COUNTY OF EL DORADO DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Agenda of: January 27, 2011
Item No.: 8
Staff: Mel Pabalinas
REZONE/PARCEL MAP

FILE NUMBERS: Z06-0020/P05-0004/Harrington Business Park

APPLICANT: Patricia Harrington and Michael Quigley
AGENT: Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc.
REQUEST: The project consists of the following requests:

1. Rezone of APN 329-280-15 and portions of APN 329-280-16 north
of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road from Estate Residential/
Commercial-Design Community (RE-10/C-DC) to Industrial-Design
Community (I-DC);

2. Industrial and commercial tentative parcel map to create seven
commercial parcels and 36 industrial parcels, for a total of 43 parcels
ranging in size from 0.34 to 10.65 acres on the 76.59 acre site; and

3. Design Waiver request for reduction of standard sidewalk width in
accordance with DISM Standard Plan 101A (Commercial and
Industrial Roadways) from 8 feet to 6 feet.

LOCATION: Along the north and south side of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road,
approximately 0.25 mile west of the intersection with Missouri Flat Road,
in the El Dorado-Diamond Springs area, Supervisorial District III. (Exhibit

A)
APN: 329-280-15 and 329-280-16 (Exhibit B)
ACREAGE: 76.59 acres

GENERAL PLAN: Industrial (I) and Commercial (C) (Exhibit C)
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ZONING: Estate Residential (RE-10) District and Commercial— Design Community
(C-DC) (Exhibit D)

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: Mitigated Negative Declaration (Exhibit O)

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission recommend that the Board of Supervisors take the
following actions:

1. Adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration based on the Initial Study prepared by staff;

2. Adopt the mitigation monitoring program in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section
15074(d), as incorporated in the Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures in Attachment
1

3. Approve Rezone Z06-0020 based on the Findings in Attachment 2;

4. Approve tentative Parcel Map application P05-0004 subject to the Conditions of Approval in
Attachment 1 and based on the Findings in Attachment 2; and

5. Approve Design Waiver request for reduction of standard sidewalk width in accordance with
Standard Plan 101 A (Commercial and Industrial Roadways) from 8 feet to 6 feet.

BACKGROUND

The project was originally considered the Planning Commission on November 18,2010. Witha 3-0
vote, the Commission moved to continue the project to a later date in order to provide staff time to
make necessary revisions to the staff report and environmental review checklist related to wetland
delineation calculation.

STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff has reviewed the project for compliance with the County’s regulations and requirements. An
analysis of the proposal and issues for Planning Commission consideration are provided in the

following sections.

Project Description

The proposed project consists of the following requests:

1. Rezone of APN 329-280-15 and portions of APN 329-280-16 north of State Route
49/Pleasant Valley Road from Estate Residential /Commercial-Design Community (RE-
10/C-DC) to Industrial-Design Community (I-DC) (Exhibit P). The rezone would bring
affected areas of the project site into conformance with the underlying Industrial land use
designation. The addition of the -DC overlay would facilitate further review of future
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commercial and industrial development of the site though the Design Review process. The
portion of APN 329-280-16 south of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road would maintain its
current Commercial zoning and land use designation. ~

2. Industrial and commercial tentative parcel map to create seven commercial parcels, 36
industrial parcels, including one parcel labeled Parcel “A” for a total of 43 parcels ranging in
size from 0.34 to 10.65 acres (Exhibit E). Parcel “A” is being created as part of a land
exchange with an adjacent property to the north in order to extend and connect proposed
Road “A” to Commerce Way. The tentative parcel map would be phased, occurring in three
phases. No buildings would be constructed as part of the parcel map. -

3. Design Waiver request for reduction of standard sidewalk width in accordance with DISM
Standard Plan 101 A (Commercial and Industrial Roadways) from 8 feet to 6 feet.

4. Dedication of right-of-way to Caltrans of 120 feet as measured 60 feet on either side of State
Route 49 centerline where the alignment runs through the project, and only 60 feet from
centerline where the project fronts SR-49, and improvement of State Route 49/Pleasant
Valley Road to a width of 56 feet. The project would also include the construction of
proposed Road “A”/Commerce Way to a width of 40 feet with 60 foot wide right-of-way to
connect to the Park West Industrial Park to the north of the subject site. Off-site road
improvements would include left-turn pocket improvements at the intersection of Commerce
Way and Missouri Flat Road, left-turn pocket improvements at the intersection of Commerce
Way and Pleasant Valley Road, and the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of
Patterson Drive and Pleasant Valley Road.

