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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
MARCH 2007 

 

To: ALL INTERESTED PARTIES, the State Clearinghouse and responsible and trustee agencies 

Subject: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Lead Agency Consulting Firm Retained by Lead Agency 
Agency Name Placerville, Community 

Development Department 
Firm Name SWCA Environmental 

Consultants 
Street Address 3101 Center Street Street Address 3840 Rosin Court, Suite 130 
City/State/Zip Placerville, CA 95667 City/State/Zip Sacramento, CA  95834 
Contact Andrew Painter, Planner Contact Scott Goebl 

 
The City of Placerville will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the project identified below. We need 
to know your agency’s views on the proposed project’s environmental impacts, impact assessment 
methodologies, potential alternatives, and potential mitigation measures. Your agency may need to use 
the EIR prepared by our agency when considering permits or other project approvals.  

The project description, location, and potential environmental effects are contained in the attached 
materials. A copy of the Initial Study (  is  is not) attached. 

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but 
not later than April 26, 2007 (30 days after issuance of this notice). Please email your response to Andrew 
Painter (apainter@ci.placerville.ca.us) in the City of Placerville or send your response by mail to Mr. 
Calfee’s address shown above. We will need the name, address, and phone number for a contact person in 
your agency. 

A public scoping meeting will be held during the comment period on Wednesday, April 11 from 7-9 PM 
at Placerville Town Hall (549 Main Street, Placerville, CA).  

Project Title: Lumsden Ranch 
  
Project Location: Placerville, El Dorado County  
  
Project Description: A detailed description of the project is attached. 

 
Date: 3/26/2007 Name: Andrew Painter 

  Title: City Planner 
  Telephone: (530) 642-5252 
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ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 
INITIAL STUDY 

 
 

1. Project Title: Tentative Subdivision Map 06-02 (Lumsden Ranch), Planned Development 
Overlay 05-01, Environmental Assessment 06-01 

 
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Placerville, 3101 Center Street, Placerville, CA 95667 
 
3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Andrew Painter, City Planner, (530) 642-5252  
 
4. Project Location: Assessor's Parcel No. 049:280:08, 049:340:37.  
 
5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address:  
 

Sid Afshar 
Brilliant Management LLC 
114 Camino Pablo 
Orinda, CA 94563 
(925) 858-0886 

 
6. General Plan Designation: High Density Residential (HDR); Low Density Residential (LDR) 
 
7. Zoning: R3 (Multi-Family Residential Zone, maximum density: 12 units per acre); R1-20,000 

(Single-Family Residential, 20,000 square foot minimum parcel). 
 
8. Description of Project: Request for a phased Tentative Subdivision Map for the subdivision of a 

133-acre parcel into 366 residential parcels along with a Planned Development Overlay located 
northwest of the Placerville Airport, north of Barrett Drive, and south of Broadway. 

 
9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The project site acreage totals approximately 133 acres. It 

is one of the largest underdeveloped parcels within the City. Of the 133 acres, approximately 23 
acres are zoned R3 (Multi-Family Residential Zone, up to 12 dwelling units per acre), and the 
remaining 110-acres are zoned R1-20,000 (Single-Family Residential Zone, 20,000 square foot 
minimum parcel). The site is adjacent and east of the City-approved Eskaton project at Spanish 
Hill.  
 
Site elevations range from 2,000 to 2,400 feet above mean sea level (msl) along Texas Hill at 
Barrett Drive. Site slope ranges from 0% to 40% over the entire site. Site geologic features 
include slate and sandstone of the Calaveras Complex underlying predominantly sandy silt or 
silty sand surface soils. 
 
Predominant canopy vegetation onsite is a mixture of oak and pine species, including black oak, 
blue oak, live oak, valley oak, foothill pine, and ponderosa pine. Other tree species include 
incense cedar, madrone, California buckeye, and dogwood. Understory species include 
manzanita, toyon, several brush species, and native and non-native grasses.  
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Surface drainage consists of numerous ephemeral streams, seeps, springs, a pond, and an 
intermittent stream, with a generalized flow toward a pond in Lumsden Park (sometimes called 
Lumsden Lake) located offsite and north of the project. 

 
 The site does have existing residences and outbuildings. There is evidence of additional man-

made disturbance to the site, including First Nation (Native American) resources, a segment of 
the El Dorado Canal system built between 1854 and 1876, and placer and hydraulic mining 
features. 

 
10. City Entitlements: The applicant has requested a Tentative Subdivision Map 06-02, Planned 

Development Overlay 05-01, and an Environmental Assessment 06-01. 
 
11. Other agencies whose approval is required: The project may require Section 404 authorization 

from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from California 
Department of Fish and Game; 401 water quality certification from Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; an incidental take permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and, approval 
of a Fire Safe Plan by El Dorado County Fire Protection District. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or as indicated by the checklist on the following 
pages. 

 
  Land Use and Planning   Transportation/Circulation   Public Services 
  Population & Housing   Biological Resources   Utilities & Service System 
  Geologic   Energy & Mineral Resources   Aesthetics 
  Water   Hazards   Cultural Resources 
  Air Quality   Noise   Recreation 

    Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find the proposed project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA under CLASS(es) _________________ 
and there are no unusual circumstances or specified statutory conditions present which render reliance on 
such applicable Categorical Exemption(s) unlawful.  

I find that the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a Negative 
Declaration will be prepared.  

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 
have a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have 
been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared.  

I find that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an Environmental 
Impact Report is required.  

I find that the proposed project may have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at least one effect 
1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the 
effect is a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated". An 
Environmental Impact Report is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be 
addressed.  

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not 
be a significant effect in this case because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the 
proposed project.  

 
 (original signed)     
Signature   Date 
 
Andrew Painter   City of Placerville  
Printed Name   For 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This document is the Initial Study for the proposed Lumsden Ranch residential development in the City 
of Placerville, in El Dorado County. This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. and the 
CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. An Initial Study is prepared by a 
lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(a), an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared if there is 
substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. 

1.2 LEAD AGENCY 

The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over the proposed project. In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be the agency with general 
governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose...”. 
The lead agency for the proposed project is the City of Placerville.  

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION 

The 133-acre project site is located in the easternmost portion of Placerville, south of Broadway and north 
of Barrett Drive, at the southern end of Wiltse Road (Figure 1). The project site is located on the 
northwest slope of Texas Hill, and includes canyons and hillsides that drain to an unnamed tributary of 
Hangtown Creek. Lumsden Ranch is east of and adjacent to the City-approved 113-parcel senior citizen-
oriented Eskaton at Spanish Hill project, and a 58-parcel single-family subdivision development called 
Cedar Bluffs. Existing single-family residential uses are located to the south and northwest of the site. 
Mostly vacant, designated and zoned residential and commercial land is located northeast of the project 
site. The Placerville general aviation airport is located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the site. 

1.4 PROPOSED PROJECT 

Tentative Map and Planned Development Overlay 
The applicant (Brilliant Management, LLC) is proposing a phased Tentative Subdivision Map and a 
Planned Development Overlay for subdivision of approximately 133 acres into 366 single-family parcels 
to be named Lumsden Ranch (Figure 2). Lot sizes would range from approximately 3,700 square feet to 
15,000 square feet. The project would include a clubhouse and swimming pool for residents. Mass 
grading for house pads, vehicular accesses, drainage, utilities, and other site amenities is proposed. The 
five existing residences and outbuildings within the project site would be removed.  

The applicant is proposing the following setbacks: 5 feet of side yard, 10 feet of front yard, 15 feet of rear 
yard, and 20 feet between the garage and the street. 
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Figure 1. Project Location 
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Figure 2. Proposed Project 
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Vehicular Circulation 
Vehicles would access the development from two directions. The primary road through the development 
(Canyon View Drive) would intersect with Barrett Drive at the southwest corner of the development and 
with Broadway northeast of the development. The northeast section of Canyon View Drive would be 
constructed through an adjacent parcel (see Figure 2). No vehicle or emergency access is proposed for 
Wiltse Road. The applicant had previously proposed an emergency vehicle access road (i.e., for fire and 
emergency vehicles) serving the development from Broadway northwest of the proposed Canyon View 
Drive, but is no longer proposing this road. Rather, the applicant is proposing to install sprinklers in all 
residences, which would eliminate the need for a third access road. Alternatively, the applicant is 
exploring a third access through the neighboring Eskaton property. 

Utilities 
The project would include construction of all required onsite utility infrastructure, including sewer and 
water lines, a stormwater collection system, and underground lines for all “dry utilities” (e.g., electricity, 
telephone, cable television). The project would be served by the City’s water, sewer, and storm drain 
system, and by PG&E for electricity. The applicant is also considering an onsite propane storage and 
delivery system. 

A new section of 10-inch diameter gravity sewer line would be installed offsite within Wiltse Road to 
replace the 6-inch line between the project boundary and the City’s existing sewer line 1/4 mile northwest 
of the site. Some sections of the City’s sewer line along Broadway, down gradient of Lumsden Ranch, 
may also need to be upgraded to serve the project. The City will prepare a sewer capacity study to 
determine whether capacity upgrades would be needed now to accommodate increased flows from 
Lumsden Ranch, or whether upgrades would be needed in the future as a Capital Improvement Plan 
project to accommodate Lumsden Ranch and other growth in the City. 

The project may also include bypassing or removing the existing rear lot line sewer line behind the homes 
along the north side of Barrett Drive by connecting them to the sewer line proposed for Canyon View 
Drive. 

The project would include a drainage system designed to channel project runoff to onsite detention basins. 
The project may include improvements to the downstream drainage system along Wiltse Road while the 
new sewer line is being constructed. No changes to the pond at Lumsden Park are proposed.  

The project may also require offsite upgrades to the City’s water delivery infrastructure. The City and 
applicant are working together to identify any such upgrades. 

Phases and Schedule 
The following table shows the estimated schedule for construction of the various project phases.  

Phase Construction Start Construction End Duration 

Phase 1 Spring 2008 Fall 2009 19 months 
Phase 2 Fall 2008 Spring 2010 19 months 
Phase 3 Spring 2009 Fall 2010 19 months 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g. the project falls 
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on 
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not exposure sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

3. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is 
significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4. Negative Declaration: “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” 
to a “Less than Significant Impact”. The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and 
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures 
from Section XVII. “Earlier Analysis,” may be cross-referenced). 

Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c) (3) (D). 
Earlier analyses are discussed in Section XVII at the end of the checklist. 



Lumsden Ranch Environmental Quality Checklist 
 
 EIR NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
(A) Engineering Division; (B) Developer; (C) Contractor; (D) Planning Division; (E) Other agency. 
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I. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the 
Proposal: 

a) Conflict with general plan designation or 
zoning? (1,2)      

The project site contains two general plan land use designations and two zoning designations. Approximately 
110 acres are designated Low Density Residential and are zoned R1-20,000 (Single-Family Residential, 20,000 
square foot minimum parcel). Approximately 23 acres are designated High Density Residential and are zoned R3 
(Multi-Family Residential). Both sets of land use and zoning designations allow for single-family attached and 
detached homes.  

The applicant has requested a Planned Development Overlay (PDO), which allows for more flexible design than is 
permissible under the conventional zoning codes, but limits project density to the density allowed under 
conventional zoning. To determine maximum allowable density, the applicant prepared a Conventional Subdivision 
Plat map with a resulting maximum density of 366 parcels. Because the applicant is proposing 366 parcels, the 
proposed PDO would be consistent with the zoning density limits, resulting in a less than significant impact. 
Consistency with general plan land use designation and zoning, therefore, will not be discussed further in the EIR. 

The applicant is proposing smaller parcel sizes and setbacks than allowed under conventional zoning. The zoning 
ordinance allows City decision makers to approve such modifications if justified by the design and topography of 
the development. Modification of parcel and setback sizes is not an environmental effect, per se. The EIR will, 
however, evaluate overall land use compatibility and will discuss environmental issues (if any) related to parcel size 
and setbacks. 

b) Conflict with applicable environmental 
plans or policies adopted by agencies 
with jurisdiction over the project?      

The project has the potential to be inconsistent with applicable policies of the City General Plan that were adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating environmental effect, and the EIR will evaluate potential inconsistencies. 
The project site is located within the overflight zone of the Placerville Airport. The EIR will evaluate consistency 
with the airport’s Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Consistency with environmental plans, policies, and regulations 
adopted by other agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) will be addressed in the pertinent technical sections 
of the EIR (e.g., Biological Resources).  

c) Be incompatible with existing land use 
in the vicinity?      

The project would generate new sources of noise and traffic that could be incompatible with existing land uses in the 
project vicinity.  Land use compatibility will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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 EIR NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
(A) Engineering Division; (B) Developer; (C) Contractor; (D) Planning Division; (E) Other agency. 
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d) Affect agricultural resources or 
operations (e.g. impacts to soils or 
farmlands, or impacts from incompatible 
land uses)? (1,2)      

There are no lands within the City of Placerville designated or zoned for agriculture. Impacts to agricultural 
resources are therefore not anticipated. 

e) Disrupt or divide the physical 
arrangement of an established 
community (including a low-income or 
minority community)?      

The project site is considered infill due to existing adjacent development. No public roads or rights-of-way pass 
through the project site. Proposed access would be provided by a system of new public roads that would connect 
Broadway to the north and Barrett Drive to the south. Project design is not expected to disrupt or divide the 
established community of Placerville. 

 
II. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the 

proposal: 

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or 
local population projections? (1, 3)      

The project would add a net increase of 361 residences to the City, increasing the City’s population by 
approximately 1,047 residents. When combined with other proposed or tentatively approved residential 
developments in the City, the project would contribute to a cumulative exceedance of Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments’ (SACOG’s) population projections. The EIR will evaluate project-specific and cumulative population 
increases, and the resulting increases will be used as a basis for evaluating project (and cumulative) impacts on 
City services and infrastructure in the EIR. 

b) Induce substantial growth in an area 
either directly or indirectly (e.g. through 
projects in an undeveloped area of 
extension of major infrastructure)?      

The project has the potential to induce substantial growth in Placerville primarily due to the creation of a new 
public road (Canyon View Drive) through an underdeveloped parcel (the offsite parcel between Lumsden Ranch and 
Broadway), and by extension and possible expansion of City utility infrastructure. Growth-inducing impacts 
generated by the project will be evaluated in the EIR in terms of population, housing, and employment growth 
accommodated by the project.  



Lumsden Ranch Environmental Quality Checklist 
 
 EIR NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
(A) Engineering Division; (B) Developer; (C) Contractor; (D) Planning Division; (E) Other agency. 
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c) Displace existing housing, especially 
affordable housing? 

     

The project would include demolition of five existing homes on the site. The construction of 366 homes would 
minimize the potential housing displacement impact to a less than significant level. This issue will not be evaluated 
further in the EIR. 

 
III. GEOLOGY. Would the proposal result in or 

expose people to potential impacts involving: 

a) Fault rupture? (1)      

No active earthquake faults or Earthquake Fault Zones are located on the project site. An inactive geologic fault is 
located approximately 1 mile west of the project site. This pre-Quaternary fault called "Melones" is not expected to 
involve fault rupture, seismic shaking or ground failure due to its geologic inactivity. No impacts from fault rupture 
are anticipated. 

b) Seismic shaking? (4)      

The project site is classified by the California Building Code (CBC) as located within seismic region Zone 3. 
Construction procedures that meet current Building Code requirements should minimize the effects of possible 
seismic shaking. Therefore, it is anticipated that the construction of all proposed structures meeting the 2001 
California Building Code, as adopted by the City of Placerville, would minimize seismic impacts to a less than 
significant level. 

c) Seismic ground failure, including 
liquefaction?      

Because no active faults are located on or near the site, the potential for seismic ground failure or liquefaction is 
considered to be low. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

d) Landslides or mudflows?      

Site development would include approximately 1.2 million cubic yards of cut and fill. Grading activity has the 
potential to cause landslides and erosion due to this site disturbance. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

e) Erosion, changes in topography or 
unstable soil conditions from excavation, 
grading, or fill?      

See Section III d above. 



Lumsden Ranch Environmental Quality Checklist 
 
 EIR NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
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f) Subsidence of the land? (5)       

No evidence of subsidence is known to occur within the project site. However, the preliminary geotechnical study 
prepared for the project revealed that a portion of the site has physical evidence of mining activity. Two mine adits 
were identified, and others are possible but were not observed due to the extensive vegetation cover. Therefore the 
project has the potential of subsidence impacts if construction activity occurs and subsurface mine conditions are 
not addressed. The EIR will evaluate this issue. 

g) Expansive soils? (6)      

Certain clay soils expand when wet and shrink when dry. Special building foundations are required to compensate 
for this movement. The soils on Lumsden Ranch are primarily loams, and range from 5 to 60 percent clay. Clay 
content varies by soil horizon. Loam soils are composed of sand, silt, and clay in relatively even concentrations. The 
project would be constructed in conformance with CBC design standards, so it would not expose people to potential 
impacts involving expansive soil. This is a less than significant impact. 

h) Unique geologic or physical features? 
(5)      

The site has been previously mined. Evidence of mine adits and rock piles convey the site’s mining features. 
However mining activity is not unique to Placerville. Impacts to site mining features are therefore considered less 
than significant. 

 
IV. WATER. Would the proposal result in: 

a) Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff?      

The project has the potential to change the absorption rates and rate and amount of surface runoff due to project 
grading and the introduction of impervious roads and single family residential uses at project build out. This issue 
will be evaluated in the EIR. 

b) Exposure of people or property to water 
related hazards such as flooding? (7)      

The project site is designated “Zone C, Areas of minimal flooding” by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Flood Insurance Rate Map adopted for the City of Placerville. No portion of the project site is located in the 100-
year flood zone and therefore no impacts from flooding are anticipated.  
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
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c) Discharge into surface waters or other 
alteration of surface water quality (e.g. 
temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity)?      

During construction the potential exists for sediments, pollutants, and construction materials to be discharged into 
drainages and detention basins. After construction, the potential exists for urban stormwater runoff to discharge 
petroleum products, fertilizers, pesticides, domestic animal waste and other urban contaminants into these water 
features, potentially impacting surface water quality. The EIR will evaluate project effects on surface water quality. 

d) Changes in the amount of surface water 
in any water body?      

The project has the potential to change the amount of surface water in the creeks and drainages onsite and 
downstream of the project site. The project would increase impervious surfaces and irrigation, thereby increasing 
the amount of stormwater flowing into the onsite drainages. The proposed detention basins could alter the amount 
of water flowing downstream toward Hangtown Creek. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

e) Changes in currents, or the course or 
direction of water movements?      

The project includes culverts and detention basins and may include downstream drainage improvements that could 
change currents or the course or direction of water movement within the affected drainages. This issue will be 
evaluated in the EIR. 

f) Change in the quantity of ground waters, 
either through direct additions or 
withdrawals, or through interception of 
an aquifer by cuts or excavations or 
through substantial loss of groundwater 
recharge capability?      

The project includes detention basins that could increase groundwater percolation, and the proposed earthwork 
could intercept groundwater, thereby changing the quantity of groundwater on the site. This issue will be evaluated 
in the EIR. 

g) Altered direction or rate of flow of 
groundwater?      

The proposed earthwork could intercept groundwater, thereby changing the quantity of groundwater on the site. 
This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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Significant 
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Potentially 
Significant 
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h) Impacts to groundwater quality?      

During construction the potential exists for sediments, pollutants, and construction materials to be discharged into 
drainages and detention basins that could seep into the groundwater. After construction, the potential exists for 
urban stormwater runoff to discharge petroleum products, fertilizers, pesticides, domestic animal waste and other 
urban contaminants into these water features, potentially impacting groundwater quality. The EIR will evaluate 
project effects on groundwater quality. 

i) Substantial reduction in the amount of 
groundwater otherwise available for 
public water supplies?      

Domestic water for the project would be supplied by El Dorado Irrigation District (EID). Because EID’s primary 
water source is surface water in the Sierra Nevada, the project would not substantially reduce the amount of 
groundwater available for public water supplies. 

 
V. AIR QUALITY. Would the proposal: 

a) Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality violation?      

The project requires substantial grading and site preparation that would generate exhaust and dust emissions, and 
could potentially release naturally occurring asbestos from the soil. After construction, the project would increase 
vehicle traffic and emissions. These emissions could violate El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District 
standards. The EIR will evaluate the project’s construction and operational air quality impacts. 

b) Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants?      

Air pollutants generated by the project (as described in item V.a above) could adversely affect nearby residents. The 
EIR will evaluate this issue. 

c) Alter air movement, moisture, or 
temperature, or cause any change in 
climate?      

The project is not expected to directly or substantially alter air movement, moisture, or temperature. The project’s 
potential contribution to a cumulative impact related to climate change will be evaluated in the EIR. 

d) Create objectionable odors?      

The proposed detention basins could generate odors. The EIR will evaluate this issue. 
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VI. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION. Would 

the proposal result in: 

a) Increased vehicle trips, traffic 
congestion, or level of service?       

The project would add a substantial amount of new traffic to local roadways and U.S. Highway 50 that could 
significantly increase congestion and reduce levels of service on area roadways. The EIR will evaluate these issues.  

b) Hazards to safety from design features 
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. 
farm equipment)?      

The project has the potential to result in traffic safety hazards related to two new intersections constructed at 
Broadway and Barrett Drive. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) Inadequate emergency access or access 
to nearby uses?      

The project would add a substantial number of new residents to the project site. Inadequate emergency access to the 
development would result in a significant impact. Additionally, utility line construction along Wiltse Road and other 
area roadways has the potential to hinder emergency access to nearby areas. Also, Broadway serves as an 
alternative emergency response and evacuation route to U.S. Highway 50. Project-generated traffic on Broadway 
could hinder emergency response or evacuation. The applicant is proposing two new access routes to the 
development and is exploring a third route through Eskaton. The EIR will evaluate the adequacy of the proposed 
access routes and emergency access issues related to utility line construction and increased traffic on US 50. 

d) Insufficient parking capacity on-site or 
off-site?      

The project would require adequate onsite parking for new residents of the development. Insufficient parking would 
result in a significant impact. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

e) Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or 
bicyclists?      

The project would add a substantial amount of new traffic to local roadways, including proposed public roads 
through the development. The project is also expected to increase the number of pedestrians and bicyclists within 
the project site and surrounding roadways. Conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians/bicyclists could create 
hazards. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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f) Conflicts with adopted policies 
supporting alternative transportation 
(e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?      

The project has the potential to conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation. The EIR will 
evaluate potential impacts to alternative transportation in the study area by identifying how the project could 
change existing or future conditions related to these travel modes.  

g) Rail or air traffic impacts?      

Placerville’s general aviation airport is located on top of Texas Hill, 1,200 feet southeast of the project site. 
Because Lumsden Ranch lies on the lower slope of Texas Hill, it would not impact air traffic.  

 
VII. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the 

proposal result in impacts to: 

a) Endangered, threatened or rare species 
or their habitats (including but not 
limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, 
and birds)? (8)      

Development of the project site has the potential to affect several special-status species or their habitats, including 
red-legged frog, bald eagle, horned lizard, San Joaquin whipsnake, American peregrine falcon, and ring-tail cat. 
According to a bat habitat assessment prepared for the site, large diameter trees on the project site provide suitable 
roosting habitat for several bat species, possibly including special-status bat species (Wildlife Research Associates 
2004).  The EIR will evaluate impacts to special-status species.  

b) Locally designated species (e.g. heritage 
trees)?      

The City has not locally designated species for protection. No impacts are therefore anticipated. 

c) Locally designated natural communities 
(e.g. oak forest, etc.)?      

Although no local species or natural communities have been designated within Placerville, the City does have a 
Woodland and Forest Conservation Ordinance. This Ordinance regulates tree removal and destruction with the 
purpose of canopy retention to promote health, safety, and welfare of the residents and property owners. The project 
could be inconsistent with this ordinance, and the EIR will evaluate impacts to woodland and forest communities. 
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d) Wetland habitat (e.g. marsh, riparian and 
vernal pool)? (9)      

The project could impact wetland and riparian habitat. A wetland delineation prepared for a 128-acre portion of the 
project site identified 0.34 acre of wetlands and 0.41 acre of streams and ponds. Additional wetlands may occur on 
a recently-added 5-acre parcel. Mass grading and construction of roads and infrastructure could impact some of 
this habitat. Also, an unnamed creek tributary to Hangtown Creek is located adjacent to Broadway near the 
proposed intersection with Canyon View Drive. This creek supports riparian habitat, and would be crossed by the 
new road. The EIR will evaluate impacts to wetland and riparian habitats. 

e) Wildlife dispersal or migration 
corridors?      

Construction of a new residential development on this underdeveloped site has the potential to affect wildlife 
dispersal or migration corridors. The EIR will evaluate this issue. 

 
VIII.  ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES. 

Would the proposal: 

a) Conflict with adopted energy 
conservation plans?      

The proposed single-family homes, the proposed clubhouse, and possible street lighting within the subdivision are 
subject to the State of California’s Title 24 energy efficiency standards. Compliance with these state standards is 
expected to reduce potential impacts, if any, to a less than significant level. 

b) Use non-renewable resources in a 
wasteful and inefficient manner?      

No known non-renewable resources are located on the project site or would otherwise be affected by the project. 
This would be a less than significant impact. Please refer to Section VIII c below for a discussion of mineral 
resources. 

c) Result in the loss of availability of a 
known mineral resource that would be of 
future value to the region and the 
residents of the State? (10)      

No mineral resources are known to occur on the site that would be of future value to the region or the residents of 
the state. The site has been mined for gold in the past, as evidenced by mine adits and rock piles. It is not known, 
however, whether any substantial quantities of gold were found.  

The California Geological Survey’s Mineral Land Classification of El Dorado County, California classifies land in 
El Dorado County into Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) according to the known or inferred mineral potential of 
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that land. The project site is located within MRZ-3a and MRZ-4 for gold. MRZ-3a zones are defined as areas 
“containing known mineral occurrences of undetermined mineral resource significance” and MRZ-4 zones are 
areas of “unknown mineral resource significance.”  

Because no mineral resources are known to occur on the site that would be of future value to the region or the 
residents of the state, this impact is considered less than significant. 

 
IX. HAZARDS. Would the proposal involve: 

a) A risk of accidental explosion or release 
of hazardous substances (including, but 
not limited to: oil, pesticides, chemicals 
or radiation)? (11, 12)       

Lumsden Ranch is not listed on the Department of Toxic Substances Control's Hazardous Waste and Substances Site 
List for site cleanup (i.e., Cortese List), the State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB’s) list of leaking 
underground storage tank sites, or any other state list of hazardous materials. However, the SWRCB lists several 
leaking underground storage tank sites along Broadway. If an upgrade of the Broadway sewer line is required, the 
EIR will evaluate whether this construction work would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through release of hazardous substances encountered during excavation. Release of a hazardous substance would 
be a significant impact.  

If the applicant proposes an onsite propane storage and delivery system, the risk of accidental tank explosion would 
be a significant impact. This issue will be evaluated in the Utilities and Service Systems section of the EIR. 

b) Possibly interference with an emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan?      

Please refer to discussion VI c) above.  

c) The creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard?      

The creation of 366 parcels, with each parcel containing one single family residence is not expected to create a 
health hazard or potential health hazard. No impacts are therefore anticipated. 

d) Exposure of people to existing sources 
of potential health hazards?      

Mine adits and other mining features remain onsite from previous mining activity. These features could pose 
potential hazards for new residents of the development. This issue will be evaluated in the Geology and Soils section 
of the EIR. Another potential health hazard near the site may be airplane noise from the Placerville Airport. As 
discussed in Section X b) of this Initial Study, noise impacts will be evaluated in the EIR.  



Lumsden Ranch Environmental Quality Checklist 
 
 EIR NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources) 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated

Less than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 

Mitigation Monitoring and Sign-off Footnotes 
(1) Prior to issuance of Building Permit; (2) Prior to onsite grading; (3) During construction; (4) Prior to occupancy 
(A) Engineering Division; (B) Developer; (C) Contractor; (D) Planning Division; (E) Other agency. 
 
City of Placerville  Page 20 

e) Increased fire hazard in areas with 
flammable brush, grass, or trees?      

The project could increase the potential for fire hazard by introducing a substantial number of people to a forested 
area. Impacts related to fire hazards will be evaluated in the EIR.  

 
X. NOISE. Would the proposal result in: 

a) Increase in existing noise levels?      

