contain a 100-year flood, bottomland in the 
North End of Riverside's Northside is not located in the SAR floodplain and therefore not at risk for serious 
flooding.  Some folks even believe that the Santa Ana River levee and Seven Oaks Dam actually eliminate the 
Santa Ana River floodplain.  But, nothing about these perceptions is accurate. 
 
We will take them on one-by-one. 
 
THE 100-YEAR FLOOD HAZARD: 

 According to FEMA and other authoritative sources, a 100-year flood is not a flood that occurs once 
every hundred years.  The term refers to an event that has a 1% chance of happening on any given day in 
any given year. 

 FEMA measures a 100-year flood as one where a river overflows its banks.   
 FEMA says the warehouse site is protected from 100-year floods by the Santa Ana River Levee.   
 FEMA says there is no way to predict how many times in any given period that flooding will exceed the 

level of a 100-year flood. 
 FEMA also says there is no way to predict how often flooding will reach a 500-year or 1,000-year 

event.  They will tell you only that because these floods have happened in the past, they are likely to 
happen again sometime in the future.  And at any time. 

THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE NORTHSIDE'S NORTH END: 

1. The USGS map of the San Bernardino South Quadrangle (1967) shows Santa Ana River elevations at 
900 ft. from La Cadena Drive north of La Loma Hills upstream from the site to 800 ft. where the 
present-day 60 freeway crosses the waterway about two miles downstream.  On the east side of the river 
south of La Loma Hills, elevations range from a height of 860 ft. from the county line at La Cadena 
Drive to 800 ft. at the 60 freeway bridge just over a mile downstream to the west.   

2. The historic U.S. Surveyor's map of the Plat of the Jurupa Rancho, recorded at the Surveyor General's 
Office in San Francisco in 1878, describes this largish area east of the Santa Ana River just south of the 
hills as "bottomland".  By contrast, tableland elevations on the west side of the river as it runs through 
Agua Mansa rise to a level of 900 ft. within a half mile of the riverbed.    

3. The Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary (Tenth Edition: 1977) defines bottomland as low-lying 
land along a watercourse.  

4. The same dictionary defines a "floodplain" as level land that may be submerged by floodwaters or a 
plain built up by stream deposition.   

5. The USGS map cited above shows low-lying land along a watercourse at elevations lower than the 
riverbed upstream and in the area of the Northside that low-lying land is also relatively level compared 
to its surroundings.  But, it isn't flat.  There is enough of a grade to recognize a downhill slope from the 
tableland on the east to the river on the west. 

6. Therefore, we can conclude that the Northside's North End bottomland is located in the Santa Ana River 
floodplain. 

7. The Center Street Commerce Center Project is located in the North End bottomland at an elevation of 
835-840 ft., therefore it is located in the floodplain.  A photograph of the view of the warehouse site 
from Orange Street and Garner Road is attached below.  Everything except the hills is located in the 
Santa Ana River floodplain.  See "SHA Photo". 
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THE HISTORICAL RECORD 

1. The geological record shows this same low-lying land has been submerged by major floods, some of 
them cataclysmic, many times in human history.  Earthquakes,  floods, and erosion helped build the 
landscape in the Santa Ana River floodplain area and you can see nature's handiwork if you know what 
to look for.   

2. The worst flood since 1772, the first year we have a written record, was the Flood of 1862.  It carved out 
the Grand Terrace Bluffs north of La Loma Hills and the cliff along Agua Mansa Road across the River.

3. There was a time when some people thought it was a 100-year flood.  Now, some authorities say it was a 
250-year flood, or a 350-year flood, or a 500-year flood.   Wikipedia says it was a 1,000-year 
flood.  But, there are those who will simply say  the Flood of 1862 was not a 100-year flood.  

4.  It is important to know what sort of flood it was because FEMA's rating-system is based on the 100-
year threshold. 

5. Eyewitness accounts of this flood, which inundated the floodplain from the top of the San Bernardino 
Valley to the mouth of the River at the Pacific Ocean, enable us to determine what we need to know.  