5. Annexation into the El Dorado Irrigation District to receive water and wastewater services.

Site Description

The project site is bound by commercial and industrial businesses to the north, single-family
residences to the east, a commercial business and single-family residences to the south, and
undeveloped land and single-family residences to the west. The elevation of the project site ranges
from approximately 1,750 feet to 1,810 feet above sea level. Approximately 10.12 acres of
jurisdictional wetlands are located on the project site. This site is covered with grasses, brush, and
trees with slopes up to 30 percent. The existing oak tree canopy coverage at the project site is 32
percent. The existing improvements within the property consist of a single-family residence, barn,
reservoirs, cross-fencing, small orchard, old placer tailings, and pastures. Most of the property has
been grazed for many years. The project would be served by public sewer and water provided by the
El Dorado Irrigation District.

Adjacent Land Uses
Zoning General Plan | Land Use/Improvements
Site RE-10/C-DC | I'C Residential/Single-family residence
North |1 vC Industrial/Commercial businesses
South | R1/CP/R2 HDR/C/MFR | Residential/Commercial/Single-family
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residences/condominiums/commercial businesses

East C/R2 C/MFR Residential/Single-family residences/undeveloped
West R20K- HDR/MDR/P | Residential/Utility/Single-family residences/utility
PD/R1/R1IA |F structure/undeveloped

Discussion: The subject site is surrounded by a mix of existing and planned industrial, commercial,
and residential uses. While the proposed project would be very compatible with the existing
industrial and commercial uses to the north of the subject site, it is potentially incompatible with the
existing residential uses to the west and south of the site. Land use compatibility issues with the
proposed industrial and commercial uses adjacent to existing residential uses include lighting, odor,
noise, grading, and visual impacts. In order to address these potential land use compatibility issues,
each parcel would be required to undergo a discretionary design review process prior to building
permit issuance. The design review application process would allow staff and decision-makers an
opportunity to review design, noise, lighting, grading, and traffic issues when specific industrial
and/or commercial uses for the proposed parcels are known.

Access

Proposed project access to the north would be from proposed Road “A” via a connection to
Commerce Way while proposed Road “A” would also connect to State Route 49 to the south.
Proposed Road “C” would also provide site access to the east. The Diamond Springs - El Dorado
Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and concluded that the project would not result
in inadequate emergency access to any proposed parcel with the implementation of the conditions of
approval included in Attachment 1 of the staffreport. Three points of access to the business park are
proposed as identified above.

Traffic and Circulation

A preliminary traffic study was completed on June 17, 2005 and reviewed by the Department of
Transportation (DOT) which concluded that the “2004 General Plan allocated more total
development than proposed by the Harrington project alone in the general project area. Therefore,
this project would not be anticipated to affect the planned roadway improvements for 2025 identified
in the circulation element” (Harrington Traffic Impact Study, Fehr & Peers Transportation
Consultants, June 17, 2005). The Traffic Impact Study recommendations are incorporated as
conditions of approval in Attachment lincluding payment of traffic impact mitigation (TIM) fees,
construction of onsite roadways to DOT standards, and dedication of necessary right-of-way to
Caltrans.

The project would also include the construction of proposed Road “A”/Commerce Way to a width of
40 feet within a 60-foot wide right-of-way to connect to the Park West Industrial Park to the north of
the subject site. Off-site road improvements would include left-turn pocket improvements at the
intersection of Commerce Way and Missouri Flat Road, left-turn pocket improvements at the
intersection of Commerce Way and Pleasant Valley Road, and the installation of a traffic signal at
the intersection of Patterson Drive and Pleasant Valley Road.
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The 2004 General Plan Policies TC-Xe and TX-Xf (which reflect Measure Y) require that projects
that “worsen” traffic by 2 percent, or 10 peak hour trips, or 100 average daily trips must construct (or
ensure funding and programming) of any improvements required to meet Level of Service standards
in the General Plan Transportation and Circulation Element. DOT has conditioned the project to
address this General Plan consistency issue by requiring payment of traffic impact mitigation fees
with each building permit as well as satisfaction of the conditions of approval in Attachment 1. With
the identified CIP project and other road improvements required by DOT to area roadways (State
Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road) included as conditions of approval, impacts to the existing
environmental setting, capacity, and level of service are considered less than significant.