The project is expected to increase existing noise levels in the project area. Construction activities would result in 
short-term noise increases, and new vehicle traffic and human activity could result in long-term noise increases 
after construction. EIR will evaluate noise impacts of the project.  

b) Exposure of people to severe noise 
levels?      

The project would increase the population within the overflight zone of the Placerville Airport, potentially exposing 
new residents to severe airplane generated noise levels. The EIR will evaluate noise impacts, including the effects of 
airport noise on residences within the proposed development. 

 
XI. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the proposal have 

an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered 
government services in any of the following areas: 

a) Fire protection?      

The project would increase the number of residents and structures within the service area of the El Dorado County 
Fire Protection District, potentially affecting the district’s ability to provide fire protection services. The EIR will 
evaluate fire safety with respect to adequate emergency access to the project site, fire district response time, fire 
district equipment and facilities, and staffing ratios. 

b) Police protection?      

The project would increase the number of residents within the City, thereby increasing demand on police services 
and potentially affecting the Placerville Police Department’s ability to provide police services to the City and the 
project. The EIR will evaluate impacts on the police department with respect to adequate emergency access to the 
project site, response time, equipment and facilities, and staffing ratios. 
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c) Schools?      

The project would increase the number of school children within the Placerville Union School District and the El 
Dorado Union High School District. The EIR will analyze impacts on each school district. 

d) Maintenance of public facilities, 
including roads?      

Each single-family residence and the clubhouse facility are subject to traffic impact fees. Payment of the traffic 
impact fee is anticipated to reduce maintenance impacts on City roads to a less than significant level. Payment is 
due at construction permit issuance. CIP fees on construction permits also provide funding for improvements to the 
City’s wastewater system. With these payments, impacts related to maintenance of City facilities are expected to be 
less than significant.  

The EIR will discuss and evaluate non-maintenance improvements to City facilities required to serve the project, 
and will include mitigation measures, where appropriate, for significant impacts. 

e) Other governmental services?      

No impacts to other governmental services are anticipated. 

 
XII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would 

the proposal result in a need for new systems or 
supplies, or substantial alterations to the following 
utilities: 

a) Power or natural gas? (13)      

Electric service would be provided by PG&E. A “will serve” letter from PG&E was received by the City and no 
significant impacts were identified by the service provider. All electric services would be underground. No natural 
gas utilities are available within the City of Placerville. The applicant is considering an onsite propane storage and 
delivery system.  

The EIR will evaluate impacts related to construction and operation of the proposed project, including new 
electrical lines within the development and the offsite utility corridor, and the propane storage and delivery system, 
if proposed. 

b) Communications systems? (14, 15)      

Telephone communication service is provided by AT&T. This new service is considered less than significant in that 
a “will serve” letter from SBC (AT&T) was received by the City and no significant impacts were identified by the 
service provider.  
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The applicant’s proposed cable television provider would be Comcast Communications, Inc. This new service is 
considered less than significant in that a “will serve” letter from Comcast was received by the City and no 
significant impacts were identified by the service provider. 

The EIR will evaluate impacts related to construction and operation of the proposed project, including new 
communication lines within the development and the offsite utility corridor. 

c) Local or regional water treatment or 
distribution facilities?      

The project would increase demand on domestic water supplies and could result in a need for new delivery systems. 
The EIR will evaluate whether the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) has adequate water supplies to serve the 
project. The EIR will also discuss whether the project would require upgrades to the City’s water delivery 
infrastructure. 

d) Sewer or septic tanks?      

The project would increase wastewater generation within the service area of the City’s wastewater collection and 
treatment system, and could result in a need for wastewater system upgrades. The project would require a new 
sewer line along Wiltse Road and may require new sewer lines further downgradient. The EIR will discuss whether 
the City’s wastewater treatment plant has adequate capacity to accommodate wastewater generated by the project, 
and whether additional upgrades to the City’s sewer system would be required. 

e) Storm water drainage?      

The project would increase impervious surfaces, thereby increasing storm water runoff. New storm water drainage 
facilities are proposed for the project site, but the project has the potential to adversely affect City storm water 
drainage facilities downstream of the project site. The EIR will evaluate the project’s effects on the City’s storm 
water drainage facilities. 

f) Solid waste disposal?      

The project site would be served by El Dorado Disposal Service, a waste transfer service. El Dorado Disposal 
Service collects and sorts refuse and recyclables, and transports the residual refuse (i.e., solid waste) to Kiefer 
Landfill in Sacramento County. The Kiefer Landfill has a remaining capacity of 87 million cubic yards, allowing it 
to accept solid waste until 2035. Kiefer would have sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the additional 
solid waste handled by the project. This would be a less than significant impact. 

g) Local or regional water supplies?      

See discussion XII c above. 
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XIII. AESTHETICS. Would the proposal: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?      

The project has the potential to adversely affect scenic vistas. The project would include vegetation removal and 
construction of new buildings and roads on forested ridges and hillsides visible from US 50 (a state scenic highway) 
and from certain locations in the City. Because the project site is located on a hillside, the project would include 
extensive use of retaining walls that may be visible from public viewing areas offsite. The EIR will evaluate the 
project’s effects on scenic vistas. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway?      

The project would include substantial grading and earthwork, and has the potential to damage scenic resources.  
The EIR will evaluate this issue. 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?      

The project would include vegetation removal and construction of new buildings, roads, and retaining walls on 
forested ridges and hillsides, potentially degrading the scenic character of the site and its surroundings. The EIR 
will evaluate this issue.  

d) Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? (2)      

The proposed residential development, including homes and street lighting, has the potential to introduce new light 
or glare that could adversely affect views in the area. Outdoor lighting for these future residential uses is subject to 
City Code requirements to be located and/or shielded in a manner to ensure that the intensity and direction of 
lighting does not constitute a nuisance to abutting residential dwellings or abutting street rights-of-way. Adherence 
with this requirement upon issuance of a valid City Building Permit is expected to reduce light or glare potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 
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XIV. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource? 
(16)      

A cultural resources inventory and evaluation performed on 128 acres of the project site identified one significant 
historical resource. The El Dorado Canal is an historic water conveyance ditch associated with historic mining 
activities that runs parallel to the southern project boundary. Project grading and other site modifications could 
disturb the canal and adversely affect its historical significance. A cultural resource survey will be performed on the 
portions of the project site that were not previously surveyed, and the EIR will evaluate impacts on historical 
resources. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological 
resource?      

The cultural resources inventory did not identify archaeological resources within the 128-acre study area, but the 
remaining portions of the project site have not been surveyed. Site modifications could adversely affect unknown 
resources in these remaining areas. A cultural resource survey will be performed on the portions of the project site 
that were not previously surveyed, and the EIR will evaluate impacts on archaeological resources. 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature?      

Project grading and site modifications have the potential to adversely affect paleontological resources. A portion of 
the project site is underlain by Merhten Formation geology. A paleontological resources records search revealed 
that over 200 paleontological resources have been recorded within the Merhten Formation throughout the Central 
Sierra Nevada foothills, although no records were found for El Dorado County. The EIR will evaluate impacts on 
paleontological resources. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries?      

No human remains are known to occur on the project site; however certain portions of the project site have not yet 
been surveyed for cultural resources. Site modifications could adversely affect unknown remains. A cultural 
resource survey will be performed on the portions of the project site that were not previously surveyed, and the EIR 
will evaluate impacts related to this issue. 
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XV. RECREATION. Would the proposal: 

a) Would the project increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?       

The project is located next to Lumsden Park, and its proposed trail network would connect the development to the 
park. Increased use of Lumsden Park and other City parks by project residents could cause or accelerate substantial 
deterioration of the City’s park facilities. The EIR will evaluate this issue.  

b) Does the project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?       

Project recreational facilities and improvements include a pedestrian/bicycle trail network through the proposed 
subdivision and a clubhouse/pool facility. Construction and operation of these recreational facilities could have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment. For example, the proposed trail system would cross several drainages 
and could cause erosion or sedimentation, and the clubhouse could generate substantial noise. The EIR will 
evaluate potential impacts to the environment from construction and operation of these project amenities. 

 
XVI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods 
of California history or prehistory?      

As discussed above, the EIR will evaluate impacts to biological and cultural resources. 
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b) Does the project have environmental 
effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly?      

As discussed above, the EIR will evaluate the project’s environmental effects on humans, including air quality, 
noise, and airport safety. 

c) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental 
effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the 
effects of past projects, the effects of 
other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects.)      

The EIR will evaluate the project’s contribution to cumulative environmental impacts. 
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Drainage Report 
Lumsden Ranch Development Project             
Prepared by: Domenichelli and Associates 
July 2007 

Background  
In June of 2006, Klemetson Engineering, LLC created a Preliminary Hydrologic Report for the 
proposed Lumsden Ranch development for Brilliant Management, LLC. The goal of this Preliminary 
Hydrologic Report was to analyze flow impacts that the proposed development would have on 
adjacent and/or downstream properties. The proposed site consists of 133 acres located outside of 
Placerville, California in the County of El Dorado. Figure 1 below shows the general location of the 
proposed project site.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map. 
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The Preliminary Hydrologic Report concluded that the proposed development would increase flows 
leaving the site and therefore detention for storm water runoff would be required. The Report 
included two different options for detention. Option 1 (see Figure 2) required the construction of two 
new detentions ponds onsite and Option 2 (see Figure 3) required the construction of one new 
detention pond and the expansion of Lumsden Lake. This report used the simplified rational method 
to analyze the effects of the development. In order to properly size the detention basins and select an 
alternative for detention, a more detailed study is required.  

Brilliant Management LLC has contracted with Domenichelli and Associates (D&A) to have the 
hydrology for Lumsden Ranch studied in more detail. This effort defined existing and proposed 
conditions hydrology for the project watershed, checked for downstream impacts due to the 
development, and located and sized detention facilities necessary to mitigate increased peak flows for 
the project.  

After analyzing the existing watershed and reviewing the current Preliminary Report, a preferred 
option for detention was developed. This new option is similar to Option 1 in that two (2) new 
detention facilities will be required. However, the detention pond locations and sizes were refined 
(see Figure 6 in the hydrologic modeling section of this drainage report) in order to maximize storage 
volumes and minimize runoff entering Lumsden Lake.  

 

    Figure 2. Option 1 from the previous Report.                       Figure 3. Option 2 from the previous Report. 
 
The following sections describe the criteria used and results from these modeling efforts. 
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Hydrologic Modeling 
The hydrologic analysis used for this drainage study was based on procedures outlined in the County 
of El Dorado Drainage Manual (March, 1995). The County Drainage Manual includes methodology 
developed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). A 
computer model was developed for this study using the Army Corps of Engineers' Hydrologic 
Engineering Center's Hydrologic Modeling System (HEC-HMS version 3.0.1). Within the model, the 
following three (3) scenarios were created: 

1. Existing Conditions: A model of the existing watershed was created to establish base flow 
conditions before Lumsden Ranch Development. 

2. Proposed Conditions without Detention Ponds: This scenario includes the addition of   
Lumsden Ranch Development without onsite drainage for the development.  

3. Proposed Conditions with Detention: The proposed condition includes the addition of 
Lumsden Ranch Development and two (2) onsite detention ponds.  

Modeling Criteria 
In order to determine the flow impacts from the Lumsden Ranch Development, upstream flows 
entering the project limits and downstream flows beyond the project limits were included into the 
model. It was important to address and model these areas outside the project limits to confirm that 
the project will not increase flow to adjacent and/or downstream properties. The following methods 
were used in the model:  

1. SCS Curve Numbers for runoff losses 

2. SCS 24 hour Unit Hydrograph for the 10-year and 100-year events 

3. Storage-discharge rating curves for detention storage modeling 

4. Muskingum-Cunge for channel routing 

The SCS runoff curve numbers (CN) were selected using Table 2-2a and Table 2-2c from the NRCS 
found in the County Drainage Manual. The watersheds contain three main cover types: residential, 
woods, and open space. Hydrologic Soil Group (HSG) were classified by the NRCS and the 
watershed contain HSG A through D, with predominate HSG B. Figures and tables showing CN and 
HSG used can be found in the Appendix A.  

The SCS Unit Hydrograph method was used to calculate runoff. Lag time was calculated based on 
time of concentration. The 2-year 24-hour rainfall depth was determined and an overland roughness 
coefficient was assumed in order to calculate time of concentration for sheet flow. In order to 
calculate shallow concentrated flow, the velocity was determined using 1972 SCS Figure 4 graph 
Velocities for Upland Method of Estimating tc. Manning's equation was then used to calculate 
channel flow. Refer to Appendix A for detailed calculations, tables, graphs, figures, etc used in this 
analysis.  
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A storage-discharge rating curve was developed for Lumsden Lake and its outlet culvert. The curve 
was developed using the Army Corps of Engineers' Hydrologic Engineering Center's River Analysis 
System (HEC-RAS version 3.1.3) until the lake reached capacity and then a weir equation was used 
to determine flow when the lake started to overtop the embankment.  

             
Figure 4.  Lumsden Lake culvert.                                          Figure 5.  Lumsden Lake embankment. 
 
Model Results 
A summary of the HEC-HMS peak flows at key locations are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3 for 
comparison between the three (3) different scenarios.  The model ID corresponds with the HEC-
HMS schematics found in Appendix A. Figure 6 shows these key locations in relation to the overall 
watershed and project. Figure 7 shows the preliminary grading plan and the pond locations relative to 
the proposed development improvements. Detailed result tables from HEC-HMS are provided in 
Appendix B.  

Table 1. HEC-HMS peak flow rate results. 
MODEL 

ID 
 

10-YEAR 
FLOW 
(CFS) 

100-YEAR 
FLOW  
(CFS) 

MODEL ID 
DESCRIPTION 

 
Existing Conditions 

Res-LL 41.9 92.1 Lumsden Lake 
J9 58.7 131 Confluence of Pond 1, 2 and Lumdsen Lake 

L1.2 26.0 61.2 Watershed location for Pond-2 
L1.3 37.4 78.2 Watershed location for Pond-1 
J6 912 1686 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Project Flow 
J8 1751 3219 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Cedar Ravine 
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Table 2. HEC-HMS peak flow rate results. 
MODEL 

ID 
 

10-YEAR 
FLOW 
(CFS) 

100-YEAR 
FLOW  
(CFS) 

MODEL ID 
DESCRIPTION 

 
Proposed Conditions w/o Detention 
 Res-LL 52.8 114 Lumsden Lake 

J9 81.6 165 Confluence of Pond 1, 2 and Lumdsen Lake 
L1.2 41.0 82.4 Watershed location for Pond-2 
L1.3 52.3 98.5 Watershed location for Pond-1 
J6 937 1720 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Project Flow 
J8 1775 3253 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Cedar Ravine 

 
Table 3. HEC-HMS peak flow rate results. 

MODEL 
ID 

 

10-YEAR 
FLOW 
(CFS) 

100-YEAR 
FLOW  
(CFS) 

MODEL ID 
DESCRIPTION 

 
Proposed Conditions w/Detention 

Res-LL 35.7 57.7 Lumsden Lake 
J9 57.6 93.2 Confluence of Pond 1, 2 and Lumdsen Lake 

Pond-2 18.6 27.9 Detention Basin 
Pond-1 27.3 39.5 Detention Basin 

J6 908 1641 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Project Flow 
J8 1746 3174 Confluence of Hangtown Creek and Cedar Ravine 



 





 





 



Drainage Report 
 

 

DOMENICHELLI AND ASSOCIATES 8                                                      
7/31/2007  

The results show that during both a 10-year and 100-year storm, the proposed conditions without 
detention scenario increased flows from the existing conditions base flows. This increase was due 
mostly to higher curve numbers resulting from the development.  In order to reduce flows back to 
existing conditions, onsite detention is necessary. The proposed conditions scenario, which includes 
two (2) detention ponds, shows no adverse flow impacts for the 10-year and 100-year design storms 
in comparison with the existing conditions base flows. Additionally, for the 100-year storm the 
proposed conditions scenario significantly reduced the peak flows below existing. There was a 29 
percent flow reduction at J9, which is the confluence of all flow discharging from Pond-1, Pond-2, 
and Res-LL (Lumsden Lake). A description of the criteria used to develop the outfall rating curves 
for the detention facilities is provided in the following section. 

Proposed Detention Facilities 
The above analysis results show that onsite detention is necessary to mitigate flow rate increases due 
to the proposed development. In order to achieve effective storage for both the 10-year and 100-year 
events, outfall rating curves were developed for both detention ponds. The rating curves simulate a 
potential outfall design scenario for the proposed detention ponds. The outfall rating curve used in 
this analysis is based on a conservative design and may be revised during the final design.  

Outfall Criteria 
Storage-discharge rating curves were developed for both ponds and can be found in Appendix C. The 
curves were developed using topography from USGS Quad Maps and the applicable nomograph 
from Appendix 7.2 in the County Drainage Manual.  

The following assumptions were used in developing the storage-discharge rating curves: 

1. 15-inch diameter culvert outlet for Pond-2 

2. 18-inch diameter culvert outlet for Pond-1 

3. Assumed no blockage from debris, ice, snow, etc, which is in accordance with Section 6.3.5 
of the County Drainage Manual 

The 15-inch and 18-inch diameter culverts conform to the rating curves used in the HEC-HMS 
model. However, during the design phase, more detail on the outlet structures will be required in 
order to properly limit the flows for various storm events.  

Detention Modeling Results 
Pond-1 
Detention Pond-1 is located in watershed L1.3.  It is the smaller of the two ponds, however it needs 
to store slightly more runoff to mitigate increased flows to Lumsden Lake. The grading plan shows 
an available depth of storage of 10 feet behind the roadway embankment. However, the modeling 
shows the actual water surface depth of 15.5 feet. Therefore, the pond depth had to be increased 
accordingly by raising the pond embankment in order to achieve the mitigation objectives. The 
available depth of storage with the proposed increase in pond depth is 18 feet, with 2 feet of 
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freeboard with an available storage volume of approximately 5.89 ac-ft. A summary of the HEC-
HMS results for Pond-1 are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4. HEC-HMS results for Pond-1. 
DESIGN 
STORM 

 

DISCHARGE 
 

(CFS) 

W.S. DEPTH  
 

(FT) 

PEAK 
VOLUME 

(ACRE-FT) 
10-YEAR 27.3 9.61 1.58 

100-YEAR 39.5 15.5 4.19 

 
Pond-2 
Detention Pond-2 is located in watershed L1.2. The pond is formed by the embankment of the 
proposed Mace Drive and has a depth of available storage of 18 feet, with 2 feet of freeboard.  The 
available storage is approximately 3.83 ac-ft. A summary of the HEC-HMS results for Pond-2 are 
shown in Table 5. The results for this pond show that adequate storage can be achieved using the 
proposed embankment height. 
 
Table 5. HEC-HMS results for Pond-2. 

DESIGN 
STORM 

 

DISCHARGE 
 

(CFS) 

W.S. DEPTH  
 

 (FT) 

PEAK 
VOLUME 

(ACRE-FT) 
10-YEAR 18.6 9.00 0.916 

100-YEAR 27.9 14.9 2.45 

Both detention facilities are sufficient to detain enough runoff to mitigate increases from the 10-year 
and 100-year storms provided the embankment for Pond-1 is increased to 20 feet, which is 10 feet 
higher than the roadway embankment at the southern end of the pond. This is due to the steep down 
hill slope of the proposed Mace Drive when traveling to the south. The results from Table 4 and 
Table 5 show that both detention facilities are below the maximum depth and available volume, 
which provides additional freeboard. It is also important to note that both proposed detention 
facilities would be categorized as non-jurisdictional dams (not governed by the Division of Safety of 
Dams) as both have a storage depth and capacity less than 25 feet and 15 acre-feet respectively. The 
dam safety jurisdictional size chart is provided in Appendix B. 

Other Project Drainage Issues 
Other comments received from the City regarding the Preliminary Drainage Report included 
reference to drainage from the El Dorado Irrigation District ditch and drainage from Canyon Way 
Road.  D&A has performed a field walk of the ditch and has reviewed the impacts of the new 
Canyon Way Road and has incorporated our findings as follows. 

EID Main Ditch - The El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) owns and operates an irrigation ditch that 
they identify as the Main Ditch that several years ago was used to convey irrigation water to the 
Placerville area.  For the most part, the Main Ditch is abandoned except for a portion just 
downstream of the EID, Reservoir 1 Water Treatment Plant near the community of Camino.  That 
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portion of the ditch is used as an emergency overflow from the treatment plant.  The remainder of the 
ditch has not been maintained but has portions that will collect storm runoff.   

Remnants of the Main Ditch cross through the Lumsden Ranch property. On a field walk of the ditch, 
D&A found that the ditch is filled to the east of the property, therefore only a small offsite area will 
collect in the ditch and be conveyed to the project site. This area has been included in the site 
watershed and has been accounted for in the project hydrology. Figure 6 shows the location of the 
cutoff (blockage) of the Main Ditch in relation to the project site. Figure 8 provides a view of the 
blockage location where the Main Ditch has been filled in. There were several other locations of 
blockage found when continuing to the east to Airport Road. 

 
Figure 8.  Main ditch blockage. 
 
During the final grading of the project site, it is recommended that the remaining ditch be removed at 
existing cross drainage swales, allowing the runoff to proceed down-slope in its original natural 
course. 

Canyon Way Road- Per the proposed grading plan, the Canyon Way will leave the site to the north 
and proceed down-slope to Broadway.  This alignment crosses several small drainage swales and 
also crosses Hangtown Creek (See Figure 8). The increase in runoff due to the new roadway surface 
is insignificant as shown in the HEC-HMS results for the roadway watersheds provided inTable 6. 
Table 6 shows the comparison of the pre and post roadway construction flows without mitigation.  

Table 6. HEC-HMS 100-year flow results for Canyon Way Road. 
SUB-BASIN 

 
EXISTING 

CONDITIONS  
 

 (CFS) 

PROPOSED 
UNMITIGATED 
CONDITIONS  

(CFS) 

ESTIMATED CROSS- 
CULVERT DIAMTER 

 
(INCHES) 

CW1 7.97 8.96 15 
CW2 5.65 6.08 12 
CW3 20.0 20.0 24 

 
Because the roadway eventually crosses Hangtown Creek and the cross culverts are just upslope 
from the creek, the use of oil/sand separator type inlets in the roadway is recommended to mitigate 
for water quality.   
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Conclusion and Recommendations 
The proposed Lumsden Development will increase runoff from the project site during the 10-year 
and 100-year storm events. In order to mitigate the increased peak flows leaving the site, the 
construction of two onsite detention basins will be required. Pond-1 will be located southeast of 
Lumsden Lake and Pond-2 will be located in the northwest portion of the project as shown in Figure 
7. The ponds will be designed to limit the flows leaving the project site for the 10-year and 100-year 
storm events. Based on the preliminary grading plan, Pond-2 will have adequate storage to meet the 
flow reduction objectives. Additional grading will be required for Pond-1 in order to meet storage 
requirements. With proper design of the pond outlet structures, such as concrete boxes with multiple 
inlets, a reduction in peak flows can be achieved for a wide range of storm frequencies. Details on 
the outlet structures for each pond will be determined during final design of the project.



 



Drainage Report 
 

 

DOMENICHELLI AND ASSOCIATES 13                                                      
7/31/2007  

 

Appendix A 
HYDROLOGIC MODELING CRITERIA 



 



TABLE A1. Lag Time Calculations

Subbasin # Tc (hr) TLAG (hr) Subbasin #
Chng EL (ft) L (ft) *P s n T1 (hr) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s **v (ft/s) T2 (hr) d (ft) b1(ft) Rise Run Bank L b2 (ft) A (ft2) P (ft) R (ft) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s n v (ft/s) T3 (hr)

R1 10 300 3.472 0.033 0.24 0.4 2920 2840 1000 8.0 1.45 0.192 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2840 2400 2858 0.154 0.05 9.27 0.09 0.73 R1
1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2400 2320 3496 0.023 0.04 6.06 0.16 0.16
1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2320 2250 1031 0.068 0.05 6.16 0.05 0.05

SUM 0.93 0.56
R2 20 300 3.404 0.067 0.24 0.3 2430 2260 1000 17.0 2.00 0.139 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2260 1990 7050 0.038 0.05 4.63 0.42 0.91 0.54 R2
R3 60 300 3.404 0.200 0.24 0.2 2220 2020 1000 20.0 2.20 0.126 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2020 1950 1642 0.043 0.05 4.88 0.09 0.44 R3

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 1950 1880 2836 0.025 0.04 6.30 0.13 0.13
SUM 0.57 0.34

SM1 20 300 3.472 0.067 0.24 0.3 2390 2330 753 8.0 1.45 0.144 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2330 2270 1449 0.041 0.05 4.81 0.08 0.57 SM1
1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2270 2210 2454 0.024 0.04 6.27 0.11 0.11

SUM 0.68 0.41
SM2 40 300 3.472 0.133 0.24 0.3 2570 2330 1000 24.0 2.40 0.116 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2330 2210 2080 0.058 0.05 5.68 0.10 0.47 0.28 SM2
A1 15 300 3.404 0.050 0.24 0.4 2595 2500 1000 9.5 1.50 0.185 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2500 2200 2201 0.136 0.05 8.73 0.07 0.64 A1

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2200 2020 4420 0.041 0.04 8.09 0.15 0.15
SUM 0.79 0.48

HT1 10 300 3.404 0.033 0.24 0.5 2410 2320 949 9.5 1.50 0.176 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2320 2120 1179 0.170 0.05 9.74 0.03 0.66 HT1
1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2120 2020 2590 0.039 0.04 7.88 0.09 0.09

SUM 0.75 0.45
HT2 30 300 3.404 0.100 0.24 0.3 2385 2330 447 12.3 1.60 0.078 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2385 1990 4278 0.092 0.05 7.18 0.17 0.53 0.32 HT2
HT3 30 300 3.404 0.100 0.24 0.3 2190 2040 625 24.0 2.40 0.072 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2040 1990 1350 0.037 0.05 4.55 0.08 0.45 HT3

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 1990 1930 868 0.069 0.04 10.54 0.02 0.02
SUM 0.47 0.28

HT4 40 300 3.404 0.133 0.24 0.3 2040 1990 381 13.1 1.70 0.062 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 1990 1910 1165 0.069 0.05 6.19 0.05 0.37 HT4
2.0 20 1.0 3.0 6.3 32.0 52.0 32.6 1.59 1910 1895 1680 0.009 0.04 4.80 0.10 0.10

SUM 0.47 0.28
HT5 70 300 3.404 0.233 0.24 0.2 2150 2090 482 12.4 1.61 0.083 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2090 1905 1147 0.161 0.05 9.49 0.03 0.32 HT5

2.0 20 1.0 3.0 6.3 32.0 52.0 32.6 1.59 1905 1895 1280 0.008 0.04 4.49 0.08 0.08
SUM 0.40 0.24

HT6 80 300 3.336 0.267 0.24 0.2 2000 1970 404 7.4 1.40 0.080 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 1970 1880 1241 0.073 0.05 6.37 0.05 0.33 HT6
2.0 20 1.0 3.0 6.3 32.0 52.0 32.6 1.59 1880 1865 1555 0.010 0.04 4.99 0.09 0.09

SUM 0.42 0.25
HT7 20 300 3.336 0.067 0.24 0.3 2020 1960 375 16.0 1.95 0.053 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 1960 1880 1250 0.064 0.05 5.98 0.06 0.46 HT7

2.0 20 1.0 3.0 6.3 32.0 52.0 32.6 1.59 1880 1865 1555 0.010 0.04 4.99 0.09 0.09
SUM 0.54 0.33

L1 10 347 3.404 0.029 0.24 0.5 2360 2160 520 38.5 3.00 0.048 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2160 2000 756 0.212 0.05 10.87 0.02 0.61 0.36 L1
L1.2 60 344 3.404 0.174 0.24 0.3 2400 2200 525 38.1 2.95 0.049 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2200 2080 596 0.201 0.05 10.61 0.02 0.33 L1.2

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2080 1980 1280 0.078 0.04 11.20 0.03 0.03
SUM 0.36 0.21

L1.3 10 300 3.404 0.033 0.24 0.5 2546 2430 997 11.6 1.55 0.179 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2430 2020 1954 0.210 0.05 10.83 0.05 0.68 0.41 L1.3
L2 40 183 3.404 0.219 0.24 0.1 2120 2000 464 25.9 2.45 0.053 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2180 2120 665 0.090 0.05 7.10 0.03 0.20 L2

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2000 1930 1437 0.049 0.04 8.85 0.05 0.05
SUM 0.24 0.14