6. One of the best descriptions of this flood can be found in Vickery's classic history of Riverside's first 
neighborhood, Agua Mansa and La Placita de los Trujillos, the twin villages located where the River 
comes into contact with La Loma Hills.  La Placita was on the alluvial fan below the hills where what is 
left of Pellissier Ranch is now:  Defending Eden: New Mexican Pioneers in Southern California 1830-
1890 by Joyce Carter Vickery (UCR History Department and Riverside Municipal Museum, 
1977).  Chapter Five, pp. 67-72.  We are submitting a copy of this book to the City of Riverside for the 
record. 

7. In her notes on Chapter Five, Vickery cites numerous sources--including Benjamin Hayes, Horace Bell, 
Father Juan Caballeria, Beattie & Beattie, and Arthur Sidler's definitive 1968 report to the San 
Bernardino Co. Flood Control District we refer to below. 

THE FLOOD OF 1862:  

1. The storm systems that brought this famous flood began on Christmas Day in 1861 with a freezing two-
week rain. It left the mountains buried under a high snow-pack to very low elevations, then turned warm 
and continued to rain until Jan. 18, 1862.  The snow-melt caused the river to rise well beyond its 
banks.  On the last day 24 inches of rain fell in a 24-hour period.  On Jan. 22 a wall of water tore 
downstream gathering strength from the River's tributaries as it went.  One eyewitness said it was about 
fifty feet high at Agua Mansa.   

2. Flood levels in the Northside reached well beyond present-day Orange Street and far up onto the 
tableland.  The twin villages of Agua Mansa and La Placita de los Trujillos were washed away.  The 
entire length of the Santa Ana River floodplain from Greenspot to Huntington Beach for miles on either 
side was inundated.  The receding deluge left sand, rocks, trees, remains of houses and barns and other 
debris. 

3. In 1937 R.V. Ward, a member of the San Bernardino County Engineering Advisory Committee, was 
asked to determine the height of the high-water mark at the only known point on the river for that flood-
-the steps of the little Church of San Salvador at Agua Mansa where the padre rang the bell that saved 
the lives of all the people of Agua Mansa and La Placita.  The church wasn't there anymore, but he was 
able to judge the elevation of the high-water mark.  

4. Based on historical and physical evidence, he concluded the level at 872.3 ft. and calculated the 
magnitude of waterflow at 360,000 cubic feet per second, then revised it to 314,00 cfs.   

5. Because of the many difficulties establishing certain factors, his findings were disputed by those who 
were not persuaded his research and/or calculations were accurate.  And it seemed unlikely to many that 
the flood would have been that big.   

6. In 1967 officials from the U.S. Geological Survey and San Bernardino Co. Flood Control District 
decided the time had come to resolve those questions.  After considerable research their findings were 
published in an official report the following year. 
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7. This report, entitled Agua Mansa and the Flood of 1862: Santa Ana River by W.A. Sidler of the SB Co. 
Flood Control District (1968), confirmed Ward's research and verified his conclusions.  See Sidler's 
report "Flood of 1862" attached below  

OTHER GREAT FLOODS IN LOCAL HISTORY: 

1. According to Sidler, the Flood of 1862 was three times the magnitude of the floods of 1891 and 1938, 
and more than two-and-a-half times the Flood of 1867.   

2. The Flood of 1969 came after publication of this study and before the construction of this section of the 
Santa Ana River levee, but it too not only overflowed the riverbank but washed away bridges and 
crossed over Orange Street.  

3. These four smaller-scale floods occurred during a 100-year period.  
4. Since the levee was installed, there have been other floods of similar magnitude that sometimes went 

beyond the site of the proposed warehouse without reaching all the way to Orange Street.  But because 
of the levee the floodwaters did not come from the River. 

5. And then there are the many more ordinary storms that cause flooding in the North End without going 
that far but still inundate Main, Center and Placentia. 

6. These floods are caused by precipitation and run-off that must flow downhill through the floodplain to 
the levee where it cannot proceed any further.  And then it backs up the grade as far as it has to go.  The 
mitigations for the Center Street Commerce Center Project include construction of a check basin on the 
site, for the purpose of collecting run-off water during rainy periods.  Such a basin may serve for light 
precipitation, but it will not make a difference for the yearly storms that cause the moderate flooding 
described above. 