The roads fronting the project site are maintained by the County Department of Transportation
(DOT) (Commerce Way) and by the State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
(Pleasant Valley Road/State Highway 49). DOT approved the Traffic Impact Study on August 29th,
2006 resulting in the recommended conditions detailed in Attachment 1; however, this Traffic
Impact Study was not approved by Caltrans. The applicant has been informed that Caltrans will
require an approved traffic study to obtain encroachments as shown on their map, as well to
determine the required mitigations along State Highway 49. These improvements could include but
not limited to the widening of the roadways.

Design Waiver

In accordance with Section 16.08.020 of the El Dorado County Subdivision Ordinance, the project
includes a design waiver request to reduce the standard sidewalk width required in accordance with
El Dorado County Design and Improvement Standard Manual (DISM) Standard Plan 101A
(Commercial and Industrial Roadways). Specifically, the modified sidewalk width of 6-foot wide,
which deviates from the typical width of 8 feet, would be a part of the proposed roadway
infrastructure that would serve the development. As further discussed below, this design waiver
request has been reviewed and is determined to be consistent with specific findings in the ordinance.

Drainage/Grading

According to the submitted drainage report (Post-Development Drainage Report for Harrington
Business Park Diamond Springs, CA, Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc., March 2006), “the
majority of the site’s watershed will be handled on-site through culvert systems and v-ditches that
will release the water flow into designated areas for detention which will detain approximately 94
percent of the water runoff. The remaining six percent will be released into an established drainage
swale offsite.” Therefore, substantial drainage pattern alteration or runoff would not occur with the
construction of the above-described detention basin. A preliminary grading and drainage plan is
attached as Exhibit F-H. A master grading plan would be required to be submitted to DOT for
review and approval prior to filing of the parcel map as identified in Attachment 1. Proposed
grading and ground disturbances associated with the project would not substantially alter the existing
drainage patterns on or off the site. The Grading Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance contains
specific requirements that limit the impacts to a drainage system (Section 15.14.440 & Section
15.14.590). The standards apply to this project. Additionally, build-out of each proposed parcel
would require the submittal of a design review application at which time drainage and grading
impacts for each specific use would be further analyzed.
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Fire

The Diamond Springs - El Dorado Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and
concluded that the project would not expose people to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires or wildland fires adjacent to or located in an urbanized area with the
implementation of the conditions of approval included in Attachment 1 of the staff report.
Conditions of approval include the submittal of

Land Use Compatibility

As discussed above, the subject site is surrounded by a mix of existing and planned industrial,
commercial, and residential uses. While the proposed project would be complementary and
compatible with the existing industrial and commercial uses to the north of the subject site, it is
potentially incompatible with the existing residential uses to the west and south of the site. Land use
compatibility issues with the proposed industrial and commercial uses adjacent to existing residential
uses include lighting, odor, noise, grading, and visual impacts. In order to address these potential
land use compatibility issues, each parcel would be required to undergo a discretionary design review
process prior to building permit issuance. The design review application process would allow the
County an opportunity to review design, noise, lighting, grading, and traffic issues when specific
industrial and/or commercial uses for the proposed parcels are known. Based on the mitigation
measure in Attachment 1, the proposed project is compatible within the context of the surrounding
land uses pursuant to General Plan Policy 2.2.5.21.

Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

As the subject parcels lie outside of the current El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) service boundary,
the applicant would need to submit an application to LAFCO for consideration of annexation into
EID’s service boundary for public water and sewer service.

0Oak Tree Canopy

The existing project oak tree canopy coverage is estimated at 32 percent. (Arborist Report for
Harrington Business Park APNs 329:280:15 & 16 El Dorado County, California, Philip R.
Mosbacher, March 15, 2006) Under General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A, 85 percent of the
existing canopy must be retained. After road construction, the project would retain 89 percent of the
oak tree canopy at the site consistent with General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A. Future
development of each of the proposed parcels would require a discretionary design review application
with further CEQA review and would have the option of complying with either Option A or Option
B of Policy 7.4.4.4. A tree location and preservation plan is attached as Exhibit K.

Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG & E)

PG&E reviewed the project and noted that building would be prohibited within the tower line
easement on the site. Additionally, all weather access routes would need to be created and
maintained to each tower location. The planting of new landscape trees would also be prohibited
within the tower line easement. Conditions of approval are included within Attachment 1 that
address PG&E comments.
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Public Transit

The El Dorado County Transit Authority (EDCTA) reviewed the proposal and expressed concerns
regarding potential traffic impacts from the proposed development on existing transit operations
located within the existing Diamond Springs Business Park. EDCTA also expressed concerns
regarding the design of the intersection with proposed Road “A” and Commerce Way. EDCTA
would also like to explore opportunities for transit service to serve the proposed project. The issues
identified by EDCTA have been addressed in DOT’s standard conditions of approval in Attachment
1 of the staff report which require road improvements.

Sewer

The El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 stating that a 24-inch
sewer line abutting the property in Pleasant Valley Road has adequate capacity to serve the proposed
project (Facility Improvement Letter Harrington Project, El Dorado Irrigation District, February 3,
2005). According to the Facility Improvement Letter, there are six sewer service stubs on three
manholes inside the project boundary. In order to receive service from this line, an extension of
facilities of adequate size would need to be constructed. Based on the connection to the sewer line,
the proposal would be consistent with General Plan Policy 5.3.1.1 regarding commercial and
industrial projects connecting to public wastewater collection facilities.

Water

El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 indicating that it has adequate
water supplies to serve the project. Based on this information, the project would be consistent with
General Plan Policies 5.2.1.2 and 5.2.1.4 regarding sufficient water for fire protection purposes and
availability of reliable water supply.

Wetlands

The project site includes a total of 10.12 acres of wetlands located on both the north and south side
of State Route 49 as described and surveyed in accordance with the Wetland Delineation for 78.9
Acres on the Harrington/Quigley Property of El Dorado County on April 17, 24, 30, 1997 June 1997
study prepared by Wymer and Associates (Exhibit M). As depicted in Exhibit E, this amount of
wetland has been verified and determined by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers to be of jurisdictional
status given its adjacency and tributary to Deadman Creek located south of the project site. To the
extent feasible, the tentative parcel map would be subject to consistency with applicable General
Plan policies involving wetland preservation through incorporation of development buffers.
Additional discussion is provided below.

Diamond Springs-El Dorado Community Advisory Committee (CAC)

The CAC formally reviewed the project on November 18, 2010 (Exhibit N). Upon review, the
committee voted 4 to 1 (two committee members were absent) recommending approval of the
project. The committee’s comments include addressing potential parking issue, noise impacts to
adjacent residential neighborhood, and completion of an expanded traffic study. The committee also
noted that future development of the site be verified for conformance to historic design in the area.
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As discussed above, a subsequent development proposal of the site shall be subject to a Design
Review process during which the CAC would have an opportunity to review and comment.

GENERAL PLAN

This project is consistent with the applicable policies of the adopted 2004 El Dorado County General
Plan. Findings for consistency with the General Plan are provided in Attachment 2. The policies
and issues that affect this project are discussed below:

Policy 2.1.1.7 directs that development be limited in some cases until such time as adequate
roadways, utilities, and other public service infrastructure becomes available and wildfire hazards
are mitigated.

Discussion: As discussed above, the existing and proposed improvements would be adequate to
serve the proposed business park.

Policy 2.2.1.2: states that the purpose of the commercial land use designation is fo provide a full
range of commercial retail, office, and service uses to serve the residents, businesses, and visitors of
El Dorado County. The purpose of the industrial land use designation is fo provide a full range of
light and heavy industrial uses. Types of uses that would be permitted include manufacturing,
processing, distribution, and storage.

Discussion: Potential commercial and industrial uses for the proposed parcels would be consistent
with the purpose of the Commercial and Industrial land use designations described above.

Policy 2.2.5.3 includes 19 specific criteria to be considered in evaluating zone change requests.