L2.2 20 60 3.404 0.333 0.24 0.0 2180 2160 60 33.3 2.70 0.006 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2160 2000 670 0.239 0.05 11.55 0.02 0.07 L2.2
1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2000 1970 644 0.047 0.04 8.65 0.02 0.02

SUM 0.09 0.06
S1 90 300 3.336 0.300 0.24 0.2 2280 2115 543 30.4 2.55 0.059 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2115 1985 1388 0.094 0.05 7.23 0.05 0.30 S1

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 1985 1900 2021 0.042 0.04 8.22 0.07 0.07
SUM 0.37 0.22

C3 50 300 3.336 0.167 0.24 0.2 2200 2080 534 22.5 2.30 0.064 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2080 1990 397 0.227 0.05 11.25 0.01 0.31 C3
1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 1990 1865 2938 0.043 0.04 8.27 0.10 0.10

SUM 0.41 0.25
*Design Rainfall Tables for El Dorado County, prepared by Jim Goodridge, July 29, 1989

Rainfall Depth in Inches for Return Period = 2.33 years, Duration = 24 hours

**Figure 4. Velocities for Upland Method of Estimating t c (SCS, 1972)
Fallow or Minimum Tillage Cultivation

Subbasin # Tc (hr) TLAG (hr) Subbasin #
Chng EL (ft) L (ft) *P s n T1 (hr) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s **v (ft/s) T2 (hr) d (ft) b1(ft) Rise Run Bank L b2 (ft) A (ft2) P (ft) R (ft) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s n v (ft/s) T3 (hr)

L1 10 347 3.404 0.029 0.24 0.5 2360 2160 520 38.5 3.00 0.048 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2160 2000 756 0.212 0.015 36.25 0.01 0.59 0.36 L1
L1.2 60 344 3.404 0.174 0.24 0.3 2400 2200 525 38.1 2.95 0.049 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2200 2080 596 0.201 0.015 35.35 0.00 0.31 L1.2

1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2080 1980 1280 0.078 0.015 29.87 0.01 0.01
SUM 0.33 0.20

L1.3 10 300 3.404 0.033 0.24 0.5 2546 2430 997 11.6 1.55 0.179 1.0 5 1.0 3.0 3.2 11.0 8.0 11.3 0.71 2430 2020 1954 0.210 0.015 36.09 0.02 0.65 0.39 L1.3

Subbasin # Tc (hr) TLAG (hr) Subbasin #
Chng EL (ft) L (ft) *P s n T1 (hr) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s **v (ft/s) T2 (hr) d (ft) b1(ft) Rise Run Bank L b2 (ft) A (ft2) P (ft) R (ft) U/S EL (ft) D/S EL (ft) L (ft) s n v (ft/s) T3 (hr)

CW1 40 300 3.404 0.133 0.24 0.3 2440 2140 1012 29.6 2.53 0.111 Channel Flow N/A 0.00 0.37 0.22 CW1
CW2 75 300 3.404 0.250 0.24 0.2 2315 2140 625 28.0 2.49 0.070 Channel Flow N/A 0.00 0.27 0.16 CW2
CW3 60 300 3.404 0.200 0.24 0.2 2480 2185 772 38.2 2.98 0.072 1.5 10 1.0 3.0 4.7 19.0 21.8 19.5 1.12 2185 2125 401 0.150 0.04 15.50 0.01 0.30 0.18 CW3

Current Conditions
Channel Flow

Sheet Flow

Sheet Flow Shallow Concentrated Flow Channel Flow
Canyon Way Road

Shallow Concentrated Flow Channel Flow
Proposed Development Conditions

Sheet Flow Shallow Concentrated Flow
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  Subject HEC-HMS Model   Checked SR   Date 7/11/2007

  Task   Shed Lag Times and Initial Abstractions  Sheet        1   Of        1

Existing Conditions

Sub-Basin Area (ac) Area (sqmi) Lag (hr) Lag (min) WT CN S Ia
R1 341.8 0.534 0.559 34 66 5 1.030
R2 501.8 0.784 0.543 33 68 5 0.941
R3 275.1 0.430 0.340 20 76 3 0.632

SM1 374.7 0.585 0.406 24 72 4 0.778
SM2 116.1 0.181 0.285 17 76 3 0.632
A1 381.1 0.595 0.475 29 74 4 0.703

HT1 153.8 0.240 0.452 27 71 4 0.817
HT2 202.4 0.316 0.321 19 70 4 0.857
HT3 107.6 0.168 0.282 17 80 3 0.500
HT4 64.5 0.101 0.283 17 86 2 0.326
HT5 41.9 0.065 0.242 15 70 4 0.857
HT6 48.3 0.075 0.252 15 76 3 0.632
HT7 46.3 0.072 0.327 20 83 2 0.410
L1 32.3 0.050 0.364 22 61 6 1.279

L1.2 61.7 0.096 0.214 13 60 7 1.333
L1.3 86.8 0.136 0.409 25 65 5 1.077
L2 44.8 0.070 0.145 9 68 5 0.941

L2.2 17.9 0.028 0.056 3 67 5 0.985
S1 113.1 0.177 0.222 13 52 9 1.846
C3 195.2 0.305 0.248 15 73 4 0.740

AVERAGE 19 71 0.866
Total Area = 5.011

Includes C1,C2 5.548

Proposed Development

Sub-Basin Area (ac) Area (sqmi) Lag (hr) Lag (min) WT CN S Ia
L1 32.3 0.050 0.356 21 65 5 1.077

L1.2 61.7 0.096 0.196 12 67 5 0.985
L1.3 86.8 0.136 0.388 23 71 4 0.817



Domenichelli & Associates, Inc.   Job No. SID-001

  Project Lumsden Ranch Drainage Study   Computed KSC   Date 06/20/07

  Subject HEC-HMS Model for Canyon Way Road   Checked SR   Date 7/11/2007

  Task   Shed Lag Times and Initial Abstractions  Sheet         1   Of        1

Existing Conditions

Sub-Basin Area (ac) Area (sqmi) Lag (hr) Lag (min) WT CN S Ia
CW1 7.80 0.012 0.223 13 61 6 1.279
CW2 4.17 0.007 0.163 10 63 6 1.175
CW3 15.2 0.024 0.180 11 65 5 1.077

Proposed Canyon Way Road

Sub-Basin Area (ac) Area (sqmi) Lag (hr) Lag (min) WT CN S Ia
CW1 7.80 0.012 0.223 13 64 6 1.125
CW2 4.17 0.007 0.163 10 65 5 1.077
CW3 15.2 0.024 0.180 11 65 5 1.077



 





 





 



 



 



 



 





 



MAP INFORMATION

HYDROLOGIC SOIL GROUP RATING FOR EL DORADO AREA, CALIFORNIA

Lumsden Ranch

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov

Coordinate System: UTM Zone 10

Soil Survey Area: El Dorado Area, California
Spatial Version of Data: 2
Soil Map Compilation Scale: 1:20000

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were compiled and
digitized probably differs from the background imagery displayed on these maps.
As a result, some minor shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Map comprised of aerial images photographed on these dates:
5/9/1993; 8/15/1998; 8/16/1998; 8/20/1998

MAP LEGEND

Hydrologic Soil Group

{Dominant Condition, &lt;}

A

A/D

B

B/D

C

C/D

D

Not rated or not available

Soil Map Units

Cities

Detailed Counties

Detailed States

Interstate Highways

Rails

Water

Hydrography

Oceans

Web Soil Survey 1.1
National Cooperative Soil Survey

5/24/2007
Page 2 of 6



 





 





 



 



 



ksc                      Lumsden Ranch Existing Cond.
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

                  Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
C3        Commercial & business                         C            53       94 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            30       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            28       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            31       81 
          Woods                               (fair)    A            17       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            12       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            24       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        195       73 
                                                                    ===       ==

S1        Residential districts (1/4 acre)              A            16       61 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            11       57 
          Woods                               (fair)    A            51       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B             7       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            28       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        113       52 
                                                                    ===       ==

R3        Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            31       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            20       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C           148       81 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D             3       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    A             7       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    C             5       73 
          Woods                               (fair)    D            61       79 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        275       76 
                                                                    ===       ==

SM1       Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    A            23       49 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    B           107       69 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    C             3       79 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    D            22       84 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            40       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            44       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D            83       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            28       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    D            25       79 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        375       72 
                                                                    ===       ==

SM2       Commercial & business                         B            39       92 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A             6       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D            12       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            45       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    D            14       79 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        116       76 
                                                                    ===       ==

A1        Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    D            19       84 
          Commercial & business                         B            48       92 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            13       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B           171       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            24       81 
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ksc                      Lumsden Ranch Existing Cond.
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

             Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details  (continued)

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D            36       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            70       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        381       74 
                                                                    ===       ==

HT1       Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    B            32       69 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            98       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D             1       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            10       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            13       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        154       71 
                                                                    ===       ==

HT2       Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    B            42       69 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    C            22       79 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            43       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            95       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        202       70 
                                                                    ===       ==

HT3       Commercial & business                         C            28       94 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            41       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            28       81 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            11       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        108       80 
                                                                    ===       ==

HT4       Commercial & business                         C            28       94 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            29       81 
          Woods                               (fair)    C             8       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         65       86 
                                                                     ==       ==
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ksc                      Lumsden Ranch Existing Cond.
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

                  Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
HT5       Commercial & business                         C            12       94 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              A             5       61 
          Woods                               (fair)    A             9       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            16       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         42       70 
                                                                     ==       ==

HT6       Commercial & business                         C            24       94 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            24       57 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         48       76 
                                                                     ==       ==

HT7       Commercial & business                         A             9       89 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            29       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            37       81 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         75       78 
                                                                     ==       ==

L1        Woods                               (fair)    A             3       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            20       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C             9       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         32       61 
                                                                     ==       ==

R1        Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    B            88       69 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    C            25       79 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    D            14       84 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            29       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D             7       86 
          Woods                               (fair)    A            18       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B           147       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    D            14       79 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        342       66 
                                                                    ===       ==

R2        Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    A             3       49 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    B            67       69 
          Open space; grass cover 50% to 75%  (fair)    C            12       79 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              A            22       57 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            95       72 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            46       81 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              D             2       86 
          Residential districts (2 acre)                D            29       82 
          Woods                               (poor)    B            92       66 
          Woods                               (fair)    A            22       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            69       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            43       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        502       68 
                                                                    ===       ==

L2        Residential districts (1/4 acre)              A             3       61 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B             9       72 
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ksc                      Lumsden Ranch Existing Cond.
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

             Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details  (continued)

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              C            11       81 
          Woods                               (fair)    A             5       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B             6       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C            11       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         45       68 
                                                                     ==       ==

L1.2      Woods                               (fair)    B            62       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         62       60 
                                                                     ==       ==

L1.3      Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            22       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            55       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    D            10       79 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         87       65 
                                                                     ==       ==

L2.2      Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways          C             1       98 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              A             4       61 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              C             2       83 
          Woods                               (fair)    A             2       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B             2       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C             7       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         18       67 
                                                                     ==       ==
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ksc                      Lumsden Ranch Proposed Cond.
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

                  Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
L1.3      Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways          A             1       98 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              B            23       75 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              D            10       87 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B            22       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            31       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         87       71 
                                                                     ==       ==

L1.2      Paved parking lots, roofs, driveways          B             1       98 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              B            25       75 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            36       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         62       67 
                                                                     ==       ==

L1        Residential districts (1/4 acre)              B             7       75 
          Residential districts (1/4 acre)              C             3       83 
          Woods                               (fair)    A             3       36 
          Woods                               (fair)    B            15       60 
          Woods                               (fair)    C             4       73 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                         32       65 
                                                                     ==       ==
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ksc                        Canyon Way Road Existing
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

                  Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CW1       Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B           .63       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B          7.17       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        7.8       61 
                                                                    ===       ==

CW2       Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B           1.1       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B          3.06       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                       4.16       63 
                                                                   ====       ==

CW3       Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B          6.12       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B           9.1       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                      15.22       65 
                                                                  =====       ==
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ksc                        Canyon Way Road Proposed
                                       
                         El Dorado County, California

                  Sub-Area Land Use and Curve Number Details

 Sub-Area                                           Hydrologic   Sub-Area   Curve
Identifier           Land Use                          Soil        Area     Number
                                                      Group        (ac)
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------
CW1       Paved; open ditches (w/right-of-way)          B           .91       89 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B           .43       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B          6.46       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                        7.8       64 
                                                                    ===       ==

CW2       Paved; open ditches (w/right-of-way)          B           .42       89 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B           .69       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B          3.06       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                       4.17       65 
                                                                   ====       ==

CW3       Paved; open ditches (w/right-of-way)          B           .41       89 
          Residential districts (1/3 acre)              B          5.71       72 
          Woods                               (fair)    B           9.1       60 

          Total Area / Weighted Curve Number                      15.22       65 
                                                                  =====       ==
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APPENDIX B 
HYDROLOGIC MODELING RESULTS (HEC-HMS) 



 



HEC-HMS SCHEMATIC FOR EXISTING CONIDTIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
HEC-HMS SCHEMATIC FOR PROPOSED CONDITIONS WITH DETENTION 

 



Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Gage 10YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Existing
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 10YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:21:49 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 231.47 01Jan2006, 12:32 74.11
C1 0.4761 176.99 01Jan2006, 12:33 62.08
C2 0.0555 30.06 01Jan2006, 12:17 8.67
C3 0.3050 153.89 01Jan2006, 12:17 40.07
HT1 0.2400 85.41 01Jan2006, 12:30 26.70
HT2 0.3160 127.12 01Jan2006, 12:21 35.45
HT3 0.1680 104.06 01Jan2006, 12:19 28.29
HT4 0.1010 74.34 01Jan2006, 12:18 20.52
HT5 0.0650 29.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.62
HT6 0.0750 42.51 01Jan2006, 12:17 11.05
HT7 0.0720 45.13 01Jan2006, 12:22 12.93
J1 1.3180 351.54 01Jan2006, 12:42 122.78
J2 4.6310 1470.97 01Jan2006, 12:33 524.76
J3 0.7660 336.70 01Jan2006, 12:24 99.96
J4 1.6010 651.49 01Jan2006, 12:30 200.22
J5 1.9170 762.76 01Jan2006, 12:29 235.47
J6 2.4650 912.28 01Jan2006, 12:30 297.11
J7 2.8080 996.27 01Jan2006, 12:31 331.33
J8 5.5396 1750.75 01Jan2006, 12:35 646.57
J9 0.3100 58.68 01Jan2006, 12:36 25.63
L1 0.0500 11.44 01Jan2006, 12:26 3.50
L1.2 0.0960 26.00 01Jan2006, 12:15 6.79
L1.3 0.1360 37.40 01Jan2006, 12:28 11.59
L2 0.0700 35.69 01Jan2006, 12:10 8.33
L2.2 0.0280 20.05 01Jan2006, 12:04 4.01
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

R1 0.5340 141.37 01Jan2006, 12:38 48.78
R1-R2 0.5340 141.30 01Jan2006, 12:48 48.24
R2 0.7840 219.63 01Jan2006, 12:37 74.54
R2-R3 1.3180 351.38 01Jan2006, 12:49 121.81
R3 0.4300 215.69 01Jan2006, 12:22 60.98
RC1 0.5316 180.18 01Jan2006, 12:49 70.16
RES-C1 0.5316 180.23 01Jan2006, 12:41 70.75
RES-LL 0.1860 41.89 01Jan2006, 12:39 14.84
RHT-1 0.7660 336.39 01Jan2006, 12:29 99.41
RHT-10 0.1860 41.88 01Jan2006, 12:40 14.82
RHT-11 0.3100 58.66 01Jan2006, 12:36 25.61
RHT-12 0.3100 58.67 01Jan2006, 12:38 25.57
RHT-2 1.6010 651.30 01Jan2006, 12:31 200.02
RHT-6 1.9170 762.39 01Jan2006, 12:31 234.92
RHT-7 2.4650 910.52 01Jan2006, 12:32 296.11
RHT-8 2.8080 995.66 01Jan2006, 12:32 330.92
RHT-9 4.6310 1467.71 01Jan2006, 12:36 523.40
S1 0.1770 21.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.08
SM1 0.5850 242.65 01Jan2006, 12:27 72.29
SM2 0.1810 102.74 01Jan2006, 12:19 27.67
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Gage 100YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Existing
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 100YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:22:51 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 418.01 01Jan2006, 12:31 133.73
C1 0.4761 308.36 01Jan2006, 12:32 105.87
C2 0.0555 50.90 01Jan2006, 12:16 14.27
C3 0.3050 276.06 01Jan2006, 12:16 71.79
HT1 0.2400 160.91 01Jan2006, 12:29 49.95
HT2 0.3160 243.03 01Jan2006, 12:21 66.97
HT3 0.1680 174.17 01Jan2006, 12:18 47.52
HT4 0.1010 116.79 01Jan2006, 12:18 32.72
HT5 0.0650 55.56 01Jan2006, 12:17 14.39
HT6 0.0750 73.34 01Jan2006, 12:16 19.09
HT7 0.0720 71.83 01Jan2006, 12:22 20.90
J1 1.3180 703.50 01Jan2006, 12:40 240.59
J2 4.6310 2789.80 01Jan2006, 12:32 973.90
J3 0.7660 602.14 01Jan2006, 12:24 179.02
J4 1.6010 1176.67 01Jan2006, 12:29 361.91
J5 1.9170 1391.98 01Jan2006, 12:28 428.59
J6 2.4650 1686.46 01Jan2006, 12:28 545.03
J7 2.8080 1849.82 01Jan2006, 12:30 609.04
J8 5.5396 3219.30 01Jan2006, 12:33 1183.79
J9 0.3100 130.86 01Jan2006, 12:30 53.81
L1 0.0500 26.22 01Jan2006, 12:25 7.61
L1.2 0.0960 61.18 01Jan2006, 12:15 15.32
L1.3 0.1360 78.19 01Jan2006, 12:28 23.57
L2 0.0700 70.39 01Jan2006, 12:10 15.99
L2.2 0.0280 40.03 01Jan2006, 12:04 7.80
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

R1 0.5340 282.26 01Jan2006, 12:37 95.59
R1-R2 0.5340 282.14 01Jan2006, 12:46 94.74
R2 0.7840 434.69 01Jan2006, 12:36 145.85
R2-R3 1.3180 703.16 01Jan2006, 12:46 239.11
R3 0.4300 379.04 01Jan2006, 12:22 107.29
RC1 0.5316 330.37 01Jan2006, 12:43 119.28
RES-C1 0.5316 335.41 01Jan2006, 12:35 120.09
RES-LL 0.1860 92.06 01Jan2006, 12:37 30.71
RHT-1 0.7660 601.78 01Jan2006, 12:28 178.24
RHT-10 0.1860 92.04 01Jan2006, 12:38 30.68
RHT-11 0.3100 130.82 01Jan2006, 12:30 53.79
RHT-12 0.3100 130.81 01Jan2006, 12:32 53.71
RHT-2 1.6010 1176.32 01Jan2006, 12:30 361.62
RHT-6 1.9170 1391.44 01Jan2006, 12:30 427.81
RHT-7 2.4650 1682.13 01Jan2006, 12:31 543.49
RHT-8 2.8080 1848.20 01Jan2006, 12:31 608.41
RHT-9 4.6310 2780.51 01Jan2006, 12:34 971.82
S1 0.1770 70.99 01Jan2006, 12:15 18.43
SM1 0.5850 440.21 01Jan2006, 12:26 131.44
SM2 0.1810 176.62 01Jan2006, 12:19 47.57
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Proposed w/o Detention 10YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Proposed w/o Detention
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 10YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:25:34 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 231.47 01Jan2006, 12:32 74.11
C1 0.4761 176.99 01Jan2006, 12:33 62.08
C2 0.0555 30.06 01Jan2006, 12:17 8.67
C3 0.3050 153.89 01Jan2006, 12:17 40.07
HT1 0.2400 85.41 01Jan2006, 12:30 26.70
HT2 0.3160 127.12 01Jan2006, 12:21 35.45
HT3 0.1680 104.06 01Jan2006, 12:19 28.29
HT4 0.1010 74.34 01Jan2006, 12:18 20.52
HT5 0.0650 29.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.62
HT6 0.0750 42.51 01Jan2006, 12:17 11.05
HT7 0.0720 45.13 01Jan2006, 12:22 12.93
J1 1.3180 351.54 01Jan2006, 12:42 122.78
J2 4.6310 1495.52 01Jan2006, 12:33 532.83
J3 0.7660 336.70 01Jan2006, 12:24 99.96
J4 1.6010 651.49 01Jan2006, 12:30 200.22
J5 1.9170 762.76 01Jan2006, 12:29 235.47
J6 2.4650 936.68 01Jan2006, 12:29 305.21
J7 2.8080 1021.18 01Jan2006, 12:31 339.40
J8 5.5396 1775.21 01Jan2006, 12:35 654.62
J9 0.3100 81.56 01Jan2006, 12:28 33.74
L1 0.0500 14.95 01Jan2006, 12:24 4.36
L1.2 0.0960 41.01 01Jan2006, 12:14 10.23
L1.3 0.1360 52.30 01Jan2006, 12:26 15.46
L2 0.0700 35.69 01Jan2006, 12:10 8.33
L2.2 0.0280 20.05 01Jan2006, 12:04 4.01
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

R1 0.5340 141.37 01Jan2006, 12:38 48.78
R1-R2 0.5340 141.30 01Jan2006, 12:48 48.24
R2 0.7840 219.63 01Jan2006, 12:37 74.54
R2-R3 1.3180 351.38 01Jan2006, 12:49 121.81
R3 0.4300 215.69 01Jan2006, 12:22 60.98
RC1 0.5316 180.18 01Jan2006, 12:49 70.16
RES-C1 0.5316 180.23 01Jan2006, 12:41 70.75
RES-LL 0.1860 57.79 01Jan2006, 12:36 19.52
RHT-1 0.7660 336.39 01Jan2006, 12:29 99.41
RHT-10 0.1860 57.77 01Jan2006, 12:37 19.49
RHT-11 0.3100 81.54 01Jan2006, 12:28 33.72
RHT-12 0.3100 81.53 01Jan2006, 12:30 33.66
RHT-2 1.6010 651.30 01Jan2006, 12:31 200.02
RHT-6 1.9170 762.39 01Jan2006, 12:31 234.92
RHT-7 2.4650 934.97 01Jan2006, 12:32 304.19
RHT-8 2.8080 1020.55 01Jan2006, 12:32 338.99
RHT-9 4.6310 1492.14 01Jan2006, 12:35 531.46
S1 0.1770 21.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.08
SM1 0.5850 242.65 01Jan2006, 12:27 72.29
SM2 0.1810 102.74 01Jan2006, 12:19 27.67
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Proposed w/o Detention 100YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Proposed w/o Detention
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 100YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:26:33 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 418.01 01Jan2006, 12:31 133.73
C1 0.4761 308.36 01Jan2006, 12:32 105.87
C2 0.0555 50.90 01Jan2006, 12:16 14.27
C3 0.3050 276.06 01Jan2006, 12:16 71.79
HT1 0.2400 160.91 01Jan2006, 12:29 49.95
HT2 0.3160 243.03 01Jan2006, 12:21 66.97
HT3 0.1680 174.17 01Jan2006, 12:18 47.52
HT4 0.1010 116.79 01Jan2006, 12:18 32.72
HT5 0.0650 55.56 01Jan2006, 12:17 14.39
HT6 0.0750 73.34 01Jan2006, 12:16 19.09
HT7 0.0720 71.83 01Jan2006, 12:22 20.90
J1 1.3180 703.50 01Jan2006, 12:40 240.59
J2 4.6310 2823.05 01Jan2006, 12:32 985.26
J3 0.7660 602.14 01Jan2006, 12:24 179.02
J4 1.6010 1176.67 01Jan2006, 12:29 361.91
J5 1.9170 1391.98 01Jan2006, 12:28 428.59
J6 2.4650 1719.76 01Jan2006, 12:28 556.42
J7 2.8080 1883.39 01Jan2006, 12:30 620.41
J8 5.5396 3252.76 01Jan2006, 12:33 1195.14
J9 0.3100 164.52 01Jan2006, 12:18 65.21
L1 0.0500 31.22 01Jan2006, 12:23 8.90
L1.2 0.0960 82.41 01Jan2006, 12:13 20.04
L1.3 0.1360 98.51 01Jan2006, 12:25 29.03
L2 0.0700 70.39 01Jan2006, 12:10 15.99
L2.2 0.0280 40.03 01Jan2006, 12:04 7.80
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

R1 0.5340 282.26 01Jan2006, 12:37 95.59
R1-R2 0.5340 282.14 01Jan2006, 12:46 94.74
R2 0.7840 434.69 01Jan2006, 12:36 145.85
R2-R3 1.3180 703.16 01Jan2006, 12:46 239.11
R3 0.4300 379.04 01Jan2006, 12:22 107.29
RC1 0.5316 330.37 01Jan2006, 12:43 119.28
RES-C1 0.5316 335.41 01Jan2006, 12:35 120.09
RES-LL 0.1860 114.36 01Jan2006, 12:34 37.40
RHT-1 0.7660 601.78 01Jan2006, 12:28 178.24
RHT-10 0.1860 114.34 01Jan2006, 12:35 37.37
RHT-11 0.3100 164.47 01Jan2006, 12:18 65.19
RHT-12 0.3100 164.40 01Jan2006, 12:20 65.10
RHT-2 1.6010 1176.32 01Jan2006, 12:30 361.62
RHT-6 1.9170 1391.44 01Jan2006, 12:30 427.81
RHT-7 2.4650 1715.18 01Jan2006, 12:31 554.86
RHT-8 2.8080 1881.82 01Jan2006, 12:31 619.77
RHT-9 4.6310 2813.56 01Jan2006, 12:34 983.16
S1 0.1770 70.99 01Jan2006, 12:15 18.43
SM1 0.5850 440.21 01Jan2006, 12:26 131.44
SM2 0.1810 176.62 01Jan2006, 12:19 47.57
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Proposed 10YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Proposed
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 10YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:23:46 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 231.47 01Jan2006, 12:32 74.11
C1 0.4761 176.99 01Jan2006, 12:33 62.08
C2 0.0555 30.06 01Jan2006, 12:17 8.67
C3 0.3050 153.89 01Jan2006, 12:17 40.07
HT1 0.2400 85.41 01Jan2006, 12:30 26.70
HT2 0.3160 127.12 01Jan2006, 12:21 35.45
HT3 0.1680 104.06 01Jan2006, 12:19 28.29
HT4 0.1010 74.34 01Jan2006, 12:18 20.52
HT5 0.0650 29.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.62
HT6 0.0750 42.51 01Jan2006, 12:17 11.05
HT7 0.0720 45.13 01Jan2006, 12:22 12.93
J1 1.3180 351.54 01Jan2006, 12:42 122.78
J2 4.6310 1466.04 01Jan2006, 12:33 532.23
J3 0.7660 336.70 01Jan2006, 12:24 99.96
J4 1.6010 651.49 01Jan2006, 12:30 200.22
J5 1.9170 762.76 01Jan2006, 12:29 235.47
J6 2.4650 907.56 01Jan2006, 12:30 304.61
J7 2.8080 990.99 01Jan2006, 12:31 338.81
J8 5.5396 1745.64 01Jan2006, 12:35 654.03
J9 0.3100 57.64 01Jan2006, 12:48 33.15
L1 0.0500 14.95 01Jan2006, 12:24 4.36
L1.2 0.0960 41.01 01Jan2006, 12:14 10.23
L1.3 0.1360 52.30 01Jan2006, 12:26 15.46
L2 0.0700 35.69 01Jan2006, 12:10 8.33
L2.2 0.0280 19.05 01Jan2006, 12:04 3.83
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