7. Those floods slowly subside by absorption and evaporation.  If the run-off has picked up residue from 
vehicle traffic it is absorbed where it comes into contact with the soil, and percolates down to the water 
reservoir below.   

THE SANTA ANA RIVER LEVEE: 

1. The section of the Santa River levee that runs along Agua Mansa and Riverside's North End, known as 
"Riverside Upper 2" is made of rocks and dirt. 

2. It was built by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers after the Flood of 1968-69 and designed to contain a 
100-year flood. 

3. The presence of the levee does not remove the floodplain, it simply protects the floodplain from 100-
year floods.   

4. Specifically, its purpose is to confine the river to a narrow channel for keeping it away from 
encroachments by urban, industrial and other development in the floodplain. 

5. At this point, the levee is below the high-water mark for the Flood of 1862.   
6. As the riverbed tends to build up with the passage of time, the amount of water the levee is capable of 

handling may be less now than it originally was. 
7. See Riverside Co. Flood Control District plans attached below: "DWG-1-0550pdf". 

THE SEVEN OAKS DAM: 

1. The Seven Oaks Dam is located at the upper end of the Santa Ana River where it crosses the San 
Andreas Fault at the base of the San Bernardino Mountains near Greenspot.   

2. It is a 500-ft. high earthen dam made of compacted soil, clay, sand and rocks--the tenth highest earthen 
dam in the world--with spillways on each side to prevent it from exceeding capacity. 

3. It is designed to hold back river flow when too much water is going through Prado Dam. 
4. It is not designed to handle a 100-year flood. 
5. It is designed to withstand an 8.0 magnitude earthquake. 
6. The San Andreas Fault is capable of producing an 8.5 magnitude earthquake. 
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7. A report from the City of Redlands posted on their website says "failure of this dam is very unlikely, but 
under the right set of conditions, could occur with severe consequences."  These are: a) failure while the 
dam is at or near full capacity and b) complete breach of the dam as a result of subsidence, earthquake or 
erosion during periods of heavy 
rain.  https://www.cityofredlands.org/cityhall/departments/office_of_the_city_manager/emergencymana
gement/dam_failure 

THE CONDITION OF THE SANTA ANA RIVER LEVEE:  

1. The Northside Specific Plan "Baseline Opportunities & Constraints Analysis" published in 2016 reports 
on page 20 that "the levee's condition is deteriorating."  www.NorthsidePlan.com 

2. In January 2013 the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District published the results their four-
page Periodic Inspection Report No. 1: General Executive Summary for the Riverside Upper 2 levee 
system--the stretch we are concerned with here.  See "Riverside Upper 2" attached below. 

3. The report rated this section as Unacceptable, meaning the problems identified require immediate 
attention.  At the time of this writing, we were unable to discover whether the levee has received the 
necessary attention to repair the deficiencies since then or if a regularly-scheduled maintenance program 
is in place. 

4. The problems identified include: erosion, gullies caused by erosion, vegetation where it is prohibited, 
encroachments, weeping holes that have not been cleaned regularly, debris blocking drainage outlets, 
and so on.  Any one of these deficiencies could cause the levee to fail given the right conditions.   

5. Figure 1 shows a map of the area of the flood plain that the Riverside Upper 2 levee is designed to 
protect, and the extent of the Northside at-risk if the levee were to fail.   

6. Everything from Pellissier Ranch (site of original La Placita) to the base of La Loma Hills, south along 
Orange Street to the 60 freeway and through Fairmount Park to the other side of Mission Boulevard is at 
risk.  More than 15,000 men, women, children and their pets, hundreds of local businesses, two 
elementary schools, three churches, a historic city landmark adobe, two public parks, one golf course, an 
AYSO-operated sports complex, a championship CIF cross country course, four freeway entrances and 
exits, local wildlife, and so forth are all at risk if there is a major flood before the levee is repaired.   

7. Unless the levee is continually maintained and repaired, it cannot protect us from a 100-year 
flood.  Even if it is in good repair, it cannot contain a flood of greater magnitude. 

THE PROPOSED CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT: 

1. The Project MND does not address the issue of displacement caused by a 308,000 sq.-ft. warehouse, and 
whether that would cause floodwaters to rise higher than they would if the building isn't there.  But, it 
should.  Because that might cause a flood of lesser magnitude to rise to the level of a 100-year flood. 