Pond-1 0.1360 27.31 01Jan2006, 12:59 15.25
Pond-2 0.0960 18.56 01Jan2006, 12:35 10.07
R1 0.5340 141.37 01Jan2006, 12:38 48.78
R1-R2 0.5340 141.30 01Jan2006, 12:48 48.24
R2 0.7840 219.63 01Jan2006, 12:37 74.54
R2-R3 1.3180 351.38 01Jan2006, 12:49 121.81
R3 0.4300 215.69 01Jan2006, 12:22 60.98
RC1 0.5316 180.18 01Jan2006, 12:49 70.16
RES-C1 0.5316 180.23 01Jan2006, 12:41 70.75
RES-LL 0.1860 35.67 01Jan2006, 12:50 19.29
RHT-1 0.7660 336.39 01Jan2006, 12:29 99.41
RHT-10 0.1860 35.67 01Jan2006, 12:51 19.26
RHT-11 0.3100 57.64 01Jan2006, 12:48 33.13
RHT-12 0.3100 57.64 01Jan2006, 12:50 33.07
RHT-14 0.0960 18.56 01Jan2006, 12:35 10.07
RHT-15 0.0960 18.56 01Jan2006, 12:36 10.06
RHT-16 0.1360 27.31 01Jan2006, 13:00 15.23
RHT-2 1.6010 651.30 01Jan2006, 12:31 200.02
RHT-6 1.9170 762.39 01Jan2006, 12:31 234.92
RHT-7 2.4650 905.80 01Jan2006, 12:33 303.59
RHT-8 2.8080 990.33 01Jan2006, 12:32 338.39
RHT-9 4.6310 1463.11 01Jan2006, 12:36 530.86
RHT13 0.1360 27.31 01Jan2006, 12:59 15.25
S1 0.1770 21.09 01Jan2006, 12:17 7.08
SM1 0.5850 242.65 01Jan2006, 12:27 72.29
SM2 0.1810 102.74 01Jan2006, 12:19 27.67
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: Proposed 100YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: Proposed
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 100YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 15:24:35 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

A1 0.5950 418.01 01Jan2006, 12:31 133.73
C1 0.4761 308.36 01Jan2006, 12:32 105.87
C2 0.0555 50.90 01Jan2006, 12:16 14.27
C3 0.3050 276.06 01Jan2006, 12:16 71.79
HT1 0.2400 160.91 01Jan2006, 12:29 49.95
HT2 0.3160 243.03 01Jan2006, 12:21 66.97
HT3 0.1680 174.17 01Jan2006, 12:18 47.52
HT4 0.1010 116.79 01Jan2006, 12:18 32.72
HT5 0.0650 55.56 01Jan2006, 12:17 14.39
HT6 0.0750 73.34 01Jan2006, 12:16 19.09
HT7 0.0720 71.83 01Jan2006, 12:22 20.90
J1 1.3180 703.50 01Jan2006, 12:40 240.59
J2 4.6310 2744.82 01Jan2006, 12:32 984.31
J3 0.7660 602.14 01Jan2006, 12:24 179.02
J4 1.6010 1176.67 01Jan2006, 12:29 361.91
J5 1.9170 1391.98 01Jan2006, 12:28 428.59
J6 2.4650 1641.34 01Jan2006, 12:29 555.47
J7 2.8080 1803.88 01Jan2006, 12:30 619.46
J8 5.5396 3173.70 01Jan2006, 12:33 1194.19
J9 0.3100 93.23 01Jan2006, 12:43 64.27
L1 0.0500 31.22 01Jan2006, 12:23 8.90
L1.2 0.0960 82.41 01Jan2006, 12:13 20.04
L1.3 0.1360 98.51 01Jan2006, 12:25 29.03
L2 0.0700 70.39 01Jan2006, 12:10 15.99
L2.2 0.0280 38.73 01Jan2006, 12:04 7.55
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Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

Pond-1 0.1360 39.52 01Jan2006, 13:15 28.66
Pond-2 0.0960 27.90 01Jan2006, 12:47 19.77
R1 0.5340 282.26 01Jan2006, 12:37 95.59
R1-R2 0.5340 282.14 01Jan2006, 12:46 94.74
R2 0.7840 434.69 01Jan2006, 12:36 145.85
R2-R3 1.3180 703.16 01Jan2006, 12:46 239.11
R3 0.4300 379.04 01Jan2006, 12:22 107.29
RC1 0.5316 330.37 01Jan2006, 12:43 119.28
RES-C1 0.5316 335.41 01Jan2006, 12:35 120.09
RES-LL 0.1860 57.66 01Jan2006, 12:42 37.01
RHT-1 0.7660 601.78 01Jan2006, 12:28 178.24
RHT-10 0.1860 57.65 01Jan2006, 12:43 36.97
RHT-11 0.3100 93.22 01Jan2006, 12:44 64.24
RHT-12 0.3100 93.22 01Jan2006, 12:45 64.15
RHT-14 0.0960 27.90 01Jan2006, 12:47 19.76
RHT-15 0.0960 27.90 01Jan2006, 12:48 19.75
RHT-16 0.1360 39.52 01Jan2006, 13:16 28.64
RHT-2 1.6010 1176.32 01Jan2006, 12:30 361.62
RHT-6 1.9170 1391.44 01Jan2006, 12:30 427.81
RHT-7 2.4650 1637.18 01Jan2006, 12:31 553.91
RHT-8 2.8080 1802.43 01Jan2006, 12:31 618.82
RHT-9 4.6310 2735.64 01Jan2006, 12:34 982.22
RHT13 0.1360 39.52 01Jan2006, 13:15 28.66
S1 0.1770 70.99 01Jan2006, 12:15 18.43
SM1 0.5850 440.21 01Jan2006, 12:26 131.44
SM2 0.1810 176.62 01Jan2006, 12:19 47.57
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Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: CW Existing 10YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: CW Existing
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 10YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 11:06:05 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

CW1 0.0120 3.48 01Jan2006, 12:15 0.90
CW2 0.0070 2.59 01Jan2006, 12:11 0.63
CW3 0.0240 9.57 01Jan2006, 12:13 2.36



Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: CW Existing 100YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: CW Existing
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 100YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 11:07:52 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

CW1 0.0120 7.97 01Jan2006, 12:15 1.99
CW2 0.0070 5.65 01Jan2006, 12:11 1.32
CW3 0.0240 19.99 01Jan2006, 12:12 4.77



Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: CW Proposed 10 YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: CW Proposed
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 10YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 11:08:39 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

CW1 0.0120 4.21 01Jan2006, 12:15 1.08
CW2 0.0070 2.91 01Jan2006, 12:11 0.70
CW3 0.0240 9.57 01Jan2006, 12:13 2.36



Project: Lumsden Ranch Simulation Run: CW Proposed 100YR

Start of Run: 01Jan2006, 00:00 Basin Model: CW Proposed
End of Run: 02Jan2006, 00:00 Meteorologic Model: Gage 100YR
Compute Time: 09Jul2007, 11:09:40 Control Specifications: 1-day

Volume Units: AC-FT

Hydrologic
Element

Drainage Area
(MI2)

Peak Discharge
(CFS)

Time of Peak Volume
(AC-FT)

CW1 0.0120 8.96 01Jan2006, 12:15 2.24
CW2 0.0070 6.08 01Jan2006, 12:11 1.42
CW3 0.0240 19.99 01Jan2006, 12:12 4.77
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APPENDIX C 
PROPOSED DETENTION FACILITIES 



 



Domenichelli & Associates, Inc.   Job No. SID-001

  Project Lumsden Ranch Drainage Study  Computed KSC   Date 06/20/07

  Subject HEC-HMS Model   Checked TB   Date 7/9/2007

  Task   Storage Discharge Curve for Ponds  Sheet        1   Of        2

Basin: Pond-2
Entrance Type: Headwall
Pipe Diameter: 15-inch

Elevation Headwater1 Storage2 HW/D3 Discharge4

ft ft ac-ft cfs
2005 0 0 0 0
2010 5 0.30 4 13
2015 10 1.07 8 20
2020 15 2.47 12 28
2025 20 4.74 16 40

1) Water surface elevation above culvert inlet invert
2) Volume calculated using USGS Quad Map
3) Headwater/depth ratio = water surface elevation divided by pipe diameter
4) Discharge calculated using nomograph  for C.M. pipe with inlet control 
found in County of El Dorado Drainage Manual

Basin: Pond-1
Entrance Type: Headwall
Pipe Diameter: 18-inch

Elevation Headwater1 Storage2 HW/D3 Discharge4

ft ft ac-ft cfs
2050 0 0 0 0
2055 5 0.44 3.33 19
2060 10 1.68 6.67 28
2065 15 3.82 10.0 38
2070 20 7.27 13.3 52

1) Water surface elevation above culvert inlet invert
2) Volume calculated using USGS Quad Map
3) Headwater/depth ratio = water surface elevation divided by pipe diameter
4) Discharge calculated using nomograph  for C.M. pipe with inlet control 
found in County of El Dorado Drainage Manual



Domenichelli & Associates, Inc.   Job No. SID-001

  Project Lumsden Ranch Drainage Study  Computed KSC   Date 06/20/07

  Subject HEC-HMS Model   Checked TB   Date 7/9/2007

  Task   Storage Discharge Curve for Lake  Sheet        2   Of        2

Basin: Res - LL (Lumsden Lake)

Headwater Storage Discharge
ft ac-ft cfs
0 0 0
1 0.517 20
2 1.13 56
3 1.85 103
4 2.66 162
5 3.57 205
6 4.48 247
7 5.39 290

Developed using HEC-RAS model
Weir Equation
Q = 3.33 (L - 0.2H) H1.5

L = 13 ft
H = 1 ft

Q = 42.6 cfs
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LUMSDEN RANCH SUBDIV IS ION B IOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT 

SWCA Env i ronmenta l  Consu l tan ts  1 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE OF ASSESSMENT 
SWCA Environmental Consultants was retained by the City of Placerville to conduct a biological 
resources assessment in support of the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
The 133-acre Lumsden Ranch residential development (study area) is located in the easternmost portion 
of Placerville, El Dorado County, California (Figure 1). It is located at 38°, 43', 34.7" N, 120°, 46', 21.4" 
W. It is within the Mt. Diablo Meridian Township 10N, Range11E, and Section 9 in the Placerville 7.5 
Minute USGS Quadrangle. The study area is located south of Broadway and north of Barrett Drive, at the 
southern end of Wiltse Road. It is on the northwest slopes of Texas Hill, and includes canyons and 
hillsides that drain to an unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek. Elevations within the study area range 
from 610 to 732 meters (2,000 to 2,400 feet) in elevation and have slopes ranging from 0% to 40% over 
the entire study area. A diversity of soil types occur within the study area, but none formed from 
serpentine or gabbro parent materials, each of which host a unique suite of special status plant species. 

The proposed Lumsden Ranch project includes a phased planned development subdivision of 
approximately 133 acres into 366 single-family parcels with lot sizes ranging from approximately 3,700 
to 15,000 square feet. Mass pad grading for vehicular accesses, house pads, drainage, utilities, and other 
site amenities is proposed. Five existing residences and outbuildings within the study area would be 
removed. The primary road through the development (Canyon View Drive) would connect to Barrett 
Drive at the southwest corner of the development and to Broadway northeast of the development. The 
northeast section of Canyon View Drive would be constructed through an adjacent parcel. Underground 
water and electrical lines and other dry utilities would be constructed within Canyon View Drive or its 
adjacent right-of-way. A new section of 10-inch diameter gravity sewer line would be installed within 
Wiltse Road. The project may also include bypassing or removing the existing rear lot line sewer line 
behind the homes along the north side of Barrett Drive by connecting them to the sewer line proposed for 
Canyon View Drive. The project would include a drainage system designed to channel project runoff to 
onsite to two on-site detention basins. No changes to the pond at Lumsden Park are proposed. 

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

1.3.1 Regional Setting 
The study area is located within the northern Sierra Nevada foothills region of California, which is found 
in Amador, Butte, Calaveras, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, and Yuba counties. This region lies 
between the great central valley and the high Sierra Nevada and lies within a climate zone typically 
characterized by hot summers and moderately cold winters (Hickman 1993). The study area is located in 
a transitional area of the Sierra Nevada foothills where canyons formed by several rivers including the 
American River and Weber Creek create fingers of lower elevation habitats such as oak woodland 
bordered by higher elevation pine forests. The mosaic of habitats represented within this region is largely 
dependent on topography and slope direction. The west boundary of the Eldorado National Forest is 
approximately 4.5 miles northeast and 8 miles east of the study area. There is considerable suburban and 
rural residential development in Placerville that extends to the boundaries of the study area. Rural 
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residential development and forested areas are located to the northeast between the study area and the 
Eldorado National Forest. 

1.3.2 Local Setting 
The study area is located on the northwest slope of Texas Hill. The entire study area is located within the 
Hangtown Creek watershed. It surrounds Lumsden Park on the northern border. The park has landscaped 
grounds and a small reservoir that provides recreational fishing. Existing single-family residential uses are 
located to the south, west, and northwest of the study area. The Placerville general aviation airport is 
located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the study area.  

1.4 REGULATORY SETTING 

1.5 FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 United States Code [USC] 1531 et seq.) protects Threatened 
and Endangered plants and animals and their critical habitat. Procedures for addressing impacts to 
federally listed species follow two principal pathways; both require consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), which administers ESA for all terrestrial species. The first pathway, Section 
10(a) incidental take permit, applies when a private landowner’s actions result in take of a listed species, 
but do not require a federal permit or approval. The second pathway, Section 7 consultation, applies to 
projects directly undertaken by a federal agency or private projects requiring a federal permit or approval, 
when these projects may adversely affect a listed species or modify critical habitat.  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703 et seq.) implements international treaties between the 
United States and other nations devised to protect migratory birds, their parts, eggs, and nests from 
activities such as hunting, pursuing, capturing, killing, selling, and shipping, unless expressly authorized 
in regulations or by permit. The State of California has incorporated protection of birds of prey in 
Sections 3800, 3513, and 3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code (FGC).  

All raptors and their nests are protected from take or disturbance under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 
California statute (FGC Sec. 3503.5). Golden eagles are afforded additional protection under the Eagle 
Protection Act, amended in 1973 (16 USC 669 et seq.). 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344 et seq.) prohibits discharge of dredged or fill material 
into “waters of the United States” without a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 
The USACE and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency administer the Act. In addition to traditional 
navigable waters, the definition of waters of the U.S. includes wetland areas in or adjacent to 
jurisdictional waters “that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation 
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3 7b). 

Projects with impacts to waters of the U.S. may require an individual permit. Small-scale projects with 
minimal impacts may be authorized by nationwide permits, which have an expedited process compared to 
the individual permit process. Mitigation of wetland impacts is required as a condition of the Section 404 
permit and may include preservation, restoration, or enhancement within the study area and/or off-site 
restoration or enhancement. The characteristics of restored or enhanced wetlands must be equal to or 
better than those characteristics of affected wetlands to achieve no net loss of wetlands values. 
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1.6 STATE REGULATIONS 
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (FGC 2050 et seq.) provides protection to California’s 
Endangered and Threatened species. Section 2080 of the FGC prohibits taking of plants and animals 
listed under CESA. Section 2081 established an incidental take permit program for state-listed species. In 
addition, the Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (FGC 1900 et seq.) gives the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) authority to designate State Endangered, Threatened, and Rare plants and 
provides specific protection measures for designated populations.  

The CDFG has also identified many “Species of Special Concern.” Species with this status have limited 
distribution or the extent of their habitats has been reduced substantially, such that their populations may 
be threatened. While they do not have statutory protection, impacts to these species are typically 
considered in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process, requiring mitigation 
when appropriate.  

Fish and Game Code Sections 1601 to 1606 require that a Notification of Lake or Streambed Alteration 
be submitted to CDFG for “any activity that may substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow or 
substantially change the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake.” The CDFG reviews proposed 
actions and, if necessary, submits to the applicant a proposal for measures to protect affected fish and 
wildlife resources. The final proposal that is mutually agreed upon by the CDFG and the applicant is the 
Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement. Projects that require a Lake or Streambed Alteration 
Agreement may also require a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq., or Native Plant Protection Act, lists Threatened, Endangered, 
and Rare plants as designated by the California Fish and Game Commission. 

Fish and Game Code Sections 3500 to 5500 outline protection for fully protected species of mammals, 
birds, reptiles, amphibians, and fish. Species that are fully protected by these sections may not be taken or 
possessed at any time. The CDFG cannot issue Sec. 2081 permits that would authorize incidental take of 
a fully protected species. FGC requirements pertinent to the Project for fully protected species include: 

 Section 3503 (which prohibits taking, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of 
any bird); 

 Section 3503.5 (which prohibits taking, possession, or destruction of any bird in the order 
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or taking, possession, or destruction of the nest or 
eggs of any such bird); and 

 Section 3513 (which prohibits taking or possession of any migratory non-game bird as designated 
in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act). 

1.7 LOCAL REGULATIONS 
The City of Placerville General Plan Policy Document (City of Placerville 2004) includes policies to 
protect riparian vegetation by setting buildings and improvements back from watercourses; discouraging 
vegetation clearance that would unnecessarily disturb riparian vegetation; and siting new developments in 
a manner that protects native trees, riparian vegetation, and other important natural resources. 

The Placerville City Code includes a Woodland and Forest Conservation ordinance intended to preserve 
and enhance urban forest lands within the City. The ordinance regulates tree removal by establishing 
minimum canopy retention standards for residential subdividable parcels that must be used as thresholds 
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of significance under CEQA. The ordinance requires issuance of a Woodland Alteration Permit before 
removing or significantly altering any forest or woodland.   

2. METHODS 

2.1 LITERATURE AND DATABASE SEARCH 
SWCA biologists reviewed existing sources of information regarding the occurrence of special-status 
species, and assessed the potential for occurrence of these species within the study area. Special-status 
species are plants and animals in one or more of the following categories: 

 Species listed or proposed for listing as Threatened or Endangered under FESA (50 CFR 17.12 
[listed plants], 50 CFR 17.11 [listed animals], and various notices in the Federal Register [FR] 
[proposed species]). 

 Species that are candidates for possible future listing as Threatened or Endangered under FESA 
(67 FR 40657, June 13, 2002). 

 Species listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as Threatened or Endangered 
under CESA (14 California Code of Regulations 670.5). 

 Species that meet the definitions of Rare or Endangered under CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15380). 

 Plants listed as Rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game 
Code Section 1900 et seq.). 

 Plants considered by the CNPS to be “Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California” (Lists 1B 
and 2 in California Native Plant Society 2001). 

 Plants listed by CNPS as plants about which more information is needed to determine their status 
and plants of limited distribution (Lists 3 and 4 in California Native Plant Society 2001), which 
may be included as special status species on the basis of local significance or recent biological 
information. 

 Animal species of special concern as listed by CDFG (2006). 
 Animals fully protected in California (California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511 [birds], 

4700 [mammals], 5050 [amphibians and reptiles], and 5515 [fish]). 

The following sources of information were consulted prior to conducting the field survey: 

 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (2007) for the Placerville U.S. Geological 
Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle (USGS Quad) and the eight surrounding quadrangles in the project 
vicinity including: Coloma, Garden Valley, Slate Mountain, Shingle Springs, Camino, Latrobe, 
Fiddletown, and Aukum. 

 California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) 2007 online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants 
of California for the Placerville U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle (USGS Quad) and 
the eight surrounding quadrangles in the project vicinity including: Coloma, Garden Valley, Slate 
Mountain, Shingle Springs, Camino, Latrobe, Fiddletown, and Aukum.. 

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office Endangered and Threatened 
Species List (El Dorado County). 

 North Fork Associates. Biological Resources Assessment for the ±128-acre Lumsden Ranch 
Project. (North Fork Associates 2003). 
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 North Fork Associates. Wetland Delineation for the ±128-acre Lumsden Ranch Subdivision. 
(North Fork Associates 2003). 

 Wildlife Research Associates (WRA). California Red-legged Frog Site Assessment Lumsden 
Ranch Project, Placerville, California. (WRA 2004a) and Bat Habitat Assessment Lumsden 
Ranch Project, Placerville, California (WRA 2004b).  

 Records from El Dorado County and Placerville from the University of California Museum of 
Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ). 

2.2 FIELD SURVEYS 
Field visits were conducted on April 18 and 19, 2007. SWCA biologists Thomas Ryan and Taya 
Cummins surveyed the northeastern third of the study area between 07:30 and 11:15 am on April 18 and 
the remaining lands on April 19 between 07:00 and 10:45 am. Conditions were similar on both mornings 
with surveys taking place under cool overcast-partly cloudy conditions temperatures ranged from 37-50°F 
with calm winds that ranged from 0-1 mph. Because of cool, cloudy conditions, bird activity remained 
high throughout the day, though reptiles and amphibians were likely less active. 

The study area was surveyed by walking the site. This survey also included visually scanning areas within 
150 feet (45.7 meters) of the study area in order to assess the potential for sensitive habitats or special-
status plants and animals to occur within the study area. In addition, potential adjacent mitigation areas, 
including the detention basin, were identified adjacent to the study area. Photographs were taken to 
document biological resources and field conditions (Appendix A). In addition to conducting general 
surveys for plants and wildlife, Ms. Cummins focused her efforts on conducting a botanical survey and 
vegetation mapping. Mr. Ryan also focused his efforts on evaluating habitat for the California red-legged 
frog and bats from previously unsurveyed portions of the study area. 

2.2.1 Botanical Survey and Vegetation Mapping  
The botanical survey was floristic in nature whereby all species were identified to species and subspecies 
or variety where appropriate. Species that could not be identified in the field were collected and further 
examined for positive identification in a laboratory setting. Plant nomenclature followed The Jepson 
Manual of Higher Plants of California (Hickman 1993). Special attention was given to those habitats 
where special status plant species listed in the CNDDB and CNPS search results were likely to occur, 
particularly looking for indications of gabbro soil formations and associated plant communities. For all 
special-status plant species, visual counts and GPS locations of the population were recorded while 
walking the study area. Ornamental shrubs associated with these areas were not identified taxonomically. 
Detailed photographs were taken to provide a visual reference for study area features and subjects of 
unique botanical interest (Appendix A). A list of all species observed and expected to occur onsite is 
provided in Appendix B. 

Vegetation mapping was conducted while walking throughout the study area and stressed high elevation 
vista points, potential sensitive species habitat, boundaries of rapid vegetation change, riparian habitat, 
and roadways. Boundaries between vegetation communities were recorded in field notes and on aerial 
photographs. Natural vegetation communities were described using the California List of Terrestrial 
Natural Communities (CWHR; Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). When possible, Holland (1986) and 
Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) equivalents were assigned. Communities were defined based on major 
associations of dominant species. Dominant species are those that attain 50 percent cover or more or, for 
two or more species to be considered co-dominant, individual species must attain a minimum of 30 
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percent cover. Percent cover was visually estimated based on the proportion of ground, expressed as a 
percentage, which was covered by the canopy of individual species. 

2.2.2 Waters of the U.S. Delineation 
North Fork Associates (2003) conducted a formal delineation of wetlands and other waters within 128 
acres of the study area (excluding the five-acre parcel located to the northeast of Lumsden Park). The 
delineation was verified by the Sacramento District of the USACE (San Joaquin Valley Office) on 
October 27, 2005. Methodologies and results of this wetland delineation are presented in Appendix C. 
Additionally, SWCA biologists delineated potential waters of the U.S. within the five-acre parcel and 
along the proposed alignment of Canyon View Drive. The preliminary delineation has not been submitted 
to the USACE, thus the results are pending formal verification. The results of these delineations are 
incorporated into this report. 

2.2.3 General Wildlife Survey  
Wildlife species were recorded during the survey of the study area and were detected by sight and sound. 
Visual identification was aided by 10.5 x 43 binoculars. Wildlife habitats were also assessed within the 
study area. Special attention was given to the potential for nesting bird species, including raptors, that 
could nest in trees within and adjacent to the study area. All species were identified to the lowest possible 
taxonomic level. No nocturnal or protocol surveys were conducted. A list of all species observed and 
expected to occur is provided in Appendix B. 

2.2.4 Red-legged Frog Assessments 
A California red-legged frog site assessment was conducted according to USFWS protocols by Wildlife 
Research Associates (WRA) on April 1, 2004. WRA biologist Trish Tatarian walked the study area, 
analyzed aerial photography, and evaluated the potential for connectivity of suitable habitats within 5 
miles (WRA 2004a, Appendix D). The 2004 assessment was not submitted to the USFWS for 
concurrence. SWCA biologists Thomas Ryan inspected the proposed crossing of Canyon View Drive 
over the unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek on April 18, 2007 and the ephemeral drainage upstream 
of Lumsden Park on April 18 and 19, 2007, which were not included in previous site assessments. Mr. 
Ryan walked both areas, inspecting them for suitable habitat, tadpoles, and frogs.  

2.2.5 Bat Assessments 
A bat habitat assessment was conducted by WRA on April 1, 2004. The focus of their assessment was 
two former mines that occur in the study area. No focused surveys of potential tree roosts or other 
structures were conducted, although an overall assessment of the potential of the study area was made 
(WRA 2004b Appendix E). In April 2007, Mr. Ryan also evaluated the general habitat for bat roosts, but 
did not conduct inspections of structures or large trees. 

2.3 ASSESSMENT OF WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
Many areas serve as habitat for several species of wildlife and as such provide shelter, food, water and 
other resources for wildlife. However, the concept of corridors for wildlife movement is often 
misunderstood. Wildlife species make use of travel routes within a given patch of habitat to find food, 
water, mates, and shelter or den sites. A wildlife corridor, also called a habitat linkage or landscape 
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linkage, is a large patch of habitat connecting two or more larger areas of habitat that would otherwise be 
isolated from one another. They are typically bordered on two sides by urban areas or other types of 
human development. A functioning wildlife corridor allows for ease of movement between habitat 
patches. Canyon bottoms with a well-developed tree canopy often serve as wildlife corridors and offer 
food, shelter, and water, as well as ease of movement, depending upon the density of the understory. 
Corridors function to prevent habitat fragmentation that would result in the loss of species that require 
large contiguous expanses of unbroken habitat and/or that occur in low densities. Habitat fragmentation 
can result in increases in the number of non-native species and may allow inbreeding to occur in species 
whose populations are small because they have become confined to smaller areas. This, in turn, reduces 
the rate of reproductive success. Fragmentation also reduces functioning ecosystems to small pockets, 
decreasing biodiversity and the interactive processes required for healthy ecosystem functioning. 
Corridors promote gene flow, allow re-colonization of areas following catastrophic events such as fire, 
prevent the loss of large animals by linking suitable habitat areas, and help to ensure the survival of native 
species that cannot compete with more aggressive non-native species in fragmented habitats. Each of 
these elements was evaluated by SWCA biologists during the general biological surveys in April 2007. 

2.4 ASSESSMENT OF SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES POTENTIAL 
Federal and State Endangered species legislation provides special status to several plant and animal 
species that occur near the study area. In addition, other resource agencies and professional organizations, 
whose lists are recognized by agencies when reviewing CEQA documents, have identified other species 
that are known to occur in the vicinity as sensitive species. These species are collectively referred to as 
“special status species” and include: plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for 
listing as Threatened, or Endangered under the FESA or CESA, animals listed as “fully protected” under 
the California Fish and Game Code, animals designated as “Species of Special Concern” by CDFG, 
plants listed as Rare or Endangered in the Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of 
California (CNPS 2007; accessed April 11, 2007). 

Definitions of species potential for occurrence on the study area are as follows: 

Present: Species is known to occur within the study area, based on CNDDB records, and/or was observed 
during the field survey(s). 

May occur: Species is known to occur in or near the study area (based on CNDDB or other records 
within 5 miles and/or based on professional expertise specific to the study area or species), and there is 
suitable habitat onsite. 

Not likely to occur: Species is known to occur near the study area; however, there is poor quality or 
marginal habitat in the study area. Alternatively, there is suitable habitat in the study area; however, there 
are no records or only historic records within a 5-mile radius, and the species was not observed during 
surveys. If the species occurs at the study area, it would likely be as a migrant, and the species is not 
likely to reproduce at the study area due to a lack of suitable habitat or because the study area is outside of 
their known breeding range.  

Absent: Species is not known to occur in or near the study area, and there is no suitable habitat for the 
species in the study area. -OR- Species was surveyed for during the appropriate season with negative 
results for species occurrence. 
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2.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS 
In support of the environmental analyses required for CEQA compliance, SWCA assessed potential 
impacts to biological resources, including special-status species, within the study area. The analysis 
included identification of potentially significant impacts based on the CEQA thresholds from Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines. To reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts, SWCA also identified 
mitigation measures, which are presented in the recommendations section of this report. Thresholds used 
in analyzing impacts resulting from the proposed project include the following: 

 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS? 

 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the CDFG or 
USFWS? 