2. In case of a major flood event, additional truck and passenger traffic to and from the warehouse on local 
Northside streets would cause traffic congestion on the local streets and gridlock at the freeways and 
other exit points.  This would expose people to a greater risk of loss, injury or death than if the 
warehouse isn't there.  

3. If the flood was cataclysmic, an evacuation would be ordered and the additional heavy truck traffic from 
the warehouse on Center, Main, Columbia and Orange would make it difficult or impossible for people 
to get out of the neighborhood to a safe place.  Many motorists would be required to cross the 60 and 
215 freeways, which at that point on the map would probably be flooded and the streets would be 
clogged with motorists trying to get off.  This would expose people and buildings to an even greater risk 
of loss, injury or death. 

4. If the flood was caused by levee failure, floodwaters would act more like they used to before the levee 
was put it.  That means the river would cause incoming water to go in one direction up the grade and 
outgoing water to recede in the opposite direction.  That would be a seiche.  If the warehouse were built, 
it would be in the middle of a seiche. 

5. The conclusions of the Project MND are incorrect. 
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CONCLUSIONS: 

 If the Seven Oaks Dam fails, the Santa Ana River levee cannot protect us from the River even if it 
is in good repair. 

 Regardless of any other considerations, the current condition of the Santa Ana River levee and 
Seven Oaks Dam need to be evaluated.   

 It should not be assumed that 100-year, or 500-year, or 1,000 year flood are unlikely because the 
odds seem so small.   It doesn't take a 100-year storm to cause serious flooding in the Northside. 

 New development in the floodplain should be appropriate to the location or the City could be 
liable for damages caused by bad planning.  

 The Center Street Commerce Center Project Initial Study/MND does not address these issues, but 
they should be examined because these are very real possibilities. 

 
Please vote to uphold our Appeal. 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
Karen Renfro, Spokesman 
Springbrook Heritage Alliance 
P.O. Box 745 
Riverside, California 92502-0745 
(951)787-0617 
k.a.renfro7@gmail.com 
https://www.facebook.com/springbrookheritagealliance 
 
 
CC: 
Office of the City Manager 
Office of the City Attorney 
Office of the City Clerk 
Community and Economic Development Interim Director 
Planning Division Manager 
Current Planning Supervisor 
Senior Planner Brian Norton 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Northside Specific Plan Team 
Springbrook Heritage Alliance 
Northside Improvement Association 
Spanish Town Heritage Foundation 
OSTA-Agua Mansa Chapter 
OSTA-Southern California 
Riverside Historical Society 
San Bernardino Pioneer and Historical Society 
Downtown Area Neighborhood Association 
Christopher Sutton 
Press Enterprise 
City News Group 
Highgrove Happenings 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Agua Mansa and the Flood of 1862 Santa Ana River - 15 pages total 
Santa Ana River Levee Riverside Upper 2 Plans - 10 pages total 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Santa Ana River Levee Periodic Inspection Report No. 1/Riverside Upper 2 - 4 pages total 
Photo of Northside Floodplain looking toward proposed site for warehouse - 1 page total 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Executive Summary provides an introduction to the periodic inspection, an overview of the 
system, a summary of the major findings of the periodic inspection, and the overall rating for the 
system. 

1.1 Scope and Purpose of Periodic Inspections 

The purpose of the Riverside 2 Levee System periodic inspection is to identify deficiencies that 
pose hazards to human life or property. The inspection is intended to identify the issues in order to 
facilitate future studies and associated repairs, as appropriate. 

This assessment of the general condition of the levee system is based on available data and visual 
inspections. Detailed investigation and analysis involving hydrologic design, topographic 
mapping, subsurface investigations, testing, and detailed computational evaluations is beyond the 
scope of this levee system inspection. 

1.2 System Summary 

Riverside 2 Levee System is located in the Cities of Colton and Riverside; in the Counties of San 
Bernardino and Riverside, respectively; in the State of California. Riverside 2 Levee System forms 
the east/left bank levee (looking downstream) of the Santa Ana River. Riverside 2 Levee System is 
composed of two levee segments (see Figure 1). These segments are referred to as Segments 2a 
and Segment 2b. Segment 2a was constructed by Riverside County is not part of the United States 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Rehabilitation and Inspection Program (RIP), and therefore 
not under the authority of USACE. It starts approximately 4,573 feet upstream of Main Street 
(Station 399+75), and extends downstream to Station 339+00. Segment 2b was constructed by the 
USACE. It starts at Station 339+00, and extends to approximately 483 feet downstream of Mission 
Boulevard (Station 200+30). Riverside 2 Levee System is entirely operated and maintained by the 
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (RCFC & WCD). The National 
Levee Database (NLD) System ID Number for Riverside 2 Levee System is 3805010050. 

The RCFC & WCD is the Local Sponsor for the Riverside 2 Levee System. 

1.3 Summary of Major Deficiencies Found 

The levee system was inspected on April 4, 2011. During the periodic inspection of the system, 
several deficiencies were noted for which remedial actions are required.  Specifically, severe bank 
erosion from the December 2010 storm flows was found and is currently under the USACE RIP 
process for repair.  The following main deficiencies were noted during the periodic inspection of 
the project features: 

 Levee Embankments 

o Segments 2a and 2b: Significant vegetation growth (brush and tall grass) was present 
within the vegetation-free zone. The vegetation-free zone extends 15 feet outward from 
both the landward and riverward toes of the levee prism. 

o Segments 2a and 2b: Unpermitted encroachments, which could negatively impact the 
integrity of the levee, were observed along both segments. 
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o Segments 2a and 2b: Significant erosion has occurred along the toe of the riverward 
slope, and could compromise the stability of the levee.  It is understood that USACE 
RIP is in the process of repairing Segment 2b from erosion on the riverside of the levee. 

o Segments 2a and 2b: Due to concentration of local runoff, significant erosion gullies 
have formed on both the riverward and landward slopes of the levee. 

o Segment 2b: There are no maintenance records which indicate that the weep holes 
associated with the concrete slope paving have been regularly cleaned. 

 Interior Drainage System 

o Segment 2b: The inlets and outlets of some of the side-drainage structures were 
obstructed by debris. 

o Segment 2b: Within the past five years, the condition of each side-drainage structure 
has not been verified using either videotaping by television camera or other visual-
inspection method. 

1.4 Overall Rating 

The Levee Safety Officer, Los Angeles District, has determined the overall system rating of 
Riverside 2 Levee to be “Unacceptable.”  An “Unacceptable” system rating is defined as: 
 

The Periodic Inspection has identified one (or more) System Components which are 
rated Unacceptable and require immediate correction.  The deficiency (or 
deficiencies) identified have resulted in an Unacceptable System rating and seriously 
impair the functioning of the flood protection system and pose unacceptable risk to 
public safety.    

 
The Local Sponsor will be notified of the overall rating of the levee system by letter with 
instructions to correct the “Unacceptable” rated items not related to the RIP repair as soon as 
possible.  A public notification will be made regarding this levee system and the periodic 
inspection rating. 
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Figure 1.  Riverside 2 Levee System 
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From: Wohlgemuth Family [mailto:pjdnw@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, September 23, 2018 8:25 PM 
To: Bailey, Rusty <RBailey@riversideca.gov>; Gardner, Mike <MGardner@riversideca.gov>; Melendrez, Andy 
<ASMelendrez@riversideca.gov>; Soubirous, Mike <msoubirous@riversideca.gov>; Conder, Chuck 
<CConder@riversideca.gov>; MacArthur, Chris <CMacArthur@riversideca.gov>; Perry, Jim <JPerry@riversideca.gov>; 
Adams, Steven <SAdams@riversideca.gov>; Nicol, Colleen <CNicol@riversideca.gov> 
Subject: [External] Letter in Opposition to Center Street Warehouse for October 9th City Council Meeting 

All - 

Attached find my letter affirming the decision of the Council's Land Use Committee to oppose the Center Street 
warehouse project in the Northside Neighborhood.  The Mitigated Negative Declaration has many errors, the 
local community opposes the project, it conflicts with the Northside Specific Plan, and a giant warehouse is not 
in the best interests of a revitalized Northside.  I hope you will join me in opposing this warehouse project on 
October 9th. 