 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

 Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

3. RESULTS 

3.1 LITERATURE AND DATABASE SEARCHES 
A list of special-status species known to occur within the vicinity of the study area was generated from 
the CNDDB (2007), the CNPS (2007) online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, 
species lists provided by the USFWS for El Dorado County (USFWS 2007) and the El Dorado County 
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (El Dorado County 2004). A total of fifteen special-status 
plant species, twenty-nine special status wildlife species, and three sensitive stream habitats were 
identified within the nine-quad vicinity surrounding the study area (Appendix F). The locations of 
special-status species and habitats occurring within five miles of the study area are presented in Figure 2. 

3.2 BIOTIC HABITATS 
Habitats identified within the study area include Montane Hardwood (Black Oak), Black Oak-Foothill 
Pine (Black Oak-Foothill Pine), Montane Hardwood-Conifer Forest (Ponderosa Pine-Black Oak), 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland (Seeps and Springs), Man-made Freshwater Pond (Broad-leaved Cattail), 
Urban, and Riverine (Intermittent/Ephemeral Stream) classifications. Riparian habitat was identified 
directly adjacent to the study area along the unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek. Table 1 summarizes 
total acreage and percentage of the total area occupied by each habitat type within the study area. 
Following are descriptions of each of the biotic habitats represented within the study area. 
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Table 1. Biotic Habitats in the study area. 

Habitat Type  Acreage Percent of Total 

Montane Hardwood (Black Oak) 46.3 34.9% 
Black Oak-Foothill Pine  56.4 42.5% 
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 
Forest (Ponderosa Pine-Black 
Oak) 

27.3 
 
 

20.6% 

Freshwater Emergent Wetland 
(Seeps and Springs) 

0.34 
 

<1.0% 

Man-made Freshwater Pond 
(Broad-leaved Cattail) 

0.04 <1.0% 

Urban  2.2 1.7% 
Riverine (Intermittent/Ephemeral 
Stream)1 

0.04 (Intermittent) 
0.37 (Ephemeral) 

na1 

Riparian2 na na 
TOTAL  132.58  
1This habitat type refers to intermittent drainages flowing through Black Oak and Black Oak-Foothill Pine habitats, and is included in 
the acreages for those habitats. 
2This habitat type is located adjacent to (but not within) the study area, and is not included in the study area acreages.  

3.2.1 Montane Hardwood (Black Oak Forest and Woodland) 
There are 46.3 acres of Montane Hardwood (Black Oak Forest and Woodland) (Mayer and Laudenslayer 
1988, Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Black Oak Series) habitat within the study area (Figure 3). Montane 
hardwood forest occurs throughout much of the study area with large areas of this forest type occurring in 
the northern, central, and northeastern areas. This habitat is dominated by black oak (Quercus kelloggii). 
Other trees present within this habitat include blue oak (Quercus douglasii) and interior live oak (Quercus 
wislezenii) with scattered foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana) and valley oak (Quercus lobata) individuals. 
Chaparral shrubs, including whiteleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida), buck brush (Ceanothus 
cuneatus var. cuneatus), deer brush (Ceanothus integerrimus), and toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), are 
scattered throughout the understory shrub layer. An herbaceous layer was present in openings within the 
shrub and tree canopy layers.  

This habitat provides important nesting sites for raptors and other birds, especially within the trunks and 
branches of mature trees. Openings within the canopy provide important foraging habitat for raptors, 
including the Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii). Suitable habitat for the California spotted owl (Strix 
occidentalis occidentalis), an ambush predator that stalks prey from mature trees, exists within this 
habitat. Downed logs and moist soils provide refugia and foraging areas for reptiles, amphibians, and 
small mammals. Grassy open areas provide foraging habitat for rodents and larger animals that prey on 
them. Large, mature trees within this habitat have the potential to provide roosting areas for bats. Acorns 
provide a substantial food source for many granivourous bird species and small mammals. Wildlife 
species observed within this habitat included the band-tailed pigeon (Columba fasciata), acorn 
woodpecker (Melanerpes formicivorus), Hutton’s vireo (Vireo huttoni), western scrub jay (Aphelocoma 
californica), oak titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), and the ruby-crowned kinglet (Regulus calendula). 
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3.2.2 Black Oak-Foothill Pine  
There are 56.4 acres of Black Oak-Foothill Pine (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf; Foothill Pine Series) habitat 
within the study area (Figure 3). This vegetation type occurs along the southern boundary and throughout 
much of the study area. This classification was slightly modified from the CWHR Blue Oak-Foothill pine 
classification (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988) to account for the dominance of black oak over blue oak 
trees. Typically, this habitat is diverse in structure both vertically and horizontally, with a mix of 
hardwoods, conifers, and shrubs with small patches of nonnative annual grasses in areas where the 
canopy is open. Within this habitat, black oak and emergent foothill pine are the dominant canopy trees. 
Other common species include blue oak, interior live oak, and buckeye (Aesculus californica). Variations 
within stand structure include a more open savanna-like structure intergrading into more dense forested 
areas. Understory chaparral shrubs include whiteleaf manzanita, buck brush, and toyon.  

The taller, denser habitat structure provides suitable nesting sites for a large number of bird species. 
Raptors could potentially use taller pines, while most other protected bird species are likely to nest in 
cavities, lower branches and within the shrub layer. The California spotted owl may use mature trees for 
stalking and ambushing their prey. Downed trees and litter provide refugia and foraging habitat for 
amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals. Grassy open areas provide for foraging habitat for rodents and 
larger animals that prey on them. They prefer open areas are bound by forested areas that provide cover. 
Larger trees may provide roosting areas for bats. Wildlife species observed within this habitat type 
include the wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus), western wood pewee 
(Contopus sordidulus), Steller’s jay (Cyanocitta stelleri), and the white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta 
carolinensis). 

3.2.3 Montane Hardwood-Conifer Forest (Ponderosa Pine-Black Oak) 
There are 27.3 acres of Montane Hardwood-Conifer Forest (Ponderosa Pine-Black oak) (Mayer and 
Laudenslayer 1988, Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf; Ponderosa Pine Series) habitat within the study area 
(Figure 3). This vegetation type occurs along the northeastern boundary of the study area. Within this 
habitat, ponderosa pine and black oak are the dominant emergent canopy trees. Several other sub-
dominant tree species were identified including Douglas fir (Psuedotsuga menziesii var. menziesii), 
incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens), mountain dogwood (Cornus nutallii), sugar pine (Pinus 
lambertiana), and madrone (Arbutus menziesii). This forest type has a sparse understory of chaparral 
shrubs including whiteleaf manzanita, buck brush, and toyon.  

Open spaces within the canopy provide important foraging habitat for raptors, including the Cooper’s 
hawk. The California spotted owl may use mature trees for stalking and ambushing their prey. Emergent 
canopy trees provide nesting habitat for raptors. Smaller trees and shrubs provide suitable nesting habitat 
for several other protected nesting bird species. Downed trees and litter provide refugia and foraging 
habitat for amphibians, reptiles, and small mammals. Larger, mature trees may provide roosting areas for 
bats. Wildlife species observed within this habitat include montane hardwood species named above and 
the Cassin’s vireo (Vireo cassinii), mountain chickadee (Poecile gambeli), brown creeper (Certhia 
americana), and the Townsend’s warbler (Dendroica townsendi). 

3.2.4 Freshwater Emergent Wetland (Seeps and Springs) 
There are 0.34 acres of Freshwater Emergent Wetland (Seeps and Springs) (Cowardin et al. 1979, Mayer 
and Laudenslayer 1988) that make up a unique freshwater wetland habitat characterized by erect, rooted 
herbaceous hydrophytes. Dominant vegetation is generally perennial monocots to 2 m (6.6 ft) tall 
(Cheatham and Haller 1975, Cowardin et al. 1979). This vegetation series, defined by Holland (1986) as a 
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freshwater seep, includes several herbaceous species such as rushes (Juncus spp.), common spikerush 
(Eleocharis macrostachya), and sedges (Carex sp.). Fresh emergent wetland habitat was identified on the 
southwest-facing slope draining into the large tributary drainage. Freshwater emergent wetlands may be 
subject to USACE and CDFG jurisdiction, as discussed in Section 3.3.2. 

This habitat provides important foraging habitat, breeding substrate, and cover for a variety of birds and 
aquatic species including insects, amphibians, and reptiles. This habitat provides travel routes along the 
seepages for many species, including the northwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata). These freshwater 
emergent wetlands are saturated year-round. Wildlife species observed within this habitat type include the 
black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans) and the red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus). 

3.2.5 Man-made Freshwater Pond (Broad-leaved Cattail) 
A small (0.04-acre), man-made freshwater pond (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf; Cattail Series) detains water 
from two perennial springs within the montane hardwood habitat (Figure 3). This pond is located along a 
seep in the eastern portion of the project area and has a gunnite berm with a dirt bottom (North Fork 
Associates 2003). It holds water year-round and supports emergent freshwater marsh vegetation 
dominated by broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia). Included in this habitat are several herbaceous species 
including duckweed (Lemna sp.) and white watercress (Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum), all of which are 
obligate wetland species. The freshwater pond may be subject to USACE and CDFG jurisdiction, as 
discussed in Section 3.3.2. 

This habitat provides important foraging habitat, breeding substrate, and cover for aquatic species 
including insects, amphibians, and reptiles. It also provides important foraging habitat for bird species, 
and nesting habitat for species that prefer to nest in cattail such as red-winged blackbird and song 
sparrow. Wildlife species observed within this habitat type include the bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana). 

3.2.6 Urban 
There are 2.2 acres of developed/disturbed habitat within the study area (Figure 3) that consist mainly of 
residences, lawn, disturbed areas resulting from fire clearance immediately surrounding structures, and 
open ruderal areas used by the residents. This habitat was found adjacent to the residences within central 
portion of the study area and adjacent to Canyon View Drive upslope of the unnamed tributary of 
Hangtown Creek. Much of the area within this community was cleared of vegetation and was dominated 
by nonnative grasses and forbs. Urban habitats often support domestic or common wildlife species. 

3.2.7 Riverine (Intermittent/Ephemeral Stream) 
There are 0.41 acres of Riverine (Intermittent/Ephemeral Stream) habitat (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988) 
within the study area (Figure 3). An intermittent stream drains to Hangtown Creek from southeast to 
northwest through the central portion of the study area, fed by a broken pipe. Because this stream does not 
hold water year-round, riparian vegetation is not a dominant feature. However, scattered riparian trees and 
shrubs including Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), an invasive species, poison-oak (Toxicodendron 
diversilobum), and scattered willows (Salix spp.) and cottonwoods (Populus fremontii) occur throughout 
this habitat. Several ephemeral drainages convey flows from runoff and the intermittent drainage into off-
site water features, including the reservoir at Lumsden Park and eventually Hangtown Creek. These 
drainages also support some riparian vegetation, such as poison oak and Himalayan blackberry, but tend 
to be dominated by upland vegetation associated with the surrounding forests and woodlands. The 
drainages may be subject to USACE and CDFG jurisdiction, as discussed in Section 3.3.2. 
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This habitat provides important foraging habitat, breeding substrate, and cover for aquatic species 
including insects, amphibians, and reptiles. This habitat provides water, cover, and travel routes for many 
of these species, including the northwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata). It also provides important 
foraging habitat for bird species. Several bird species are considered riparian specialists including the 
yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia). Wildlife species observed within this habitat type include the 
Pacific-slope flycatcher (Empidonax difficilis), orange-crowned warbler (Vermivora celata), and the 
McGillivray’s warbler (Oporornis tolmiei). 

3.2.8 Riparian Habitat 
The unnamed tributary to Hangtown Creek passes through the study area within a culvert beneath an 
existing road where Canyon View Drive would intersect with Broadway. Directly north of the study area 
the drainage flows out of the culvert into a stream channel. This stream flows perennially and supports 
riparian vegetation along the upper banks of the stream channel. Himalayan blackberry is the dominant 
species. Other species present include poison-oak, willows, and cottonwoods. This habitat is located 
directly adjacent to the study area, but is not located within the study area.  

3.3 SPECIAL STATUS BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.3.1 Sensitive Habitats 
Sensitive habitats tracked by CNDDB and known to occur within the vicinity of the study area (CNDDB 
2007), including Central Valley Drainage Hardhead/Squawfish Stream, Central Valley Drainage Resident 
Rainbow Trout Stream, and Sacramento-San Joaquin Foothill/Valley Ephemeral Stream. None of these 
habitats were identified during the field survey, thus they do not occur within the study area. Wetlands 
and other waters of the U.S. and riparian habitat subject to CDFG jurisdiction occur within or directly 
adjacent to the study area and are discussed below. 

3.3.2 Waters of the U.S and CDFG Jurisdictional Habitat.  
North Fork Associates (2003) delineated 0.75 acres of total waters of the U.S. within 128 acres of the 
study area (verified by the USACE). The water features include wetlands as well as ephemeral and 
intermittent streams. Jurisdictional wetlands include 0.29 acres of seep/springs and 0.05 acres of seasonal 
wetlands. The other waters of the U.S. include a 0.04-acre pond, 0.04 acres of intermittent stream, and 
0.33 acres of ephemeral stream. SWCA’s preliminary delineation (SWCA 2007) identified another 0.04 
acres of potentially jurisdictional ephemeral streams in the remainder of the study area.  
 
The riparian habitat along the unnamed tributary to Hangtown Creek is subject to CDFG jurisdiction. 
This habitat is located directly adjacent to the study area, but is not within the study area. Its acreage, 
therefore, has not been quantified. 

3.3.3 Wildlife Corridors 
SWCA biologists observed several features at the study area that allow for movement of wildlife within 
the study area. These include the forested areas that provide cover for wildlife movement and the seeps, 
drainages and creeks that allow aquatic wildlife to disperse to other areas at the study area. However, 
biologists also noted that the ephemeral drainages within the central portion of the study area drain to 
either Lumsden Reservoir or into a culverted channel along Wiltse Road. The unnamed tributary of 
Hangtown Creek runs northwest along Broadway. Some sections of this drainage flow in an open channel 
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supporting riparian habitat; whereas other sections are culverted for substantial distances. None of these 
waterways provides connectivity between areas of intact habitat. Additionally, the study area is 
surrounded on three sides by residential homes and development, further isolating the study area from 
areas of intact habitat to the south and east. The study area does not serve as a wildlife corridor because it 
does not connect two or more larger areas of habitat that would otherwise be isolated from one another. 

3.3.4 Special Status Species 
Appendix F provides a list of all fifteen special-status plant and twenty-nine wildlife species identified by 
the literature and database searches with known occurrences near the study area (Placerville and eight 
surrounding USGS topographic quadrangles). It also provides a description of typical habitat 
requirements, legal status, and an evaluation of the potential of occurrence at the study area. Below, we 
provide expanded descriptions for those species that were present or that may occur at the study area. 

Special Status Plants 

Reconnaissance-level field surveys were conducted as described in Section 2.2 for habitats capable of 
supporting special status plant species on the study area.  

Of the fifteen species identified in the records search, nine were considered absent or not likely to occur 
within the study area because they are known to occur on gabbro soils, serpentine soils, or in the Ione 
formation soils. These unique soils are not present within the study area. These species include: 

 Jepson’s onion (Allium jepsonii) 
 Stebbins’s morning glory (Calystegia stebbinsii) 
 Pine Hill ceanothus (Ceanothus roderickii) 
 Red Hills soaproot (Chlorogalum grandiflorum) 
 Pine Hill flannelbush (Fremontodendron decumbens) 
 El Dorado bedstraw (Galium californicum ssp. sierrae) 
 Bisbee Peak rush-rose (Helianthemum suffrutescens) 
 Layne’s ragwort  (Senecio [Packera] layneae)  
 El Dorado County mule ears (Wyethia reticulata) 

Based on the analysis provided in Appendix F, five species may occur in the study area. Brief species 
accounts for the following species are provided below: 

Nissenan manzanita (Arctostaphylos nissenana), a shrub in the Ericaceae family, is designated as a 
CNPS List 1B.2 species. It blooms from February through March and occurs in closed-cone coniferous 
forests and chaparral. It grows in metamorphic soils at elevations between 450 and 1,100 meters (1,476 
and 3,610 feet) in El Dorado and Tuolumne Counties. Nissenan manzanita is known to occur within one 
mile of the study area. This species may occur within the study area along with the understory chaparral 
species. 

Pleasant Valley mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. avius) is designated as a CNPS list 1B.2 
species. This geophytic (bulb) perennial herb blooms from May to July and is known to occur in lower 
montane coniferous forests on Josephine silt loam soils between 305 and 1800 meters (1,000 and 5,905 
feet) in elevation in Amador, Mariposa, and El Dorado Counties. This species may occur within the study 
area because suitable habitat and soil conditions exist. No known occurrences have been identified within 
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5 miles of the study area. In addition, no Pleasant Valley mariposa lily plants were observed during the 
field surveys which were conducted prior to its blooming period. 

Brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp. brandegeeae) is designated as a CNPS list 1B.2 species. This 
annual herb blooms from May to July and is known to occur in chaparral and cismontane woodlands 
between 295 and 885 meters (968 and 2,904 feet) in elevation in Butte, El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, and 
Yuba Counties. This species blooms from May through July. One known occurrence has been identified 
within 5 miles of the study area and marginal habitat exists on study area. No Brandegee’s clarkia plants 
were observed during the field surveys that were conducted prior to its blooming period. 

Parry’s horkelia (Horkelia parryi) is designated as a CNPS list 1B.2 species. This perennial herb blooms 
from Aril to June and is known to occur in chaparral and cismontane woodlands, especially in the Ione 
formation between 80 and 1035 meters (263 and 3,395 feet) in elevation in Amador, Calaveras, El 
Dorado, and Mariposa Counties. Parry’s Horkelia blooms between April and June. This species has been 
identified within 5 miles of the study area and it may occur within the study area because suitable habitat 
exists. This species was not observed during the field surveys. 

Oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum) is designated as a CNPS list 2.3 species. This deciduous 
shrub blooms from May to June and is known to occur in chaparral, cismontane woodlands, and lower 
montane coniferous forests between 215 and 1400 meters (705 and 4,593 feet) in elevation in Contra 
Costa, Fresno, El Dorado, Glenn, Humboldt, Mendocino, Napa, and Shasta Counties. One known 
occurrence has been identified within 5 miles of the study area and suitable habitat exists at the study 
area. No oval-leaved viburnum populations were observed during the field surveys. 

Special Status Wildlife 

Reconnaissance-level field surveys were conducted as described in Section 2.2 for habitats capable of 
supporting special status wildlife species on the study area.  

Based on the analysis provided in Appendix F, the following eight species were eliminated from further 
consideration because 1) there is no suitable habitat at the study area; 2) the study area is outside of their 
known range, or 3) accepted protocol-level surveys failed to detect the species at the study area: 

 A Spring stonefly (Cosumnoperla hypocrena) 
 Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki henshawi) 
 Central Valley steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus) 
 Central Valley spring-run Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 
 Yosemite toad (Bufo canorus) 
 Mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) 
 San Joaquin whipsnake (Masticophis flagellum ruddocki) 
 Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas) 

Based on the analysis provided in Appendix F, the following ten species were eliminated from further 
consideration because 1) there are no local records in similar habitat; 2) they are not likely to occur at the 
study area due to the poor or marginal quality of habitat or unfavorable conditions, 3) migrant status in 
the area, or 4) while they may occasionally use the study area for foraging, they are not likely to be 
resident or reproduce at the study area due to a lack of appropriate habitat or because the study area is 
outside of their known breeding range: 
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 Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) 
 California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) 
 Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylei) 
 Coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum) 
 Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 
 Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) 
 American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) 
 Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 
 Ringtail cat (Bassariscus astutus) 
 Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti [pacifica]) 

WRA biologists determined that the California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) was not likely to 
occur at the study area due to the poor or marginal quality of habitat or unfavorable conditions and 
isolation from other populations. However, the original habitat assessment did not include the Canyon 
View Drive crossing of the unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek on the north side of the study area and 
an ephemeral drainage upstream of Lumsden Park. SWCA biologists subsequently surveyed these areas. 
A supplemental habitat assessment of areas not surveyed in 2004 concluded that they are not likely to 
occur at the unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek at the proposed Canyon View Drive crossing based on 
the isolation of this reach of creek by development and an underground culvert immediately upstream of 
the study area. They are also not likely to occur in the ephemeral drainage upslope of Lumsden Park 
because this creek appears to be dry most of the year with no pooling.  

Below, we provide expanded descriptions for those ten species that were present or that may occur at the 
study area, as well as the California red-legged frog, whose survey results have not yet been verified by 
USFWS. 

Federal or State Threatened or Endangered Wildlife 

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) is endemic to moist valley 
oak woodlands (mostly riparian habitat) along streams and rivers where its hostplant, elderberry shrubs 
(Sambucus spp.), grow (USFWS 1984). Evidence of the beetles using the shrubs includes small, rounded 
emergence holes approximately one centimeter (0.4 inch) in diameter on trunks or stems (typically one 
inch or greater in diameter). Although limited on-site, riparian habitat along the ephemeral and 
intermittent drainages in and adjacent to the project area may provide suitable habitat for elderberry 
shrubs and could support the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Field surveys performed in 2003 by North 
Fork and Associates and in 2007 by SWCA Environmental Consultants did not identify any elderberry 
shrubs in the project area; however, these surveys were not protocol-level surveys with the intent of 
identifying elderberry shrubs. 

The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) is listed as Federally Threatened and as a 
California Species of Special Concern. It is a medium-sized frog growing to about 5.25 inches. It is a 
brownish-green color, with distinct dorsal folds. The abdomen and the underside of the hind legs are red-
colored. They occur in freshwater marshes, coastal estuaries, and sluggish freshwater streams with pools 
3 feet (or more) deep and year-round water sources. They prefer thick riparian and emergent vegetation. 
They may inhabit ephemeral pools until late spring or early summer. Breeding peaks in February, when 
eggs are deposited on emergent vegetation. They disperse from aquatic habitats and occur in damp areas 
far from water. Actions that could adversely affect this species include construction or maintenance 
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activities involving habitat disturbance or alteration of water tables or flows, introduction of non-native 
fish and amphibians, and pollution.  

There are six historic occurrences of this species nearby, one in 1935 is approximately 0.2 mi (0.3 km) 
southwest of the study area; the second is approximately 5.5 mi (9 km) southwest of the study area (WRA 
2004a); there are also four records not discussed in WRA (2004a) from Webber Creek, 2.2 mi WSW 
Placerville in 1952 (MVZ). There are three recent records of this species in El Dorado County; 10 mi (16 
km) east in Spivey Pond in 2002; 17 miles (27 km) west of the study area in Folsom Lake in 2005; and 22 
mi (35 km) southeast near Cook’s Station in 2003 (CNDDB 2007). However, none of these records is in 
the immediate vicinity of the study area.  

A site assessment conducted by WRA in 2004 concluded that this species is not expected to use the study 
area due to a lack of sufficient ponded water, surrounding development, and the presence of known 
predators (WRA 2004a, Appendix D). This report was not submitted to the USFWS for concurrence or 
further guidance. A supplemental habitat assessment by SWCA of areas not surveyed in 2004 concluded 
that they are not likely to occur in the unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek at the proposed Canyon 
View Drive crossing based on the isolation of this reach of the creek by development and an underground 
culvert immediately upstream of the study area. They are also not likely to occur in the ephemeral 
drainage upslope of Lumsden Park because this creek appears to be dry most of the year with no pooling. 
Additionally, long stretches of Hangtown Creek (downstream of the study area) flow through culverts 
beneath urbanized portions of Placerville. This further isolates the study area and is an impediment to 
dispersal to the study area via Hangtown Creek and its tributaries. 

Other Special Status Wildlife 

The northwestern pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is a California Species of Special Concern. It uses 
both aquatic and terrestrial habitats in riparian areas, although gravid females have been reported up to a 
mile away from water in search of appropriate nest sites. Preferred habitat for these turtles includes ponds 
or slow-moving water with numerous basking sites (logs, rocks, etc.), aquatic food sources (plants, 
aquatic invertebrates, and carrion), and terrestrial habitats adjacent to aquatic areas that are used for 
overland migrations, foraging, nesting, and inactive periods (hibernation/aestivation). At the study area, 
these are most likely the ephemeral creeks and seeps upslope of Lumsden Reservoir as well as areas 
adjacent to riparian habitats and oak woodlands in flatter areas near the drainages. Nesting occurs in April 
and May, and hatchlings emerge from subsurface nests within three to four months of egg-laying. There 
are four recent records in the immediate vicinity. There is a nearby record approximately 1 mile 
southwest of the study area near Harris Road. This species was detected in Lumsden Reservoir during 
previous surveys (WRA 2004a, Appendix D). 

The Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii) is a California Species of Special Concern. It is a medium-sized 
bird of prey with a long, rounded tail and short, broad wings. Adults have a black cap, bluish-gray back 
and reddish barring on the chest. They specialize on hunting small birds in dense woodlands. This 
includes the oak and pine-oak woodlands at the study area. They have become increasingly common in 
urban parks and residential areas in recent years. Preferred nesting habitats are oak and riparian 
woodlands dominated by sycamores and willows. They may nest in denser oaks within the oak 
woodlands. Cooper’s hawks in the region prey on small birds and rodents in riparian woodlands, oak 
woodlands, and residential communities. It is generally tolerant of mild disturbance, but can become 
aggressive toward people near its nest tree. This species was observed at the study area by SWCA 
biologists in June 2007 and likely nests here or nearby. 

The yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) is considered a California Species of Special 
Concern. They are generally yellow-olive above and yellow below. Males have chestnut streaks on the 
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chest and flanks. They nest in wet, deciduous thickets, especially those dominated by willows, and in 
disturbed and early successional habitats, as well as in montane areas to 2700 m (8850 ft) along 
watercourses with riparian growth (Dunn and Garrett 1997). They nest from mid-May to early August 
(Lowther et al. 1999). They would most likely nest in riverine habitats along the unnamed tributary of 
Hangtown Creek and in the intermittent drainage upstream of Lumsden Reservoir, or in willows and 
dense growth adjacent to the small pond at the study area. The nest is a deep cup built of grasses and 
strips of bark covered with plant down and fine fibers placed in upright fork of bush, sapling, or tree, 
usually  within 6 m (to 15 m) of the ground (Lowther et al. 1999). This species may nest in limited 
riparian habitat near the pond and streams.  

The California spotted owl is a California Species of Special Concern. This is a territorial species with 
large acreage requirements. Spotted owls occur in mountain and foothill areas where suitable habitat 
exists. At low elevations (sea level to 1,000 m), they habitats dominated by hardwoods, primarily oak, 
including those found in oak woodlands and mixed oak-pine woodlands found at the study area.. At 
higher elevations, they use areas increasingly dominated by conifers. Habitats are generally complex in 
structure, with many trees of different diameters, high canopy closure, and the presence of large (>90-cm 
[3-foot] dbh) trees. Foraging habitat appears more variable and includes both intermediate-aged and older 
forested habitats within a home range. They primarily forage at night and specialize on small forest 
mammals, including woodrats, deer mice, voles, red tree voles, small rabbits, and bats (Kaufman 1996). 
They occur on the western side of the Sierra Nevada from Shasta County south through the southern 
Cascade Range and Sierra Nevada to Kern County; in the southern part of the Coast Ranges from 
Monterey County to Santa Barbara County; and in the Transverse and Peninsular Ranges of southern 
California south to Baja California. Locally, their territories are found in relatively high densities 
approximately 5 miles north and east of the study area, extending eastward up the west slope of the Sierra 
Nevada mountain range (CNDDB 2007). The study area is on the western boundary of their known range. 
The isolation of the study area and rural residences found here decrease the quality of the study area as 
potential habitat. However, given the close proximity of known records and a relatively large area of 
suitable habitat, this species may occur at the study area.  

Several migratory and native resident avian species, including raptors and California Species of 
Special Concern, may nest within the study area. These avian species may nest in all habitats identified 
within the study area. The nests of any raptor and most other bird species are protected. 

Bats. A Bat Habitat Assessment of the study area (WRA 2004b) concluded that while two former mines 
at the study area were closed and not suitable for roosting, large trees within the study area did provide 
suitable roosting habitat for some special status bat species (WRA 2004b, Appendix E). 
Recommendations from this assessment called for a bat tree habitat assessment and, if suitable habitat 
was identified, that bat surveys should be conducted. If results of these surveys were positive, further 
recommendations would be made to mitigate the removal of large trees during construction activities on 
roosting bats. Additionally, existing structures and outbuildings within and adjacent to the study area may 
provide roosting and maternity habitat for special status bat species.  

The pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) is a California Species of Special Concern. It roosts in rock crevices, 
caves, mineshafts, under bridges, in buildings and tree hollows in small colonies of about 12 to 100 bats. 
They emerge late at night to feed primarily on the ground. With its large ears, it can hear the footsteps of 
insects on the ground, and then swoops down to grab them. They form nursery colonies, and bear one or 
two pups each year, usually in June. The buildings and trees provide potential day and maternity roosts 
for this species. They likely forage in areas with large numbers of insects on the ground in the intermittent 
stream channel and oak woodlands. 
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The Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) is a California Species of Special Concern. 
They are a medium-sized bat with a 12 1/2" wingspan. They have very long ears. The fur on back is gray 
at base, brownish at tip and buff colored below. They occur in desert scrub and coniferous forests, 
roosting in caves, abandoned mines, and buildings. They forage on small moths. Females form nursery 
colonies of up to several hundred bats, bearing one young per year. They hibernate in caves or mines and 
are very sensitive to disturbance. They feed late in the evening. They occur in western North America, 
from British Columbia to Mexico. The study area is within their known range. 

The silver-haired bat (Lasionycteris noctivagans) is a California Species of Special Concern. It occurs in 
coniferous or mixed coniferous and deciduous forest types, especially in areas of Old Growth. They form 
maternity colonies in tree cavities or small hollows. Typical hibernation roosts for this species include 
small tree hollows, beneath exfoliating bark, in woodpiles, and in cliff faces. They feed predominantly in 
disturbed areas, sometimes at treetop level, but often in small clearings and along roadways or 
watercourses. They feed chiefly on small, soft-bodied insects. Silver-haired bats have been known to take 
flies, midges, leafhoppers, moths, mosquitoes, beetles, crane flies, lacewings, caddisflies, ants, crickets, 
and occasional spiders. Information on their local range and population is limited, but they appear to 
occur in the vicinity as indicated by a record from Placerville in 1990 (MVZ). 

The long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis) is a California Species of Special Concern. It roosts in tree 
cavities and beneath exfoliating bark in both living trees and dead snags. It captures prey in flight, but 
also gleans stationary insects from foliage or the ground. Their main diet appears to consist of moths. 
They have relatively long black ears that contrast with its paler body fur. They occur in coniferous forests. 
These bats are endemic to the west, ranging from southwestern Canada, and south through California into 
Baja. Information on their local range and population is limited. Suitable habitat occurs within the 
coniferous forest types at the study area. 

The Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis) is a California Species of Special Concern. It roosts in buildings 
or bridges. Nursery roosts are found in tree cavities. Bachelors also sometimes roost in abandoned cliff 
swallow nests. These bats typically forage over water in forested areas. They feed on a variety of insects 
that includes moths, froghoppers, leafhoppers, June beetles, ground beetles, midges, mosquitoes, muscid 
flies, caddisflies, and crane flies. It is found throughout western North America, from British Columbia 
through Washington, Idaho, and western Montana, southern Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, West 
Texas and into Mexico. Information on their local range and population is limited. Suitable foraging 
habitat occurs at the adjacent Lumsden Reservoir and there are roosting areas in trees in the study area. 

4. DISCUSSION 

4.1 BIOTIC HABITATS 
The proposed project will likely impact  Montane Hardwood (Black Oak), Blue Oak-Foothill Pine (Black 
Oak-Foothill Pine), Montane Hardwood-Conifer Forest (Ponderosa Pine-Black Oak), Freshwater 
Emergent Wetland (Seeps and Springs), Man-made Freshwater Pond (Broad-leaved Cattail), Urban, and 
Riverine (Intermittent Stream) habitats.  

4.1.1 Sensitive Habitats  
No sensitive habitat types tracked by the CNDDB (CDFG 2003, CNDDB 2007) were identified within 
the study area or in the immediate vicinity. However, wetland features and riparian habitat identified 
within or adjacent to the study area are considered sensitive because they may provide habitat for special 
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status wildlife species and are subject to USACE and CDFG jurisdiction. A discussion of impacts to 
wetlands and other waters of the U. S. is provided below. Potential impacts to sensitive habitats would 
include removal of riparian habitat or filling of waters of the U.S. Mitigation for these impacts would 
include compliance with a Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG and mitigation identified through 
the USACE permitting process. 

4.1.2 Waters of the U.S 
The project may result in direct and indirect impacts to waters of the U.S. Direct impacts would involve 
placement of fill material or structures within wetlands or drainages, and indirect impacts would involve 
discharge of pollutants, such as from construction runoff, erosion, or urban runoff, into the water features. 
Placement of fill material into waters of the U.S. would require authorization by the USACE in the form 
of a Clean Water Act (Section 404) permit. As part of the permitting process, mitigation measures would 
be identified to avoid, minimize, or compensate for direct impacts. The goal of the mitigation is to 
achieve no net loss of wetland functions or values. If avoidance is not feasible, compensation would be 
required. Compensatory mitigation could include on-site replacement of similar wetlands or waters, off-
site replacement, or payment into a mitigation bank or in-lieu fee program in the region. 

Indirect impacts may require permitting through the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, which would require appropriate mitigation measures to minimize pollutants in waters of the state. 
These measures may include implementation of best management practices during construction and 
incorporating design features into the project to minimize urban pollutants.  

4.2 WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
The study area occurs within an area with diverse habitats and numerous wildlife species. However, it is 
isolated from surrounding intact forest habitats by major roads and highways to the north and existing 
residential developments on all sides. The waterways that connect the study area to other nearby creeks 
are culverted and channelized. Though wildlife populations, particularly aquatic amphibian and reptile 
species and avian species, likely use the seeps and streams for movement within the study area, the 
construction and presence of the proposed project would not result in the impedance of movements by 
these wildlife species between adjacent population centers.  

4.3 WILDLIFE DISPLACEMENT 
The project would result in disturbance and reduction of habitat areas used by local wildlife. Construction 
activity would likely drive many wildlife species from the study area temporarily, and habitat reduction 
would prevent full re-colonization, thereby permanently displacing some wildlife. This may lead to a 
temporary increase in wildlife populations in adjacent neighborhoods; the most noticeable would be 
larger wildlife that forage during the day, including deer and turkey. The study area is surrounded by 
residential communities with some pockets of intact habitat. Some of the larger, more mobile animals 
may find their way into these adjacent intact areas. Many of the smaller, less mobile species, including 
amphibians, reptiles, and small terrestrial mammals would not survive displacement and would suffer 
higher mortality rates. Displaced birds and bats would likely be less affected because many species can 
disperse more easily to adjacent habitats. However, competition with established territorial species may 
lead to some mortality. Most of the amphibians, reptiles and terrestrial mammal species displaced by the 
project and subject to the heaviest mortality rates are common species in the vicinity such as Pacific 
treefrog (Hyla regilla), western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer), 
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Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), and western grey squirrel (Sciurus griseus). Wildlife 
displacement would likely not have a substantial adverse effect on these populations.  

Local residents would not likely be substantially affected by displacement of wildlife species. The most 
noticeable change observed by nearby residents would likely be an increase of larger animals (e.g., deer, 
turkey) foraging in their neighborhoods. Larger mammals may forage on refuse or landscape plants, 
occasionally presenting a nuisance. Given the rural nature of these neighborhoods, however, this activity 
likely occurs under existing conditions. Wildlife displacement resulting from the project would not be 
expected to have a substantial adverse effect on local residents.  

4.4 SPECIAL STATUS PLANTS 
Construction of the proposed project could potentially impact the following species: 

 Nissenan manzanita (Arctostaphylos nissenana) 
 Pleasant Valley mariposa lily (Calochortus clavatus var. avius) 
 Brandegee’s clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp. brandegeeae) 
 Parry’s horkelia (Horkelia parryi) 
 Oval-leaved viburnum (Viburnum ellipticum) 

SWCA recommends that focused plant surveys be conducted in accordance with CNPS (2001) and 
CDFG (2000) botanical survey guidelines for special-status plants and vegetation communities be 
conducted prior to any construction activities to ensure that no sensitive plants are adversely affected as a 
result of the proposed project. This survey should be conducted during flowering seasons for the special-
status plants known from the area, be floristic in nature, be consistent with conservation ethics, be 
designed to systematically cover all habitat types on the study area, and documented by voucher 
specimens. Surveys should be conducted within the proposed project footprint, construction areas, and 
other areas that will be adversely affected as a result of the project. The report should provide project-
specific mitigation recommendations for loss of special status plants. Mitigation measures may include 
but not be limited to the following: 

 Avoidance of habitat through installation of fencing around sensitive populations during 
construction. 

 Restoration and/or conservation of habitat within the study area with a minimum of a 1:1 
replacement ratio of habitat lost to habitat restored/conserved. Additional off-site mitigation may 
be required if on-site efforts do not satisfy mitigation requirements. 

 Payment of fees to local mitigation banks approved by the City.  
 Purchase of land with equal or greater habitat value, or protection of this land using conservation 

easements.  

4.5 SPECIAL STATUS WILDLIFE 

4.5.1 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
Although not detected during field surveys, elderberry shrubs in riparian habitat and adjacent oak 
woodlands in the study area could support the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Direct removal of 
elderberry shrubs could result in take of the beetle, which would require an incidental take permit from 
the USFWS. Indirect effects may include disturbance of beetles, if present on elderberry shrubs within 
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100 feet of construction activities. In order to determine the presence/absence of elderberry shrubs and the 
potential for the beetle to occur on site, protocol-level surveys would be required within all suitable 
habitats in the study area. If elderberry shrubs may be affected by the proposed project, mitigation may 
include translocating the shrubs to suitable habitat, as determined by the USFWS, or replacement 
plantings at an off-site location. 

4.5.2 California Red-legged Frog 
No California red-legged frogs were detected during the site assessment or general survey. Both surveys 
concluded that this species is not likely to occur at the study area due to the isolation and lack of suitable 
habitat. Therefore, project impacts would not likely have a substantial adverse effect on the California 
red-legged frog.  

4.5.3 Northwestern Pond Turtle  
Construction of the proposed project could potentially eliminate foraging habitat, refugia, terrestrial 
movement corridors, and nests of the northwestern pond turtle. Northwestern pond turtles could occur 
within aquatic and terrestrial habitats in the study area throughout the year and their nests could occur 
within the terrestrial habitats in the study area from March through September. Direct impacts could 
include the destruction of turtles or nests during construction of the project. Implementation of the project 
during the nesting period could result in direct impacts to nests; implementation of the project at any time 
of the year could result in the take of individual turtles. Construction activities that result in the 
destruction of turtles or their nests would have a substantial adverse effect on this species. Indirect 
impacts would include disturbance related to increased human use of the area.  

Potential measures that would mitigate these adverse effects include avoidance of work during sensitive 
times of the year, and if this is not practicable, then preconstruction surveys prior to and monitoring 
during these types of work activities in sensitive habitat is recommended. 

4.5.4 Special-Status Avian Species; Nesting Migratory and Native Avian Species 
Construction activities associated with the proposed project would remove foraging habitat of special-
status avian species, including Cooper’s hawk, California spotted owl and yellow warbler. Because the 
project represents a relatively small portion of the available habitat in the project vicinity for these 
species, permanent removal of a small portion of the overall foraging habitat would not substantially 
affect these species.  

Removal of vegetation and existing structures could have both direct and indirect impacts to actively 
nesting birds, including the nests of special-status species. The breeding season for birds mostly occurs 
between March 1 and August 31; project construction during this period could result in both direct and 
indirect impacts. Actions that could adversely affect these species include disturbance of nesting sites and 
removal of nesting trees. Direct project impacts would include the destruction of active nests, eggs, or 
young located within vegetation removed. Indirect impacts would include noise and disturbance 
associated with the construction activities that cause birds in adjacent habitats to abandon their nests.  

Potential mitigation measures include avoidance of work during the nesting season; if this is not 
practicable, then preconstruction surveys prior to work activities in areas where birds may nest is 
recommended. If active nests are located they would need to be protected until the young have fledged. 
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4.5.5 Special Status Bat Species 
Construction at the study area will remove large trees and existing structures that may be used by bats as 
roost and maternity sites. Actions that could adversely affect this species include disturbance or 
destruction of day or maternity roosts, removal of abandoned structures, and conversion of foraging 
habitat. Direct project impacts may include mortality during the removal of both day roosts and maternity 
roosts, and loss of immediate roost habitat.  

Mitigation measures may include avoiding demolition of structures and removal of large trees during the 
bat breeding season; if this is not practicable, then preconstruction surveys prior to work activities in areas 
where bats may roost is recommended. If roosts are located they would need to be protected until the 
young are flying. 
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APPENDIX A: 
Site Photos 



 



 
Photograph 1. Montane Hardwood Forest with opening in the foreground. 

 

 
Photograph 2. Black Oak-Foothill Pine Forest. 

 



 
Photograph 3. Montane Hardwood-Conifer Forest. 

 

 
Photograph 4. Freshwater Emergent Wetland. 

 



 
Photograph 5. Human-made Freshwater Pond. 

 

 
Photograph 6. Urban habitat depicts cleared parking area adjacent to rural 

residence. 



 
Photograph 7. Riverine ephemeral drainage. 

 



 
Photograph 8. Riparian habitat downstream of Canyon View Drive. 

 

 
Photograph 9. Culverted area upstream of Canyon View Drive, previously filled 

crossing in the foreground. 
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APPENDIX B: 
Plant and Wildlife Lists 



 



List of Wildlife Observed and Potentially Present at Lumsden Ranch.  
Common Name Scientific Name Observed  Probable
Western Toad Bufo boreas  X 
California Toad Bufo boreas halophilus  X 
Pacific Treefrog Hyla regilla  X 
Bullfrog Rana catesbeiana  X 
Western Fence Lizard Sceleporous occidentalis  X  
California Alligator Lizard Gerrhonotus multicarinatus   X 
Gopher Snake Pitouphis melanoleucus   X 
California Kingsnake Lampropeltis getulus californiae X  
Northern Pacific Rattlesnake Crotalus virdis oreganos  X 
Domestic Duck  X  
Domestic Goose  X  
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura X  
Cooper's Hawk Accipiter cooperii X  
Red-shouldered Hawk Buteo lineatus  X 
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis X  
American Kestrel Falco sparverius  X 
Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopavo   X  
California Quail Callipepla californica X  
Mountain Quail Oreortyx pictus X  
Band-tailed Pigeon Columba fasciata X  
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura X  
Barn Owl Tyto alba   X 
Western Screech-Owl Otus kennicottii  X 
Great Horned Owl Bubo virginianus  X 
Northern Pygmy-Owl Glaucidium gnoma X  
Common Poorwill Phalaenoptilus nuttallii  X 
Anna's Hummingbird Calypte anna X  
Acorn Woodpecker Melanerpes formicivorus X  
Red-breasted Sapsucker Sphyrapicus ruber X  
Nuttall's Woodpecker Picoides nuttallii  X 
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens  X 
Hairy Woodpecker Picoides villosus X  
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus X  
Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi  X 
Western Wood-Pewee Contopus sordidulus X  
Pacific-slope Flycatcher Empidonax difficilis X  
Black Phoebe Sayornis nigricans X  
Ash-throated Flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens  X 
Cassin's Kingbird Tyrannus vociferans  X 
Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis  X 
Cassin's Vireo Vireo cassinii X  
Hutton's Vireo Vireo huttoni X  
Warbling Vireo Vireo gilvus  X 
Steller's Jay Cyanocitta stelleri X  
Western Scrub-Jay Aphelocoma californica X  



List of Wildlife Observed and Potentially Present at Lumsden Ranch.  
Common Name Scientific Name Observed  Probable
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos  X 
Common Raven Corvus corax  X  
Tree Swallow Tachycineta bicolor  X 
No. Rough-winged Swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis  X 
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica   X 
Mountain Chickadee Poecile gambeli X  
Oak Titmouse Baeolophus inornatus X  
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus  X  
White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis X  
Brown Creeper Certhia americana  X  
Bewick's Wren Thryomanes bewickii X  
House Wren Troglodytes aedon X  
Golden-crowned Kinglet Regulus satrapa X  
Ruby-crowned Kinglet Regulus calendula  X  
Western Bluebird Sialia mexicana X  
Hermit Thrush Catharus guttatus X  
American Robin Turdus migratorius X  
Wrentit Chamaea fasciata  X  
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris   X 
Cedar Waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum   X 
Orange-crowned Warbler Vermivora celata X  
Yellow Warbler Dendroica petechia  X 
Yellow-rumped Warbler Dendroica coronata X  
Black-throated Gray Warbler Dendroica nigrescens  X 
Townsend's Warbler Dendroica townsendi X  
Hermit Warbler Dendroica occidentalis  X 
MacGillivray's Warbler Oporornis tolmiei X  
Wilson's Warbler Wilsonia pusilla X  
Western Tanager Piranga ludoviciana   X 
Spotted Towhee Pipilo maculatus X  
California Towhee Pipilo crissalis X  
Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus  X 
Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca  X 
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia X  
Lincoln's Sparrow Melospiza lincolnii  X 
White-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys X  
Golden-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia atricapilla  X 
Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis  X 
Black-headed Grosbeak Pheucticus melanocephalus  X 
Lazuli Bunting Passerina amoena  X 
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus X  
Bullock's Oriole Icterus bullockii  X 
Purple Finch Carpodacus purpureus  X 
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus X  
Pine Siskin Carduelis pinus  X 



List of Wildlife Observed and Potentially Present at Lumsden Ranch.  
Common Name Scientific Name Observed  Probable
Lesser Goldfinch Carduelis psaltria X  
American Goldfinch Carduelis tristis X  
Virginia Opossum  Didelphis virginiana  X 
Pallid Bat Antrozous pallidus   X 
Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus   X 
Silver-haired bat Lasionycteris noctivagans  X 
Hoary Bat Lasiurus cinereus  X 
California Myotis Myotis californicus   X 
Long-eared Myotis Myotis evotis   X 
Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus   X 
Fringed Myotis Myotis thysanodes   X 
Long-legged Myotis Myotis volans  X 
Yuma Myotis Myotis yumanensis  X 
Townsend's Long-eared Bat Plecotus townsendii   X 
Western Mastiff Bat Eumops perotis  X 
Mexican Free-tailed Bat Tadarida brasiliensis  X 
Coyote Canis latrans  X  
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus X  
Domestic Dog Canis familiaris X  
Raccoon Procyon lotor  X  
Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis  X  
House Cat Felis domesticus X  
Bobcat Lynx rufus   X 
Mule Deer Odocoileus hemionus X  
California Ground Squirrel Spermophilus beecheyi X  
Western Gray Squirrel Sciurus griseus  X  
Botta Pocket Gopher Thomomys bottae X  
House Mouse Mus musculus  X 
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus  X 
Black Rat Rattus rattus  X 
Audubon Cottontail Sylvilagus audubonii   X 
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APPENDIX C: 
Wetland Delineation 
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APPENDIX D: 
California Red-legged Frog Habitat Assessment 
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SUMMARY 

Wildlife Research Associates prepared this Site Assessment for the approximately 128-acre 
Lumsden Ranch property, located north of Lumsden Park, northeast of the Town of Placerville, in 
El Dorado County, California. The parcel is located south of Highway 50, at the southeastern end 
of Wiltse Road. This report presents the findings of our literature review and habitat evaluation 
for California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), according to the protocol outlined in the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Interim Guidelines on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for 
California Red-legged Frogs (USFWS 1997).  
 
No California red-legged frogs were detected during this site habitat evaluation. California red-
legged frogs have been reported within 10 mile south of the proposed project site, at Spivy Pond 
in Weber Creek (CNDDB 2004). Weber Creek is located approximately 10 miles east of the 
project site. 
 
Vegetation within the study area is characterized as mixed montane hardwood forest, chamise 
chaparral, and freshwater seeps (North Fork Associates 2003). Several intermittent drainages 
flow from southeast to northwest into the main ephemeral drainage that flows northwest off site 
to Lumsden Park reservoir. The headwaters range in elevation between 2200 and 2300 feet, with 
the steepest grades on Texas Hill in the southern portion of the site. A perennial pond occurs mid-
slope in the southeastern portion of the site. 
 
Based on the hydrologic condition of the ephemeral drainages, the lack of pools within the main 
drainage on site, and the presence of only one small perennial pond on site, it is our conclusion 
that the Lumsden Ranch property study area does not provide suitable California red-legged frog 
breeding habitat. The lack of hydrologic connectivity to known locations of California red-legged 
frog, 10 miles east of the study site, also precludes the potential for California red-legged frog to 
use the site for upland habitat.   
 
However, it is at the discretion of the US Fish and Wildlife Service whether focused surveys for 
California red-legged frog will be required. 
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INTRODUCTION  

At the request of Brilliant Management LLC, Wildlife Research Associates conducted a Site Assessment 
for the federally-listed Threatened California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii, hereafter CRF) at 
the Lumsden Ranch property site. A CRF Site Assessment is typically required by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to provide information to adequately assess CRF status on site and within the 
vicinity of a proposed project. The present study conforms to the guidelines as outlined in the Interim 
Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for California Red-legged Frog (USFWS 1997) and 
presents the results of our investigation. This Site Assessment identifies upstream, downstream and out-
of-stream breeding sites or other aquatic features that may provide habitat for CRF. 
 
Previous reports prepared for this property include the Biological Resource Assessment for the 128-acre 
Lumsden Ranch Project, Placerville, El Dorado County, California (North Fork Associates 2003).  
 
 
METHODS 

Background research was conducted prior to the field reconnaissance visit. The California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB 2004), operated by the Department of Fish and Game, was reviewed for the 
U.S. Geological Service (USGS) Placerville, Garden Valley, Slate Mt., and Camino 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangles for reported occurrences of CRF within 5 miles of the study area, or the closest 
reported sighting. Habitats within one mile of the study area were evaluated in order to determine the 
potential locations and a pattern of dispersal in the area. Other sources of information include previously 
reported locations from the U.C Berkeley Museum of Vertebrate Zoology and the California Academy of 
Sciences. 
 
Trish Tatarian conducted a field reconnaissance visit on April 1, 2004, which entailed walking 
meandering transects over the entire parcel. For purposes of this report, the study area includes all lands 
within the 128-acre parcel. Aerial photograph analysis was conducted of appropriate aquatic habitat that 
could provide a movement corridor for CRF, and ponds and water bodies that could provide potential 
breeding habitat. Habitats within 5 miles were evaluated for their potential to provide connectivity 
between sites.  
 
Wildlife habitat classification for this report is based on the California Department of Fish and Game's 
Wildlife Habitat Relationships (WHR) System (CDFG 1988) which places an emphasis on dominant 
vegetation, vegetation diversity and physiographic character of the habitat.  
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Insert Figure 1: Project Location 
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SITE DESCRIPTION 

The site is located on the western edge of the Sierra Nevada Mountain range, in the eastern portion of the 
Town of Placerville, 5 miles west of the El Dorado National Forest. The location is just south of Highway 
50, at the southern end of Wiltse Road. Lumsden Park, owned by the Town of Placerville, is the northern 
boundary of the site. Residential development encircles the site, with the Placerville Airport located 
southeast of the site. The site is located in Sections 9 and 16, Township 10N, and Range 11E on the 
Placerville topographic quadrangle. 
 
Topography of the site consists of a north-facing valley with steep slopes underlain by loam and silty 
loam (North Fork Associates 2003).  Elevations of the study area range from approximately 2,000 to 
2,300 feet above sea level. The northern portion of the study area, at the end of Wiltse Road, has been 
altered by grading in specific areas for several residential houses.  
 
An unnamed drainage occurs onsite, and flows roughly from southeast to northwest, originating on steep 
slopes that supports springs which were saturated by subsurface water seepage. The eastern portion of the 
drainage has several smaller tributaries that flow into the headwaters; however, most of these were dry at 
the time of the survey. Two tributaries on the north side of the drainage contained seeps, and surface 
water was flowing into the drainage from these seeps. No pools occur within the main drainage. See 
Table 1 measurements of the drainage channel.  
 

Table 1: Main Drainage Dimensions 
 

Observation Point Bank Height 
(inches) 

Drainage Width 
(inches) 

Water Depth 
(inches) 

1 12 24 1 

2 6 12 1 

3 6 12 2 

4 6 12 2-4 

5 12 12 2-4 

6 24 12 2-4 

7 18 10 4-6 
 
 
A perennial pond, measuring approximately 40 feet by 30 feet and between 3 and 5 feet in depth, occurs 
in the southeastern portion of the site. The pond was man-made with gunnite banks and serves as a 
perennial water source for the residences on the site (North Fork Associates 2003). A seep occurs 
downhill from the pond, which eventually flows into the main drainage. Water from an excavated mine 
adit flows into the pond and is a perennial water source for the residences on site (North Fork Associates 
2003).  
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CALIFORNIA RED-LEGGED FROG AUTECOLOGY 

The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) (CRF) is listed Threatened by the USFWS and a 
California Special Concern species by the CDFG. It breeds primarily in ponds, but will also breed in slow 
moving streams, or deep pools in intermittent streams. Inhabited ponds are typically permanent, at least 2 
feet (0.6 meters) in depth, and contain emergent and shoreline vegetation. Sufficient pond depth and 
shoreline cover are both critical, because they provide means of escape from predators for the frogs 
(Stebbins 1985, Tatarian, in preparation). Additionally, emergent vegetation is necessary for the 
deposition of eggs. The breeding period begins during heavy rains, from early to late winter, usually 
November through early May. The larvae mature in 11 to 20 weeks.  
 
Non-breeding CRF have been found in both aquatic and upland habitats. The majority of individuals 
prefer dense, shrubby or emergent vegetation, closely associated with deep (>0.7 meters) still, or slow 
moving water. However, some individuals use habitats that are distant from aquatic habitats, seeking 
cover in ground squirrel burrows, under boulders and logs and in non-native grasslands (Tatarian, 
personal observation). Aestivation habitat includes areas up to 300 feet from a stream corridor and 
includes natural features, such as boulders, rocks, trees, shrubs, and logs. Incised stream channels with 
portions narrower than 18 inches and depths greater than 18 inches may also provide aestivation habitat. 
In general, densely vegetated terrestrial areas within the riparian corridor provide important sheltering 
habitat during the winter flooding of the streams (Tatarian, in preparation). This species has been reported 
breeding in ponds underneath eucalyptus trees (Jennings 1996).   
 
 
HABITAT AVAILIBILITY 

This section assesses the amount of suitable habitat available within the project site, one mile from the 
project site and five miles from the project site according to the USFWS protocol for CRF. This section 
also assesses if any movement corridors are present.  
 
The value of a site to wildlife is influenced by a combination of the physical and biological components 
of the immediate environment, and includes such features as type, size, and diversity of vegetation 
communities present and their degree of disturbance. Wildlife habitats are typically distinguished by 
vegetation type, with varying combinations of plant species providing different resources for use by 
wildlife. The following is a discussion of existing habitats found on site and the wildlife species they 
support. 
 

Habitat Within the Project Site  
The dominant habitat on site consists of mixed montane hardwood forest, with hardwoods such as live 
oak (Quercus wislizenii) and blue oak (Quercus douglasii), and conifers such as foothill pine (Pinus 
sabiana), ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) and Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii). The understory 
varies between chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum) chaparral along the ridge tops and west facing slopes, 
and montane chaparral, with manzanita (Arctostaphylos sp.), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), and 
buckbrush (Ceanothus cuneatus). In areas of disturbance, French broom (Genista monspessulana) and 
coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) are dominant. A few patches of freshwater seeps occur on the eastern 
portion of the site and willow (Salix sp.) scrub riparian habitat occurs in patches along the main drainage 
channel. Discrete areas of California blackberry (Rubus ursinus) also occur along the drainage. (See 
Biological Resource Assessment for the 128-acre Lumsden Ranch Project, Placerville, El Dorado 
County, California (North Fork Associates 2003) for more details of habitats within the study area.  
 
Natural hydrology on site is primarily influenced by direct precipitation, subsurface seepage, and surface 
runoff from hills to the east. Surface runoff is conveyed via sheet flow into tributaries that originate on the 

CRF Site Assessment – Lumsden Ranch 4 Wildlife Research Associates 



property. Small tributaries flow into the unnamed drainage that flows into Lumsden Park reservoir. An 
excavated mine adit discharges perennial water which flows into the pond located on the southeastern 
portion of the property. 