Peter Wohlgemuth 
686 Forest Park Drive 
Riverside, CA  92501 



Rusty Bailey, Mayor & Riverside City Council 
City of Riverside 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92502 
 
 
Re: Planning Cases P14-1033 and P14-1034 to build a 308,000 sq. ft. warehouse on Center 
Street in the Northside Neighborhood 
 
 
Dear Rusty Bailey, Mike Gardner, Andy Melendrez, Mike Soubiroux, Chuck Conder, Chris 
MacArthur, Jim Perry, and Steve Adams, 
 
The Riverside City Council should affirm the recommendation of the Land Use Committee and 
oppose the proposed Center Street Commerce Center Project, thereby overturning the Planning 
Commission’s project approval, for the following reasons: 
 
 

 The project would violate the Riverside 2025 General Plan provisions LU-72 (providing 
for steady change and improvement on the Northside to an upgraded model community) 
and LU-74 (to preserve and promote the lower density charm of the Northside 
Community). A giant warehouse is not in the best interests of a revitalized Northside. 
 

 Although the landowners do have the right to develop their land, this does not mean they 
can do so to the detriment of the surrounding community.  With proper mitigation, the 
proposed project could just as easily be a toxic waste dump.  A warehouse has only 
slightly less onerous consequences. 
 

 The Mitigated Negative Declaration supporting this project has many internal 
inconsistencies, errors of fact, and glaring omissions that cast doubt on the accuracy and 
the veracity of the report as a whole.  For instance, the proposed project site is in the 100-
year floodplain of the tributaries of the Santa Ana River, the proposed project is within 
100 feet of existing water supply wells (both Garner ‘B’ Well and Garner ‘D’ well), and 
the MND’s own map shows the area to be in a zone of moderate to high liquefaction 
potential in the event of a seismic disturbance (all too common here in southern 
California). 
 

 The MND report mentions several subsequent compliance plans that will be generated as 
part of this project (a Stormwater Runoff Management Plan, a Noise Mitigation Plan, and 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan).  In large part, the MND is based on the 
performance of these yet unformulated plans.  However, this is circular reasoning and 
these compliance plans should be included as part of the report in order to justify a 
determination of a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 



 Appendix 3 in the updated CEQA document, purporting to show critical Soils 
Information (including infiltration rates), is still blank.  This renders the mandatory Water 
Quality Management Plan null and void.   
 

 The design storm that the project percolation basin is calculated to contain would be 
exceeded nearly every year on the proposed project site (assuming they got the 
infiltration rates right). 
 

 Some of the data presented in the MND report are actual measurements, but some are 
derived from model outputs.  In both cases, there is no way to independently verify the 
accuracy and/or authenticity of these values.  If models are used, there is no way to know 
if input parameters truly reflect the onsite conditions or if the model outputs are 
reasonable.  The sources and assumptions surrounding all of these values should be stated 
explicitly so decision makers will know that the numbers were not just fabricated. 
 

 All of the issues surrounding the MND (some of them fatal) argue powerfully that a full-
blown Environmental Impact Report should be required for this proposed project. 
 

Meanwhile, the Northside Specific Plan is hovering on the horizon.  Considering these foregoing 
points, a decision on this proposed project should be postponed until the impending Northside 
Specific Plan is finalized.  It makes much more sense to develop the Northside Neighborhood in 
accordance with a Specific Plan with community engagement than piecemeal on a project-by-
project basis. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Peter M. Wohlgemuth 
686 Forest Park Drive 
Riverside, CA 92501 
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From: Mary Hamilton [mailto:hamilton.mar@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2018 3:32 PM 
To: 2Mayor; Gardner, Mike; Melendrez, Aurelio; Soubirous, Mike; Conder, Chuck; MacArthur, Chris; Perry, Jim; Adams, 
Steven; Norton, Brian 
Cc: 'Sarah A. Garner Marquez'; Jorgenson, Todd 
Subject: [External] Northside Specific Plan‐ Comment Letter from Private Ownership Hamilton/Garner 

Dear Honorable Mayor, City Councilmembers and Planning Division, 

Attached please find our electronic transmittal regarding our opposition to any appeal that is being considered by city 
councilmembers more specifically with respect to the Transition Properties LP Project which falls within the Northside 
Neighborhood.  We further object to any re‐zoning initiative that maybe contemplated which encompasses our approx. 
22Ac Vacant Land.  We do not wish to rezone our industrial land to a residential development.  

We respectively request that you add this letter to your comment’s files for this project and allow our voices to be hear. 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  

Mary Hamilton 
Property Owner‐  
858‐720‐0166 Office 
858‐720‐9630 Fax 
858‐472‐0166 Mobile 
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From: Jason Alvarez <lotusj83@hotmail.com> 
Date: September 13, 2018 at 9:34:03 AM PDT 
To: <rbailey@riversideca.gov>, <mgardner@riversideca.gov>, <asmelendrez@riversideca.gov>, 
<msoubirous@riversideca.gov>, <cconder@riversideca.gov>, <cmacarthur@riversideca.gov>, 
<jperry@riversideca.gov>, <sadams@riversideca.gov>, <cnicol@riversideca.gov> 
Subject: [External]  PLANNING CASE P14-1033 & P14-1034 

Honorable Mayor and Council  

Planning Case P14-1033 & P14-1034 Warehouse project is wrong for the Northside's 
neighborhood, the Trujillo Adobe and will hurt Riverside's social capital.  Elected leaders should 
look at the negative impacts this warehouse can do to this neighborhood and region.   

Please support the property rights of the individual residents who call this home and invest in the 
Northside Specific Plan.  Support creating a cultural center around the Trujillo Adobe, without 
warehouses and truck traffic.  

-- 
Ms Jason Alvarez 
lotusj83@hotmail.com 

CC:  10-9-2018
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From: Karen Renfro <k.a.renfro7@gmail.com> 
Date: August 11, 2018 at 3:04:30 PM PDT 
To: "Bailey, Rusty" <rbailey@riversideca.gov>, "Gardner, Mike" <mgardner@riversideca.gov>, "Melendrez, 
Andy" <asmelendrez@riversideca.gov>, "Soubirous, Mike" <msoubirous@riversideca.gov>, "Conder, Chuck" 
<cconder@riversideca.gov>, "MacArthur, Chris" <cmacarthur@riversideca.gov>, "Perry, Jim" 
<jperry@riversideca.gov>, <sadams@riversideca.gov> 
Cc: "Zelinka, Al" <azelinka@riversideca.gov>, "Geuss, Gary" <ggeuss@riversideca.gov>, "Nicol, Colleen" 
<cnicol@riversideca.gov>, "Guzman, Rafael" <RGuzman@riversideca.gov>, "Lopez, Moises" 
<MLopez@riversideca.gov>, "Welch, David" <dwelch@riversideca.gov>, "Brenes, Patricia" 
<pbrenes@riversideca.gov>, "Kopaskie-Brown, Mary" <mkopaskie-brown@riversideca.gov>, "Norton, Brian" 
<bnorton@riversideca.gov>, "Murray, David" <dmurray@riversideca.gov>, "Watson, Scott" 
<swatson@riversideca.gov>, Christopher Sutton <christophersutton.law@gmail.com>, Springbrook Heritage 
Alliance <info@springbrookheritagealliance.org>, Wohlgemuth Family <pjdnw@yahoo.com>, ponnech 
<ponnech@att.net>, erin snyder <epolcene@juno.com>, Nancy Melendez <nancy.melendez@icloud.com>, 
<osta.aguamansa@gmail.com>, Mark Acosta <macosta@scng.com>, Ryan Hagen <rhagen@scng.com>, City 
News <news@citynewsgroup.com>, Ardie Barnett <highgrovenews@roadrunner.com> 
Subject: [External]  RIVERSIDE CITY COUNCIL MEETING AUG. 14, 2018: AGENDA ITEM #9 -- 
APPEAL OF CENTER STREET COMMERCE CENTER PROJECT APPROVAL 

August 11, 2018 

The Honorable  
William R. "Rusty" Bailey III, 
Mayor of Riverside 
3900 Main Street 
Riverside, California 92522 
CC:  Riverside City Council 

SPRINGBROOK HERITAGE ALLIANCE REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE OF 
AUG. 14 APPEAL HEARING TO OCT. 9: 
Center Street Commerce Center Project 
Planning Cases P14-1033 & P14-1034/Initial Study/MND 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the Riverside City Council: 

Springbrook Heritage Alliance is grateful to the Land Use Committee for their 
recommendation that the City Council uphold our appeal of the Planning 
Commission's approval of this project.   