Habitat Within One Mile  
Lumsden Reservoir is located on the northern boundary of the study area. Western pond turtle (Emys 
marmorata) was observed in the reservoir and more than 20 domestic geese (Branta sp.) and ducks (Anas 
sp.) were observed during the survey. Review of the USGS topographic maps (Placerville, Garden Valley, 
Slate Mt., and Camino) revealed several stock ponds that are privately owned present within one mile of 
the study area. Although not surveyed to date, these ponds could potentially provide suitable breeding and 
upland dispersal habitat for CRF. Figure 2 is an aerial of the surrounding habitats. 

Wildlife Habitats Within Five Miles of the Project Site 
Many stock ponds and creeks occur within a five mile radius of the project site, including Squaw Hollow 
Creek, Martinez Creek, Ringgold Creek, and Weber Creek to the south, and the South Fork of the 
American River, Big Canyon Creek and White Rock Creek to the north of the study area. Hangtown 
Creek flows from east to west through Placerville, originates in eastern Placerville and is concrete or old 
stoned lined in portions of the downtown area. Stock ponds on private lands within the area may provide 
source populations for the region.  

Movement Corridors 
In this region of the Sierra foothills, the perennial creeks once provided movement corridors for CRF 
between breeding areas, such as created stock ponds. No suitable corridors occur between the study area, 
which is surrounded by residential development and the Placerville Airport, and known populations of 
CRF. Weber Creek is hydrologically connected to Hangtown Creek 5 miles east of the study area. 
Hangtown Creek flows west through Placerville and receives storm water runoff from the surrounding 
residential development and urban areas.  
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Insert Figure 2: Aerial photo of property
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REPORTED OCCURRENCES 

The project site is located on the Placerville 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle. Review of the 
CNDDB for the three surrounding quadrangles Garden Valley, Slate Mtn and Camino resulted in no 
occurrences of CRF within 5 miles of the project site. Review of the CNDDB for El Dorado County 
resulted in 2 occurrences for CRF (586 and 609), ranging from 10 miles to 22 miles in distance from the 
project site (CNDDB 2004). Recorded locations, in Universal Transverse Mercator coordinates (meters), 
and a description of the sighting, are provided in Table 1. Of the 5 specimens represented for El Dorado 
County on the internet site of the Museum of Vertebrate Zoology (MVZ) at the University of Berkeley 
(www.mip.berkeley.edu/mvz/) (2004), a total of 2 occurrences of CRF have been reported near 
Placerville. However, the two reported sightings were recorded in 1935 and 1961. 
 

Table 2: El Dorado County - CRF Occurrences 

I.D. Location Coordinates Distance from Site 

586 Spivy Pond, located east of the site in 
Weber Creek 38.74489 and 120.59958 ~10 mi E 

609 Sopiago Creek, located south of the 
site. 38.53713 and 120.43970 ~22 mi SE 

MVZ 1 mi SE of Placerville (1935) 38.719460 and 120.784410 0.8 mi SW 

MVZ 2 mi S of El Dorado (1961) 38.645410 and 120.841180 5 mi SW 
 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 

California red-legged frog is not expected to use the Lumsden property for breeding purposes due to a 
lack of sufficient ponded water. Although one small pond, approximately 1,200 square feet, occurs on-
site, no pools occur within the unnamed drainage on site, which had an average depth of 3 inches. Review 
of aerial photographs revealed several stock ponds outside the property boundary, but within the region of 
the study area. However, it is unknown whether these ponds are occupied by CRF. 
 
It is unlikely there is a terrestrial movement corridor between the location of the reported CRF sighting 
(Figure 3) 10 miles east in Weber Creek and the Lumsden property. The study area is surrounded by 
residential development with associated roadways, and the Placerville Airport.  
 
There is a potential aquatic movement corridor onto the site through Hangtown Creek. Hangtown Creek, 
which flows west past the Lumsden property, is hydrologically connected to Weber Creek 5 miles west of 
the study area. California red-legged frog could occur in other portions of Weber Creek and may make the 
5 mile movement east onto the site. However, Hangtown Creek flows through Placerville and receives 
stormwater runoff from the surrounding residential and urban development thus reducing the suitability of 
the creek as a movement corridor. Lumsden Reservoir is located at the northern boundary of the site and 
supports western pond turtle and geese, both potential predators of frogs.   
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Insert Figure 3: Reported frog occurrences. 
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Photographs of Study Area  
 

 



 



Figure 2. Open area of drainage with 4” of water Figure 3. Canopy over main drainage 

 

Figure 4. Perennial pond on the site Figure 5. Water flowing from excavated mine that 
 has been blocked 
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Scientific Name Common Name Federal 
Status 

State 
Status

Other CNPS 
Status

General Habitat Micro Habitat Potential for 
Occurrence  

Plants 
Allium jepsonii Jepson’s onion None None  1B.2 Cismontane woodland, 

lower montane coniferous 
forest. 

Serpentine soils of Sierra 
foothills, volcanic soil on 
Table Mtn., open areas on 
slopes and flats. 450-
1130m.   

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 8 
miles. 

Arctostaphylos 
nissenana 

Nissenan 
manzanita 

None None  1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous 
forest, chaparral. El 
Dorado and Tulomne 
County 

Usually on 
metamorphics, associated 
with other chaparral 
species. 450-1100 m. 

May occur; suitable 
habitat exists on site and 
local records within 1 
mile. 

Calochortus 
clavatus var. avius 

Pleasant Valley 
mariposa lily 

None None  1B.2 Lower montane 
coniferous forest. 

Josephine silt loam and 
volcanically derived soil, 
often in rocky areas. 305-
1700m. 

May occur in montane 
forest habitat; local 
records within 8 miles. 

Calystegia 
stebbinsii 

Stebbins’s morning 
glory 

FE SE  1B.1 Chaparral and 
cismontaine woodland. 

Red clay soils of the Pine 
Hill Formation, gabbro or 
serpentine, open areas. 
180-725m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 11 
miles. 

Ceanothus 
roderickii 

Pine Hill 
ceanothus 

FE SR  1B.2 Chaparral and 
cismontaine woodland. 

Gabbroic soils, often in 
“historically disturbed” 
areas with other rare 
plants.  260-630m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 12 
miles. 

Chlorogalum 
grandiflorum 

Red Hills soaproot None None  1B.2 Chaparral, cismontaine 
woodland, and lower 
montaine coniferous 
forest. 

Serpentine to gabbro 
substrates, often on 
“historically disturbed” 
sites.  240-760m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 5 
miles. 

Clarkia biloba ssp. 
brandegeeae 

Brandegee’s 
clarkia 

None None  1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland. 

Often found in roadcuts. 
295-885m. 

May occur; suitable 
habitat, local records 
within 2 miles. 

Fremontodendron 
decumbens 

Pine Hill 
flannelbush 

FE SR  1B.2 Chaparral and 
cismontaine woodland. 

Rocky ridges, endemic to 
gabbro or serpentine.  
Often among rocks and 
boulders.  420-685m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 11 
miles. 



Scientific Name Common Name Federal 
Status 

State 
Status

Other CNPS 
Status

General Habitat Micro Habitat Potential for 
Occurrence  

Galium 
californicum ssp. 
sierrae 

El Dorado 
bedstraw 

FE SR  1B.2 Cismontane woodland, 
chaparral, and lower 
montane coniferous 
forest. 

Gabbroic soils. More 
often in Pine-oak 
woodland than chaparral.  
100-585m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 11 
miles. 

Helianthemum 
suffrutescens 

Bisbee Peak rush-
rose 

None None  3.2 Chaparral. Openings in chaparral in 
serpentine, gabbroic, or 
ione formation soils.  45-
610m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 10 
miles. 

Horkelia parryi Parry’s horkelia None None  1B.2 Chaparral and cismontane 
woodland. 

Openings.  Especially 
known from Ione 
formation in Amador 
county. 80-1035m. 

May occur; marginal 
habitat on site; local 
records within 2 miles. 

Packera layneae Layne’s ragwort FT SR  1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland. 

Ultramafic soils, 
occasionally along 
streams.  200-1000m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 2 
miles. 

Viburnum 
ellipticum 

Oval-leaved 
viburnum 

None None  2.3 Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest. 

215-1400m. May occur; suitable 
habitat on site and local 
records within 2 miles. 

Wyethia reticulata El Dorado County 
mule ears 

None None  1B.2 Chaparral, cismontane 
woodland, lower montane 
coniferous forest. 

Stony red clay and 
gabbroic soils.  Often in 
openings in gabbroic 
chaparral. 180-630m. 

Not likely to occur on 
site due to lack of 
appropriate soil type; 
local records within 10 
miles. 

Invertebrates 
Cosumnoperla 
hypocrena 

A Spring stonefly None None   Known only from an 
intermittent tributary of 
the Cosumnes River, El 
Dorado County. 

Shallow spring stream 
flowing over heavily 
shaded, moss covered 
rocks. 

Absent; due to limited 
known range; local 
records within 10 miles. 

Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus 

Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle 

FT None   Only in Central Valley.  
Associated with Blue 
Elderberry. 

Lays eggs in elderberries 
2-8 inches in diameter. 

May occur; riparian 
habitat on site may 
contain elderberry; local 
records within 2 miles. 



Scientific Name Common Name Federal 
Status 

State 
Status

Other CNPS 
Status

General Habitat Micro Habitat Potential for 
Occurrence  

Lepidurus packardi Vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp 

FE None   Vernal pools and swales 
in the Sacramento Valley 
with clear to highly turbid 
water. 

Pools are commonly 
found in grass bottomed 
swales of unplowed 
grasslands. 

Not likely to occur; no 
suitable habitat at the 
project site; no local 
occurrences. 

Fish 
Oncorhynchus 
clarki henshawi 

Lahontan cutthroat 
trout 

FT None   All accessible cold waters 
of the Lahonton Basin.  

Cannot tolerate presence 
of other salmonids. 
Requires gravel riffles in 
streams for spawning. 

Absent; outside known 
range; no suitable habitat 
at the project site. 

Oncorhynchus 
mykiss irideus 

Central Valley 
steelhead 

FT None   Sacramento and San 
Joaquin Rivers and their 
tributaries. 

 Absent; outside known 
range; no suitable habitat 
at the project site. 

Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Central Valley 
spring-run 
Chinook salmon 

FT ST   Spawn in cool, clear, 
well-oxygenated streams.  
Higher-elevation 
headwaters are primary 
spawning and rearing 
areas. 

 Absent; outside known 
range; no suitable habitat 
at the project site. 

Amphibians 
Ambystoma 
californiense 

California tiger 
salamander 

FT SC   Federal listing refers to 
populations in Santa 
Barbara County only. 

Need underground 
refuges, especially 
ground squirrel burrows 
and vernal pools or other 
seasonal water sources 
for breeding. 

Not likely to occur; 
marginal habitat in 
freshwater seep habitats; 
no local records. 

Bufo canorus Yosemite toad FC SC   Vicinity of wet meadows 
in central high Sierra. 
Central high Sierra Mtns, 
6,400 to 11,300 ft. 

Montane wet meadows 
and seasonal ponds 
associated with lodgepole 
pine and subalpine 
conifer forest. 

Absent; outside known 
range; no suitable habitat; 
no local occurrences. 



Scientific Name Common Name Federal 
Status 

State 
Status

Other CNPS 
Status

General Habitat Micro Habitat Potential for 
Occurrence  

Rana aurora 
draytonii 

California red-
legged frog 

FT SC   Lowlands and foothills in 
or near permanent 
sources of deep water 
with dense, shrubby or 
emergent riparian 
vegetation. 

Requires 11-20 weeks of 
permanent water for 
larval development.  Must 
have access to estivation 
habitat. 

Not likely to occur; 
habitat evaluation found 
that there is no suitable 
habitat for this species at 
the site; subsequent 
surveys found that the 
conclusions applied to 
unsurveyed areas as well, 
historic records within 1 
mile of site. 

Rana boylei Foothill yellow-
legged frog 

None SC   Partly shaded, shallow 
streams with rocky 
substrate. 

Needs some cobble-sized 
substrate for egg-laying. 

Not likely to occur; no 
suitable habitat; nearest 
recent local records 
within 9 miles. Historic 
records from 1952 in 
Weber Creek, 2.2 mi 
WSW Placerville. 

Rana muscosa Mountain yellow-
legged frog 

FE SC   Federal listing refers to 
San Gabriel, San Jacinto, 
and San Bernardino 
Mountain populations 
only. 

Always encountered 
within few feet of water. 

Absent; no suitable 
habitat; outside known 
range; no local records. 

Reptiles 
Emys (=Clemmys) 
marmorata 
marmorata 

Northwestern pond 
turtle 

None SC FSS  Permanent or nearly 
permanent water. 

Require basking sites.  
Nests may be up to .5 km 
from water. 

May occur in freshwater 
pond; may nest adjacent 
to reservoir; observed in 
Lumsden Res.; local 
records within 2 miles. 

Phrynosoma 
coronatum 

Coast horned 
lizard 

None SC   Wide variety of habitats. 
Most common in 
lowlands along sandy 
washes with scattered low 
bushes. 

Needs open areas for 
sunning, bushes for 
cover, patches of loose 
soil for burial, and an 
abundant supply of anys 
and other insects. 

Not likely to occur due 
to lack of appropriate 
habitat; local records 
within 12 miles. 
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Masticophis 
flagellum ruddocki 

San Joaquin 
whipsnake 

None SC   Inhabits open dry habitats 
with little or no tree cover 
in the valley grassland 
and saltbush scrub in the 
San Joaquin Valley. 

Needs mammal burrows 
for refuge and egg-laying.

Absent; outside of 
known range; no suitable 
habitat; no local records. 

Thamnophis gigas Giant garter snake FT ST   Freshwater marsh and 
low gradient streams, 
drainage canals and 
irrigation ditches. 

Most aquatic garter snake 
in California. 

Absent; outside known 
range; no local 
occurrences. 

Birds 
Accipter cooperii Cooper’s hawk (N) None SC 

 
RHCP  Woodland, chiefly of 

open, interrupted or 
marginal type. 

Nest sites mainly in 
riparian growths of 
deciduous trees, as in 
canyon bottoms, on river 
floodplains; also live in 
oaks. 

Present; observed at the 
site; suitable nesting and 
foraging habitat is located 
at the project site. 

Accipiter gentilis Northern goshawk None SC   Nests in or near 
coniferous forests. 

Nests on north slopes, 
near water. Intolerant of 
heavy disturbance. 

Not likely to occur; 
marginal habitat on site 
due to human 
disturbance; heavy 
logging has been 
conducted in the vicinity; 
local records within 7 
miles. 

Agelaius tricolor Tricolored 
blackbird 

None SC BLMS  Highly colonial species, 
most numerous in the 
Central Valley and 
vicinity.  Largely 
endemic to California. 

Requires open water, 
protective nesting 
substrate and foraging 
area with insect prey 
within a few km of the 
colony. 

Not likely to occur; the 
site is heavily wooded 
with small areas of 
emergent vegetation 
creating marginal habitat; 
local records within 6 
miles. 

Dendroica petechia 
brewsteri 

Yellow warbler 
(N) 

None SC RHCP  Riparian plant 
associations.  Prefers 
willows, cottonwoods, 
aspens, sycamores, and 
alders for nesting and 
foraging. 

Also nests in montane 
shrubbery in open conifer 
forests. 

May occur; suitable 
nesting and foraging 
habitat is located at the 
project site; known to 
occur in the vicinity. 
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Falco peregrinus 
anatum 

American 
peregrine falcon 

FD SE, FP FSS, 
CDFS,
RHCP

 Habitat generalist.  In 
southern California 
common in estuaries, 
open fields, and urban 
and suburban areas. 

Tends to forage in areas 
with large flocks of birds. 
Nests on ledges on 
natural cliffs and human 
built structures. 

Not likely to occur; 
within known range, but 
the habitat is forested and 
therefore poor foraging 
habitat for this species; no 
local records, although 
likely underreported. 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 

Bald eagle (N&W) FPD, FT SE, FP
 

CDFS  Ocean shorelines, lake 
margins, and river 
courses for both nesting 
and wintering.  Most 
nests within one mile of 
water. 

Nests in large, old-
growth, or dominant live 
tree with open branches, 
especially Ponderosa 
Pine.  Roosts communally 
in winter. 

Not likely to occur; no 
known nesting sites in the 
vicinity and no open 
water nearby; no local 
occurrences. 

Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis 

California spotted 
owl 

None SC FSS, 
BLMS,
RHCP

 At lower elevations, 
occupies habitats 
dominated by hardwoods, 
primarily oak. At higher 
elevations, owl habitats 
are increasingly 
dominated by conifers. 

Nests in forests with 
complex structure, high 
closed canopy, and large 
diameter trees. 

May occur; the site 
supports suitable habitat 
for this species but is 
heavily disturbed and 
adjacent to a residential 
community; territories 
within 5 miles north and 
east of the site. Site is just 
west of and downslope of 
known territories. 

Mammals 
Antrozous pallidus Pallid bat None SC FSS 

BLMS
 Deserts, grasslands, 

shrublands, woodlands, 
and forests.  Most 
common in open, dry 
habitats with rocky areas 
for roosting. 

Roosts must protect bats 
from high temperatures.  
Very sensitive to 
disturbance of roosting 
sites.  Arid, low 
elevations (<6,000 feet); 
roost in deep crevices in 
rock faces, buildings, or 
bridges. 

May occur foraging over 
the entire site; may roost 
on trees, buildings; mines 
at the site found to be 
unsuitable for use by bats; 
no local records. 
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Bassariscus astutus Ringtail cat None None   Occurs in various riparian 
habitats, and in brush 
stands of most forest and 
shrub habitats, at low to 
middle elevations. Little 
information available on 
distribution and relative 
abundance among 
habitats 

 Not likely to occur; 
marginal habitat due to 
human disturbance; local 
occurrence is largely 
unknown. 

Corynorhinus 
townsendii  

Townsend’s big-
eared bat 

None SC FSS 
BLMS

 Found in all habitats, 
except alpine/subalpine; 
most abundant in mesic 
habitats. 

Caves, mines, buildings 
or other man-made 
structures with suitable 
temperatures for roost 
sites. 

May occur foraging over 
the entire site; may roost 
on buildings; mines at the 
site found to be 
unsuitable for use by bats; 
no local records. 

Lasionycteris 
noctivagans 

Silver-haired bat None SC   Primarily a coastal and 
montane forest dweller.  
Feeds over streams, 
ponds, and open, brushy 
areas. 

Roosts in hollow trees 
beneath exfoliating bark, 
in abandoned woodpecker 
holes, and rarely under 
rocks. 

May occur foraging over 
the entire site; may roost 
and breed in montane 
hardwood forest habitat; 
local records within 3 
miles. 

Martes pennanti 
(pacifica) 

Pacific fisher FC SC   Intermediate to large tree 
stages of coniferous 
forests and deciduous 
riparian areas with high 
percentage canopy 
closure. 

Uses cavities, snags, logs, 
and rocky areas for cover 
and den sites.  Needs 
large areas of mature, 
dense forest. 

Not likely to occur;  
marginal habitat on site 
due to human 
disturbance; no local 
occurence. 

Myotis evotis Long-eared myotis None None BLMS  Occurs in shrublands, 
woodlands and forests 

 May occur foraging over 
the entire site; may roost 
on trees, buildings; mines 
at the site found to be 
unsuitable for use by bats; 
no local records. 
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Myotis yumanensis Yuma myotis None None BLMS  Always found near lakes, 
creeks or ponds.  

Roosts by day under 
building sidings or 
shingles. Nursery 
colonies choose caves, 
mines, buildings or under 
bridges. 

May occur foraging over 
the entire site; may roost 
on buildings; mines at the 
site found to be 
unsuitable for use by bats; 
suitable foraging habitat 
at Lumsden Res.; local 
records within 3 miles. 

 
 
Status Codes: 
 
N = Nesting, Nesting Colony or Rookery 
W = Winter 
 
Federal   State    Other    CNPS     
FT = Federal Threatened ST = State Threatened   FSS = Forest Service Sensitive  1A = Presumed Extinct in California  
FE = Federal Endangered SE = State Endangered  BLMS = Bureau of Land Management  1B = Rare, Threatened or Endangered in 
FPE = Federal Proposed   SR = State Rare    Sensitive    California and elsewhere 

Endangered SC = State Species of Special Concern CDFS = California Dept. of Forestry 2 = Rare, Threatened or Endangered in 
FPT = Federal Proposed FP = State Fully Protected   Sensitive    California but more common  
 Threatened          elsewhere 
FPD = Federal Proposed          3 = More information needed (usually  

Delisting           taxonomically problematic) 
FC = Federal Candidate          4 = “Watch list.”  Limited distribution 
FD = Federal Delisted 
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INTRODUCTION 
The City of Placerville retained SWCA Environmental Consultants to conduct a delineation of waters of 
the U.S. for a 5-acre parcel and proposed road associated with the Lumsden Ranch development in the 
city of Placerville, California. This report addresses portions of the development that were not previously 
evaluated in a wetland delineation of the original 128 acres of the Lumsden Ranch project area in 2003 
(North Fork Associates 2003).  

This report provides a brief overview of the project and presents the results of the delineation, which was 
conducted in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 1987 Wetland Delineation 
Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Arid West Region Supplement (USACE 2006). The 
purpose of this report is to provide the results of the delineation and identify the jurisdictional extent of 
water features (e.g., wetlands, drainages) in the study area. The information contained in this report will 
be used to evaluate environmental impacts in an Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the 
Lumsden Ranch development and to support future permitting under the Clean Water Act. The USACE is 
ultimately responsible for determining the limit of their jurisdiction, and this report has been prepared to 
assist the USACE with their determination. 

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION  
The study area is located in the city of Placerville, El Dorado County, California (Sections 9 and 16, 
Township 10 North, Range 11 East). It is part of a larger development project (Lumsden Ranch) that 
encompasses approximately 133 acres in the easternmost portion of Placerville, south of Broadway and 
north of Barrett Drive, at the southern end of Wiltse Road. The study area includes a 5-acre parcel at the 
northwest corner of the larger development and a proposed road (called Canyon View Drive) extending 
from the eastern boundary of the development (Figure 1). The 5-acre parcel includes a single home, 
associated structures, and a partially paved road. The proposed Canyon View Drive alignment includes an 
unpaved road with a culvert where it crosses an unnamed tributary of Hangtown Creek. 

The proposed Lumsden Ranch project includes a phased, planned subdivision of approximately 366 
single-family homes with lot sizes ranging from approximately 3,700 square feet to 15,000 square feet. 
Approximately 50 percent (75 acres) of the development area would be left as open space with walking 
trails. Mass pad grading for vehicular accesses, house pads, drainage, utilities and other site amenities is 
proposed. Primary access for the development would be via Canyon View Drive. The project requires 
approval of a tentative subdivision map, which requires an environmental evaluation under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

RELATIONSHIP TO LUMSDEN RANCH WETLAND DELINEATION 
In 2003, North Fork Associates completed a wetland delineation of the Lumsden Ranch development for 
the applicant, Brilliant Management LLC. The study area for their delineation included approximately 
128 acres of the Lumsden Ranch development. The delineation identified 0.75-acre of waters of the U.S., 
including 0.34-acre of wetlands and 0.41-acre of other waters. The delineation was verified by the 
Sacramento District of the USACE (San Joaquin Valley Office) on October 27, 2005. The verification 
was determined to be valid for five years unless new information is presented to warrant a revision to the 
determination. 

After the previous delineation was verified, the applicant added a 5-acre parcel to the development area 
and decided to improve Canyon View Drive as the project’s primary access point. Because these areas 
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were not previously delineated, SWCA has prepared this subsequent delineation to evaluate the expanded 
portions of the project area in support of future permitting under the Clean Water Act and environmental 
analyses under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

REGULATORY SETTING 
Water resources in California are subject to various federal and state regulations to protect water quality, 
quantity, and sensitive resources (i.e., wetlands). Activities affecting water resources may require permits, 
licenses, variances, or similar authorization from federal, state, and local agencies.  

The USACE regulates activities in “waters of the U.S.” under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Waters 
of the U.S. are defined as: all waters used in interstate or foreign commerce; all interstate waters including 
interstate wetlands; all other waters where the use, degradation, or destruction of which could affect 
interstate commerce; impoundments of these waters; tributaries of these waters; or wetlands adjacent to 
these waters (Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; 33 CFR Part 328). With non-tidal waters, in the 
absence of adjacent wetlands, the extent of federal jurisdiction is defined by the ordinary high water mark 
(OHWM), which is the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by a clear, 
natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in soil character; destruction of terrestrial 
vegetation; or the presence of litter and debris. Wetlands are defined as “…those areas that are inundated 
or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions” (33 CFR Part 328).  

Placement of dredged or fill materials within waters of the U.S. requires authorization by the USACE via 
a permitting process. USACE permit mechanism thresholds are based on the type of project and amount 
of potential disturbance. Permit types, ranging from simplest to most complex, are nationwide, letter of 
permission, and individual. Project applicants must also demonstrate compliance with other federal laws, 
including Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Authorization from agencies administering these acts may 
also be required prior to project implementation. The SWRCB, acting through the Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards, must certify that a USACE permit action meets state water quality objectives (Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act). 

The State of California regulates activities in waters of the State primarily through the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The 
CDFG regulates “waters of the State” pursuant to Sections 5650–5656 of the Fish and Game Code (FGC) 
and regulates activities in all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral rivers, streams, and lakes in the state 
pursuant to Sections 1600–1616 of the FGC. The CDFG is authorized to develop mitigation measures and 
enter into Streambed Alteration Agreements with applicants who propose projects that would obstruct the 
flow of or alter the bed, channel, or bank of a river or stream in which there is a fish or wildlife resource, 
including intermittent and ephemeral streams.  

For activities that may affect plant and wildlife species listed under the ESA, the USACE may be required 
to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (under Section 7 of the ESA) prior to permitting or 
authorizing a project. To issue a permit or authorization, the USACE must also comply with Section 106 
of the NHPA by evaluating the effects of the action on resources that are either included in or eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The study area is located on the western edge of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range. Elevations range 
from 2,000 feet above sea level to 2,300 feet. The study area is located on the northwest slope of Texas 
Hill and includes canyons and hillsides that drain to tributaries of Hangtown Creek. Hangtown Creek 
drains into Weber Creek approximately 3 miles northwest of Placerville and eventually drains to the 
South Fork of the American River. The study area is located within the South Fork American River 
watershed (Weber Creek subregion), which is tributary to the American River (Figure 2 in Appendix A). 

The general direction of surface runoff in the study area is to the northwest. Ephemeral drainages convey 
water through the study area. Annual precipitation averages approximately 55 inches and provides the 
primary source of runoff in the vicinity. Some of the local drainages have been modified to accommodate 
development in Placerville. 

The climate of the region is characterized by dry, warm summers with low humidity. The growing season 
varies from 20 to 230 days in the region. The growing season in the area typically occurs between May 
and early October (Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] 2007). The study area is located 
within the Sierra Nevada geographic subdivision of the larger California Floristic Province (Hickman 
1993). The study area and vicinity are dominated by black oak-foothill pine woodlands and montane 
hardwood:  

• Black Oak-Foothill Pine is the dominant habitat in the 5-acre parcel and along the proposed 
Canyon View Road alignment. Typically, this habitat is diverse in structure both vertically and 
horizontally, with a mix of hardwoods, conifers, and shrubs with small patches of nonnative 
annual grasses in areas where the canopy is open. Canopy cover within this series ranges from 20 
to 65 percent. Within this vegetation series, California black oak (Quercus kelloggii) and 
emergent foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana) are the dominant canopy trees. Other common species 
include blue oak (Quercus douglasii), interior live oak (Q. wislezenii), and buckeye (Aesculus 
californica). Variations within stand structure include a more open savanna-like structure 
intergrading into more dense forested areas. Understory chaparral shrubs include whiteleaf 
manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida), buck brush (Ceanothus cuneatus var. cuneatus), and toyon 
(Heteromeles arbutifolia). 

• Montane Hardwood occurs to the north and east of the 5-acre parcel and along portions of the 
proposed Canyon View Road alignment. This habitat is similar to black oak-foothill pine, but is 
dominated by black oaks and other oak species, such as blue oak and interior live oak. Foothill 
pine may be present scattered throughout the habitat. Chaparral shrubs, including whiteleaf 
manzanita, buck brush, deer brush (Ceanothus integerrimus), and toyon, are scattered throughout 
the understory shrub layer. An herbaceous layer is present in openings within the shrub and tree 
canopy layers. 

METHODOLOGY 
Methodology followed USACE guidelines and consisted of preliminary data gathering and research, field 
surveys, digital mapping, and documentation of the preliminary jurisdictional determination. 

PRELIMINARY DATA GATHERING AND SYNTHESIS 
Prior to conducting the field delineation the following information sources were reviewed: 
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• Lumsden Ranch project description and maps 
• U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps and aerial photography 
• Soil survey (NRCS 2007) and maps 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate (100-year floodplain) 

Maps (FEMA 1983) 
• USFWS National Wetland Inventory Maps 
• California Natural Diversity Database 

 
The USFWS National Wetland Inventory has mapped ponds or lakes and drainages in the vicinity of the 
study area (USFWS 2006). USFWS data are organized by USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle 
(Placerville quadrangle). The results of USFWS mapping were evaluated prior to field surveys; no 
wetlands were previously identified within the study area. 

DETERMINATION PROCEDURES 
The purpose of the field determination was to: (1) delineate wetland boundaries within the study area; (2) 
identify water features that may be subject to federal jurisdiction (i.e., waters of the U.S.) within the study 
area; and (3) determine the extent of federal jurisdiction for each water feature within the study area. The 
entire study area was assessed to determine vegetation community types and the presence or absence of 
jurisdictional water features. Where necessary, the field survey also involved determining the connectivity 
of the water features with other drainages or streams, such as Hangtown Creek. 

Botanist Taya Cummins conducted a field assessment on April 17, 2007. A follow-up survey was 
conducted on August 28, 2007 by biologist Leslie Wagner. In April, there was evidence of recent rainfall 
because water was present in the drainages (flowing or ponded). Five data points were established at key 
locations and analyzed for the presence or absence of wetland indicators or extent of jurisdictional limits 
for non-wetland features (data forms for each point are presented in Appendix B). A Trimble GeoXT GPS 
unit was used to provide sub-meter accuracy for data points.  

Wetland Features 
Wetland field determination procedures followed the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual technical 
guidelines for a Level 2 Routine Field Determination (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The diagnostic 
environmental characteristics of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology (i.e., three-
parameter approach) were used as the standard for determining if specific areas qualified as wetlands. 
According to the Wetland Delineation Manual, evidence of a minimum of one positive indicator for each 
parameter (vegetation, soils, and hydrology) must be found in order to make a positive wetland 
determination. 

Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as “the sum total of macrophytic plant life that occurs in areas where 
the frequency and duration of inundation or soil saturation produce permanently or periodically saturated 
soils sufficient in duration to exert a controlling influence on the plant species present” (Environmental 
Laboratory 1987). Hydrophytic vegetation is considered present if the majority of dominant plant species 
are obligate or facultative wetland plants (hydrophytes) based on the National List of Plant Species that 
Occur in Wetlands: California (Region 0) (Reed 1988). This National List divides plant species into 
categories based upon their frequency of occurrence in wetlands. These categories are as follows:  

• OBL – obligate wetland plants that occur almost always in wetlands under natural conditions 
(>99% of the time in wetlands);  
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• FACW – facultative wetland plants that usually occur in wetlands, but occasionally occur in non-
wetlands (67–99% of the time in wetlands);  

• FAC – facultative wetland plants that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands 
(34–66% of the time in wetlands);  

• FACU – facultative upland plants that usually occur in non-wetlands, but occasionally are found 
in wetlands;  

• UPL – obligate upland plants that almost always occur in non-wetlands;  
• NI and UNK – insufficient information to determine status;  
• NA – no agreement by Regional Panel on status; and 
• NO – species does not occur in specified region.  

During field investigations, the percentage of hydrophytic species was determined based on the ratio of 
wetland indicator species present to the total number of species present. More than 50 percent of the 
dominant plant species must be FAC, FACW, or OBL to meet the hydrophytic vegetation parameter.  

Hydric soils are defined as soils that are “formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding 
long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part” 
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). A minimum 1 week of inundation or 14 consecutive days of saturation 
during the growing season is a typical requirement. The criteria for establishing the presence of hydric 
soils vary among different soil types and drainage classes. Hydric soil indicators include evidence of 
reducing or redoximorphic conditions (including sulfidic odor, organic streaking); gleyed, mottled, or 
low-chroma soils; iron and manganese concretions; low dissolved oxygen concentration (aquic moisture 
regime); organic soils (histosols); or mineral soils saturated and rich in organics (histic epipedon) (NRCS 
2006). In the absence of visible field indicators, hydric soil conditions may be determined according to 
two criteria: (1) all dominant plant species have an indicator status of OBL and/or FACW (at least one 
dominant plant species must be OBL) and the wetland boundary is abrupt; and (2) areas below the level 
of ordinary high water are frequently flooded for long duration or very long duration during the growing 
season and provides an aquic (reducing) moisture regime. 

Wetland hydrology “encompasses all hydrologic characteristics of areas that are periodically inundated 
or have soils saturated to the surface at some time during the growing season” (Environmental Laboratory 
1987). Many factors influence site-specific hydrology, including the precipitation, stratigraphy, 
topography, soil permeability, and plant cover of the site. In general, inundation or saturation must occur 
for at least 5 percent of the growing season to qualify as wetland hydrology. The degree of inundation or 
saturation at the subject site can vary widely from year to year depending on rainfall patterns within the 
watershed. Primary wetland hydrology indicators include visual observations of inundation or soil 
saturation; water marks and water-stained leaves; sediment deposits; drift lines; and drainage patterns in 
wetlands. 

Sampling locations were established within potential wetland areas to record information and assess the 
presence/absence of wetlands. At each sampling point, information on vegetation, soils, and hydrology 
was recorded on a USACE Routine Wetland Determination Data Form (Appendix B). Dominant and 
subdominant plant species in each stratum (e.g., tree, shrub, forb) that occur within approximately 5 to 10 
feet of the sampling point were recorded, and their wetland indicator status was determined using the 
National List (Reed 1988). Plants were identified using The Jepson Manual: Higher Plants of California 
(Hickman 1993). Information on hydrology at each location was recorded, including drainage patterns, 
presence of flowing water, and saturated soils. For sampling locations that did not exhibit wetland 
characteristics, data forms were still completed, but the delineation utilized the methods discussed in the 
following section (Other Water Features). 
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Other Water Features 
For identification of water bodies other than wetlands that are subject to federal jurisdiction, two principal 
field characteristics were evaluated: (1) the presence of a channel; and (2) the presence of an OHWM. 
The OHWM is defined in 33 CFR Sec. 329.11 as the line on the shore established by the fluctuations of 
water, and indicated by a clear, natural line impressed on the bank, shelving, changes in soil character, 
destruction of terrestrial vegetation, or the presence of litter and debris. Other characteristics were noted 
where possible, including description of hydrologic feature type, length, approximate discharge volume, 
gradient, and range between low- and high-water marks. For determination of whether these water bodies 
constituted waters of the U.S., USACE regulations (33 CFR Part 328) were consulted. Data sheets for 
these nonwetland water bodies were completed at representative locations and are included in Appendix 
B.  

RESULTS 
This section describes the results of the field delineation and provides a brief discussion of the 
jurisdictional extent of the features. No wetlands were delineated in the study area; therefore, only other 
water features are discussed below. Although some of the sample points exhibited wetland characteristics 
(wetland vegetation or hydrology), none of the points was determined to be located within a wetland 
because the water features did not exhibit all three wetland characteristics.  

Acreages of water features in the study area were calculated using ArcGIS software based on the digitized 
data presented in Figures 3 and 4, Appendix A. A comprehensive list of plant species encountered in the 
study area is provided in Appendix C. Representative photographs of the study area are provided in 
Appendix D. Information on the location and direction of each photograph is described for each photo. 

OTHER WATER FEATURES 
Non-wetland features delineated in the study area consist of ephemeral drainages that convey water 
during storm events, but do not typically retain water long enough to support wetland conditions. Riparian 
vegetation occurs along one of the drainages. Approximately 0.04 acres of potentially jurisdictional 
drainages were identified, as shown in Table 1.  

Figures 3 and 4 in Appendix A shows the locations and jurisdictional widths of the drainages in the study 
area. Note that these streams extend beyond the study area, but the full extent of the features was not 
delineated as part of this study. Sufficient information was gathered on the surrounding conditions to 
determine if the feature was isolated or connected via a surface water connection to a major water feature 
(water of the U.S.). 

Table 1. Summary of Other Waters Delineated in the Study Area 

Water Type Width at OHWM Length Acreage* 
Unnamed Drainage 1 

DR-1 2’ 180’ 0.008 
DR-2 4’ 105’ 0.010 
DR-3 3’ 210’ 0.015 
DR-4 4’ 45’ 0.004 

Subtotal 0.037 
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Table 1. Summary of Other Waters Delineated in the Study Area 

Water Type Width at OHWM Length Acreage* 
Unnamed Drainage 2 

DR-5** 4’ 30’ 0.003 
Subtotal 0.003 

Total 0.040 
*Acreage is approximate, pending verification by the USACE. Length and acreage 
calculations estimated from GIS data, see Figures 3 and 4. 
**DR-5 is located just west of the proposed road alignment. The width and length of the 
drainage is based on the size of the culvert and the current width of the dirt road, providing 
an estimated acreage of jurisdictional waters under the existing road. 

 
The study area contains two ephemeral drainages (small creeks that only convey water during storm 
events), which were considered jurisdictional because of their connectivity with other waters of the U.S. 
(Hangtown Creek, Weber Creek, and ultimately the American River). A total of 0.04 acres of potential 
jurisdictional drainages were delineated in the study area. Brief descriptions of each of the drainages are 
provided below. 

Unnamed Drainage 1: An ephemeral drainage crosses through the northern portion of the 5-acre parcel 
within the study area (Figure 3). This drainage varies in width from approximately 4 feet wide at the 
OHWM at the easternmost point within the study area (DR-4) to 2 feet wide at the OHWM at the 
westernmost point (DR-1). The drainage is better defined in the upstream reaches, but it is overgrown 
with invasive vegetation at the western (downstream) end. Some portions of the drainage have well-
defined banks, particularly where trees (black oak) are present and the roots are exposed in the channel. 
The defined banks and presence of sandy substrate at the bottom of the channel near DR-4 provide 
evidence of periodic flows, which are primarily the result of rainfall. The drainage was partially flowing 
with some ponded areas during the field survey in April as a result of recent rainfall, but it was dry in 
August. Vegetation along the banks and in the surrounding uplands is fairly dense with little to no 
vegetation in the channel, except near DR-1 where greater periwinkle (Vinca major) has invaded the 
channel and surrounding uplands. Dominant species in the northern portion of the 5-acre parcel include 
greater periwinkle, poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), black oak, and Himalayan blackberry 
(Rubus discolor). Some rocks within the channel contain spikemoss (Sellaginella sp.). 

The unnamed drainage in the study area is part of a longer drainage that begins in the Lumsden Ranch 
development area. The upstream segments were delineated as part of the previous Lumsden Ranch 
wetland delineation (North Fork Associates 2003). The drainage conveys flows primarily from 
precipitation through a modified portion of the drainage in Lumsden Park and into a modified channel 
along Wiltse Road. The drainage in Lumsden Park conveys flows through culverts under existing roads 
and into the channel along Wiltse Road. The Wiltse Road channel is a modified natural drainage that 
drains into Hangtown Creek, which was also formerly a natural drainage (according to topographic maps) 
that was converted into a road-side ditch to accommodate development within the city of Placerville. 
Hangtown Creek conveys flows through the city, generally following Broadway, and eventually drains 
into Weber Creek about three miles northwest of Placerville. Portions of Hangtown Creek are lined with 
concrete or are underground (under parking lots and buildings). Because of the unnamed drainage’s 
surface connectivity to Hangtown Creek and other jurisdictional waters further downstream, the segment 
within the study area would also be considered a jurisdictional water, or water of the U.S., pending a 
formal verification by the USACE. 
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Unnamed Drainage 2: An ephemeral drainage crosses the proposed Canyon View Drive alignment 
within the study area (Figure 4). The alignment currently contains a graded, dirt road approximately 30 
feet wide, and a 48-inch corrugated metal pipe culvert conveys flows under the road from an unnamed 
drainage, which is tributary to Hangtown Creek. The drainage conveys precipitation and runoff into 
Hangtown Creek approximately 1,800 feet northwest of the study area near the Broadway and Smith Flat 
Road intersection. This drainage is identified on the FEMA flood insurance rate maps as having an 
approximately 60- to 70-foot wide 100-year flood zone (Zone A) with approximately 30 feet on either 
side of 100- to 500-year flood zone (Zone B) (FEMA 1983). These flood zones are generally defined by a 
corridor of riparian vegetation. Species observed in and along the drainage adjacent to the alignment 
include poison oak, Himalayan blackberry, and white alder (Alnus rhombifolia). 

The culvert conveys flows from an underground segment of the drainage that extends several hundred 
feet east of the proposed road along Broadway. A small depressed area dominated by Himalayan 
blackberry temporarily detains surface flows from the east side of the road and surrounding hillsides; a 
pipe directs the flows into the underground drainage just east of the road. This depressed area does not 
likely retain water long enough to establish wetland conditions, due to the lack of wetland vegetation. On 
the west side of the proposed road, the culvert empties into a small ponded area approximately 9 feet 
wide, which directs flows into a narrower, rocky channel approximately 3 feet wide at the OHWM. The 
drainage was flowing with water in April and August and generally follows Broadway to the northwest. 
Because of the unnamed drainage’s surface connectivity to Hangtown Creek and other jurisdictional 
waters, the segment within the study area would also be considered a jurisdictional water, or water of the 
U.S., pending a formal verification by the USACE. 

CONCLUSIONS 
Two ephemeral drainages are present within the study area, which is part of the larger Lumsden Ranch 
development, in Placerville, El Dorado County, California. These drainages are both tributary to 
Hangtown Creek, which is tributary to Weber Creek and eventually the South Fork of the American 
River. The fieldwork delineated 0.04 total acres of potential waters of the U.S. within the study area.  

The purpose of this report is to provide information on potential waters of the U.S. in the study area for 
the environmental analyses in the Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the Lumsden Ranch 
development. Additionally, this report is also designed to provide the USACE with sufficient information 
on the potential waters of the U.S. delineated in the study area to verify USACE jurisdiction. Information 
contained in this report should be considered preliminary until the USACE verifies the delineation. 
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APPENDIX B: 
Data Sheets 

 



 



DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 
 

Project/Site Lumsden Ranch Development, Placerville Date 4/17/07 and 8/28/07 
Applicant / Owner Sid Ashfar, Brilliant Management, LLC County El Dorado 
Investigator Taya Cummins; Leslie Wagner State CA 
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?          Yes No Community ID  
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?           Yes No Transect ID  
Is the area a potential Problem Area? (If needed, explain on reverse) Yes No Plot ID DR1 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
1 Vinca major H NI 9    
2 Selaginella sp. H NI 10    
3    11    
4    12    
5    13    
6    14    
7    15    
8    16    
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC (excluding 
FAC-) 0% 
Remarks 
Periwinkle (Vinca major) dominates drainage and uplands- invasive plant. Spike moss (Selaginella sp.) present 
on some rocks in channel. 
No wetland or riparian vegetation. 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. 

 
HYDROLOGY 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 

 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks) 

 Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 

 Aerial Photographs 

 Other 

 
 No Recorded Data Available 

Inundated: recent rainfall in April 

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 

Water Marks 

Drift Lines 

Sediment Deposits 

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands FIELD OBSERVATIONS 
 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

Depth of Surface Water 3 (in)

Depth to Free Water in Pit - (in)

Depth to Saturated Soil - (in)

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
Water-Stained Leaves 
Local Soil Survey Data 
FAC-Neutral Test:  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name (Series and Phase): Josephine-Mariposa gravelly loam Drainage Class: Well-drained 

Taxonomy (Subgroup) Typic Haploxerults Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?      Yes No 
PROFILE DESCRIPTION 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon Matrix Color 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle Colors 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle 

Abundance/Contrast 
Texture, Concretions,

Structure, etc. 
n/a      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Histosol 

Histic Epipedon 

Sulfidic Odor 

Aquic Moisture Regime 

Reducing Conditions 

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 

 

 

 

 

 

Concretions 

High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils  

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 

Listed on National Hydric Soils List 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks 
No soil pit dug; soils not evaluated. Point is in drainage, not wetland. 
 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No 

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No 

Remarks 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. Incised banks show evidence of periodic flows. Periwinkle invaded drainage 
and uplands. Dead leaves layer bottom of drainage. Channel width is about 2 feet at the OHWM at point. 
Drainage was flowing in April from recent rainfall; no flows in August. 
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DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 
 

Project/Site Lumsden Ranch Development, Placerville Date 4/17/07 and 8/28/07 
Applicant / Owner Sid Ashfar, Brilliant Management, LLC County El Dorado 
Investigator Taya Cummins; Leslie Wagner State CA 
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?          Yes No Community ID  
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?           Yes No Transect ID  
Is the area a potential Problem Area? (If needed, explain on reverse) Yes No Plot ID DR2 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
1 none   9    
2    10    
3    11    
4    12    
5    13    
6    14    
7    15    
8    16    
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC (excluding 
FAC-) 0% 
Remarks 
No vegetation in drainage at point. Some spike moss upstream on rocks. Upland vegetation adjacent to 
drainage includes mugwort, blackberry, black oak. 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. 

 
HYDROLOGY 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 

 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks) 

 Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 

 Aerial Photographs 

 Other 

 
 No Recorded Data Available 

Inundated 

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 

Water Marks 

Drift Lines 

Sediment Deposits 

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands FIELD OBSERVATIONS 
 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

Depth of Surface Water - (in)

Depth to Free Water in Pit - (in)

Depth to Saturated Soil - (in)

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
Water-Stained Leaves 
Local Soil Survey Data 
FAC-Neutral Test:  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name (Series and Phase): Josephine-Mariposa gravelly loam Drainage Class: Well-drained 

Taxonomy (Subgroup) Typic Haploxerults Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?      Yes No 
PROFILE DESCRIPTION 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon Matrix Color 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle Colors 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle 

Abundance/Contrast 
Texture, Concretions,

Structure, etc. 
n/a      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Histosol 

Histic Epipedon 

Sulfidic Odor 

Aquic Moisture Regime 

Reducing Conditions 

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 

 

 

 

 

 

Concretions 

High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils  

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 

Listed on National Hydric Soils List 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks 
No soil pit dug; soils not evaluated. Point is in drainage, not wetland. 
 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No 

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No 

Remarks 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. Incised banks show evidence of periodic flows. No vegetation in channel; 
somewhat rocky with defined banks. Channel width is about 4 feet at the OHWM at point. This point is 
upstream of DR1, about 150 feet. 
Drainage was dry in August. 
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DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 
 

Project/Site Lumsden Ranch Development, Placerville Date 4/17/07 and 8/28/07 
Applicant / Owner Sid Ashfar, Brilliant Management, LLC County El Dorado 
Investigator Taya Cummins; Leslie Wagner State CA 
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?          Yes No Community ID  
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?           Yes No Transect ID  
Is the area a potential Problem Area? (If needed, explain on reverse) Yes No Plot ID DR3 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
1 none   9    
2    10    
3    11    
4    12    
5    13    
6    14    
7    15    
8    16    
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC (excluding 
FAC-) 0% 
Remarks 
No vegetation in drainage at point. Some spike moss upstream on rocks. Upland vegetation adjacent to 
drainage includes mugwort, blackberry, black oak, poison oak. 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. 

 
HYDROLOGY 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 

 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks) 

 Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 

 Aerial Photographs 

 Other 

 
 No Recorded Data Available 

Inundated: ponding in April from rainfall 

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 

Water Marks 

Drift Lines 

Sediment Deposits 

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands FIELD OBSERVATIONS 
 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

Depth of Surface Water 1 (in)

Depth to Free Water in Pit - (in)

Depth to Saturated Soil - (in)

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
Water-Stained Leaves 
Local Soil Survey Data 
FAC-Neutral Test:  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name (Series and Phase): Josephine-Mariposa gravelly loam Drainage Class: Well-drained 

Taxonomy (Subgroup) Typic Haploxerults Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?      Yes No 
PROFILE DESCRIPTION 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon Matrix Color 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle Colors 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle 

Abundance/Contrast 
Texture, Concretions,

Structure, etc. 
n/a      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Histosol 

Histic Epipedon 

Sulfidic Odor 

Aquic Moisture Regime 

Reducing Conditions 

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 

 

 

 

 

 

Concretions 

High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils  

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 

Listed on National Hydric Soils List 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks 
No soil pit dug; soils not evaluated. Point is in drainage, not wetland. 
 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No 

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No 

Remarks 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. Incised banks show evidence of periodic flows. No vegetation in channel; 
somewhat rocky with defined banks. Channel width is about 3 feet at the OHWM at point. This point is 
upstream of DR2, about 100 feet. 
Drainage had some ponding in April from recent rainfall, but was dry in August. 
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DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 
 

Project/Site Lumsden Ranch Development, Placerville Date 4/17/07 and 8/28/07 
Applicant / Owner Sid Ashfar, Brilliant Management, LLC County El Dorado 
Investigator Taya Cummins; Leslie Wagner State CA 
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?          Yes No Community ID  
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?           Yes No Transect ID  
Is the area a potential Problem Area? (If needed, explain on reverse) Yes No Plot ID DR4 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
1 none   9    
2    10    
3    11    
4    12    
5    13    
6    14    
7    15    
8    16    
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC (excluding 
FAC-) 0% 
Remarks 
No vegetation in drainage at point. Upland vegetation adjacent to drainage includes blackberry, periwinkle, 
black oak, poison oak. 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. 

 
HYDROLOGY 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 

 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks) 

 Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 

 Aerial Photographs 

 Other 

 
 No Recorded Data Available 

Inundated: ponding from recent rainfall in April 

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 

Water Marks 

Drift Lines 

Sediment Deposits 

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands FIELD OBSERVATIONS 
 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

Depth of Surface Water 4 (in)

Depth to Free Water in Pit - (in)

Depth to Saturated Soil - (in)

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
Water-Stained Leaves 
Local Soil Survey Data 
FAC-Neutral Test:  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name (Series and Phase): Josephine-Mariposa gravelly loam Drainage Class: Well-drained 

Taxonomy (Subgroup) Typic Haploxerults Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?      Yes No 
PROFILE DESCRIPTION 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon Matrix Color 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle Colors 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle 

Abundance/Contrast 
Texture, Concretions,

Structure, etc. 
n/a      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Histosol 

Histic Epipedon 

Sulfidic Odor 

Aquic Moisture Regime 

Reducing Conditions 

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 

 

 

 

 

 

Concretions 

High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils  

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 

Listed on National Hydric Soils List 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks 
No soil pit dug; soils not evaluated. Point is in drainage, not wetland. 
 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No 

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No 

Remarks 
Point is in ephemeral drainage. Incised banks show evidence of periodic flows. No vegetation in channel; 
somewhat rocky with defined banks. Sandy soil on channel bottom- evidence of flows. Channel width is about 
4 feet at the OHWM at point. This point is upstream of DR3, about 200 feet. 
Drainage had some ponded water in April from recent rainfall, but was dry in August. 
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DATA FORM 
ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION 

(1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual) 
 

Project/Site Lumsden Ranch Development, Placerville Date 4/17/07 and 8/28/07 
Applicant / Owner Sid Ashfar, Brilliant Management, LLC County El Dorado 
Investigator Taya Cummins; Leslie Wagner State CA 
Do Normal Circumstances exist on the site?          Yes No Community ID  
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)?           Yes No Transect ID  
Is the area a potential Problem Area? (If needed, explain on reverse) Yes No Plot ID DR5 

 
VEGETATION 

Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator 
1 Rubus discolor S FAC+ 9    
2 Alnus rhombifolia T FACW 10    
3    11    
4    12    
5    13    
6    14    
7    15    
8    16    
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW, or FAC (excluding 
FAC-) 100% 
Remarks 
Vegetation along banks consists of blackberry and white alder (riparian vegetation); no vegetation in drainage. 
Point recorded just outside of the ephemeral drainage. 

 
HYDROLOGY 

WETLAND HYDROLOGY INDICATORS 
Primary Indicators: 

 

 Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks) 

 Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge 

 Aerial Photographs 

 Other 

 
 No Recorded Data Available 

Inundated: flowing water from upstream runoff 

Saturated in Upper 12 Inches 

Water Marks 

Drift Lines 

Sediment Deposits 

Drainage Patterns in Wetlands FIELD OBSERVATIONS 
 
Secondary Indicators (2 or more Required): 

Depth of Surface Water 12-18 (in)

Depth to Free Water in Pit - (in)

Depth to Saturated Soil - (in)

Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 Inches 
Water-Stained Leaves 
Local Soil Survey Data 
FAC-Neutral Test:  
Other (Explain in Remarks) 

 



SOILS 

Map Unit Name (Series and Phase): Sites very rocky loam Drainage Class: Well-drained 

Taxonomy (Subgroup) Xeric Haplohumult Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?      Yes No 
PROFILE DESCRIPTION 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon Matrix Color 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle Colors 

(Munsell Moist) 
Mottle 

Abundance/Contrast 
Texture, Concretions,

Structure, etc. 
n/a      

      
      
      
      
      
      
      

HYDRIC SOIL INDICATORS: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Histosol 

Histic Epipedon 

Sulfidic Odor 

Aquic Moisture Regime 

Reducing Conditions 

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors 

 

 

 

 

 

Concretions 

High Organic Content in Surface Layer in Sandy Soils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils  

Listed on Local Hydric Soils List 

Listed on National Hydric Soils List 

Other (Explain in Remarks) 

Remarks 
No soil pit dug; soils not evaluated. Point is in drainage, not wetland. 
 

 
WETLAND DETERMINATION 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No 

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No 

Hydric Soils Present? Yes No 

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? Yes No 

Remarks 
Point is near ephemeral or intermittent drainage. Channel is well-defined, contained flowing water, and is 
rocky. No vegetation in channel, but riparian vegetation along banks. Channel width is about 9 feet where 
culvert empties into drainage, then narrows to 3 feet at the OHWM less than 5 feet downstream. This point is 
off of the proposed Canyon View Drive alignment on the west side of an existing road where a culvert conveys 
flows from an upstream underground drainage system. The drainage does not return to the surface for several 
hundred feet upstream, after going under the road, a parking lot, and a store. 
Drainage was flowing in April and August, likely from rainfall and upstream runoff from developed areas. 
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APPENDIX C: 
Plant List 
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Table C-1: List of Plants in the Study Area 

Common Name Scientific Name Sampling Point Wetland Indicator Status 
White alder Alnus rhombifolia DR-5 FacW 
Mugwort Artemesia douglasiana Near DR-4 Fac+ 
Water birch Betula occidentalis Near DR-5 FacW 
Black oak Quercus kelloggii Near DR-1 thru DR-4 NI 
Himalayan blackberry Rubus discolor DR-5; Near DR-2 thru 

DR-4 
Fac+ 

Spikemoss Selaginella sp. DR-1; Near DR-3 NI 
Poison oak Toxicodendron diversilobum Near all points NI 
Greater periwinkle Vinca major DR-1; Near DR-2 thru 

DR-4 
NI 

*Wetland Indicator Status: FacW= Facultative Wetland, Fac= Facultative, NI= No Indicator 
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APPENDIX D: 
Representative Photographs 
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Photo 1: Vinca major invading ephemeral drainage looking east near point DR-1. 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
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Photo 2: Ephemeral drainage looking upstream (east) near point DR-2. 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
 



PRELIMINARY DELINEATION OF WATERS OF THE U.S .  

SWCA Env i ronmenta l  Consu l tan ts  D-3 

 
Photo 3: Ephemeral drainage looking upstream (east) near point DR-3. 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
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Photo 4: Ephemeral drainage looking upstream (east) near point DR-4. 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
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Photo 5: Modified channel downstream of 5-acre parcel, at Lumsden Park. 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
 



PRELIMINARY DELINEATION OF WATERS OF THE U.S .  

SWCA Env i ronmenta l  Consu l tan ts  D-6 

 
Photo 6: Culvert and drainage downstream (west) of dirt road (DR-5). 

 
Photo 7: Existing dirt road within proposed Canyon View Road alignment (east of DR-5). 

April 17, 2007 
August 28, 2007 

Appendix D: Representative Photographs 
Preliminary Waters Delineation  

Portion of Lumsden Ranch Development  
 



   
Appendices  

City of Placerville  Lumsden Ranch 
  Draft Environmental Impact Report 

APPENDIX G: 
CONFIDENTIAL – CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY 

 
This appendix is confidential.  

The City maintains a confidential copy of this report on file. 
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