Our request for a continuation of the Aug. 14 Appeal Hearing to Aug. 28 was 
necessitated by a scheduling conflict that prevents our attorney, Christopher Sutton, 
from representing us on that date.  However, it turned out that the Applicant would 
not able to be there on the 28th, and so we submitted several alternatives dates--
including Sept. 11 & 18 and Oct. 9, 16 & 23.  We were informed by City staff that the 
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Applicant had chosen the mutually-agreeable date of Oct. 9, confirmed later by the 
Aug. 8 letter from their attorney. 

As many interested parties cannot take time off from work, school or other obligations 
to attend a daytime meeting, we would like to ask that the Oct. 9 hearing be set for 
Council's evening session so they can participate. 

Thank you for considering our requests. 

Respectfully yours, 

Karen Renfro, Spokesman 
Springbrook Heritage Alliance 
P.O. Box 745 
Riverside, California 92502-0745 
(951)787-0617 
k.s.renfro7@gmail.com 
https://www.facebook.com/springbrookheritagealliance 

CC: 
City Manager 
City Attorney 
City Clerk 
Assistant City Managers 
Interim Community & Economic Development Director 
Planning Division Manager 
Current Planning Supervisor 
Senior Planner Brian Norton 
Northside Specific Plan Team 
Office of Historic Preservation 
Christopher Sutton 
Springbrook Heritage Alliance 
Northside Improvement Association 
Spanish Town Heritage Foundation 
OSTA-Agua Mansa 
Press Enterprise 
City News Group 
Highgrove Happenings 

ADDENDUM: 

Timeline for Center Street Commerce Center Project 
P14-1033 & P14-1034/Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 01-23-2018.  City of Riverside Planning Division issues Transmittal of Materials for
Center Street Commerce Center Project.

 08-00-2018.  City of Riverside Planning Division issues Notice of Intent to Adopt
Mitigated Negative Declaration for Project.



3

 11-00-2018.  City of Riverside Planning Division issues Initial Study/MND for Project.
 12-13-2018.  City of Riverside Developmental Review Committee approves unagendized

Project, later rescinds decision and reschedules matter for Jan. 9, 2018.
 01-09-2018.  Applicant requests continuation of case to Feb. 21.
 02-21-2018.  DRC approves Project.  Councilman Mike Gardner refers decision to

Riverside City Council for discussion.  Council discussion scheduled for April 10.
 03-02-2018.  Springbrook Heritage Alliance files appeal of DRC decision to Planning

Commission.  Council discussion pulled;  Planning Commission Appeal Hearing
scheduled                                 for April 5.

 04-05-2018.  Planning Commission upholds DRC decision.  Councilman Gardner refers
PC decision to Council for discussion.

 04-12-2018.  Springbrook Heritage Alliance files appeal of Planning Commission
decision to Riverside City Council.  Council discussion pulled from Calendar.  Matter
scheduled to go                       before Council's Land Use Committee on May 14, but
Councilman Gardner could not attend.  Matter rescheduled for May 28, but Applicant
could not attend and would be                       unavailable for month of June.  Matter
rescheduled for July 9.

 07-09-2018.  Riverside City Council Land Use Committee upholds Appeal.  Appeal
Hearing set for Riverside City Council on Aug. 14, but Appellant's attorney could not
attend.                                   Hearing rescheduled for Aug. 28 but Applicant could not
attend.  Appellant and Applicant agreement on mutually-acceptable date of Oct. 9
confirmed in Aug. 8 letter                               from Applicant's attorney.

 08-14-2018.  Appeal Hearing before Riverside City Council, request for continuance to
Oct. 9.

cc: Mayor
      City Council
      City Manager
      City Attorney
      ACMs
      C&ED Director
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cc: Mayor
      City Council
      City Manager
      City Attorney
      ACMs
      Interim C&ED Director
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