Discussion: Staffhas reviewed the zone change request against the 19 specific criteria under policy
2.2.5.3 and found that the proposal is consistent with applicable criteria such as availability and
capacity of public treated water system, capacity of the transportation system serving the area and
existing land use pattern.

Policy 2.2.5.21 directs that new development be compatible with the surrounding land uses.

Discussion: As discussed under the land use compatibility section above, the subject site is
surrounded by a mix of existing and planned industrial, commercial, and residential uses. While the
proposed project would be compatible with the existing industrial and commercial uses to the north
of the subject site, it is potentially incompatible with the existing residential uses to the west and
south of the site. Land use compatibility issues with the proposed industrial and commercial uses
adjacent to existing residential uses include lighting, odor, noise, grading, and visual impacts. In
order to address these potential land use compatibility issues, each parcel would be required to
undergo a discretionary design review process prior to building permit issuance. The design review
application process would allow staff and decision-makers an opportunity to review site and
architectural design, noise, lighting, grading, and traffic issues when specific industrial and/or
commercial uses for the proposed parcels are known. Based on the mitigation measure in
Attachment 1, the proposed project is compatible within the context of the surrounding land uses
pursuant to General Plan Policy 2.2.5.21.
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Policy 5.2.1.4 directs that rezoning and subdivision approvals in Community Regions or other areas
dependent on public water supply shall be subject to the availability of a permanent and reliable
water supply.

Discussion: As discussed above, public water service would be provided to the project site by EID.
EID provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 indicating that it has adequate water supplies to serve
the project. Based on this information, the project would be consistent with General Plan Policy
5.2.1.4 regarding availability of reliable water supply.

Policy 5.3.1.1 directs that high-density and multi-family residential, commercial, and industrial
projects shall be required to connect to public wastewater collection facilities as a condition of
approval except in Rural Centers and areas designated as Platted Lands (-PL).

Discussion: As discussed above, EID provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 indicating that it has
adequate sewer capacity to serve the project.

Policy 5.4.1.1 requires storm drainage systems for discretionary development that protect public
health and safety, preserve natural resources, prevent erosion of adjacent and downstream lands,
prevent the increase in potential for flood hazard or damage on either adjacent, upstream or
downstream properties, minimize impacts to existing facilities, meet the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements, and preserve natural resources such as
wetlands and riparian areas.

Discussion: Proposed grading and ground disturbances associated with the project would not
substantially alter the existing drainage patterns on or off the site. The Grading Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance contains specific requirements that limit the impacts to a drainage
system (Section 15.14.440 & Section 15.14.590). The standards apply to this project. Additionally,
build-out of each proposed parcel would require the submittal of a design review application at
which time drainage and grading impacts for each specific use could be analyzed. No impacts to the
identified wetland areas would occur.

Policy 5.7.1.1 directs that the applicant demonstrate that adequate emergency water supply, storage,
conveyance facilities, and access for fire protection either are or would be provided concurrent with
development.

Discussion: The project would be conditioned by the El Dorado County Department of
Transportation to meet the minimum State Responsibility Area (SRA) Fire Safe Regulations for road
surface and road width. The project would be required to meet the required minimum fire flow
requirements of the Diamond Springs - E1 Dorado Fire Protection District which would be reviewed
and approved by them prior to filing the parcel map and all the water conveyance facilities would
further need to meet the approval of EID.

Policy 6.2.3.2 directs that the applicant demonstrate that adequate access exists, or can be provided
to ensure that emergency vehicles can access the site and private vehicles can evacuate the area.
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Discussion: As conditioned, and discussed under Access section above, the project would meet the
intent of this policy. Fire issues are addressed within the project’s conditions of approval.

Policy 6.5.1.2 states where proposed non-residential land uses are likely to produce noise levels
exceeding the performance standards of Table 6-2 at existing or planned noise-sensitive uses, an
acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the environmental review process so that noise
mitigation may be included in the project design.

Discussion: Many of the proposed parcels are adjacent to areas designated for high-density
residential uses. High-density residential areas are deemed noise sensitive developments in the
General Plan. With the addition of the Design Community (-DC) overlay zone, future industrial and
commercial development of the proposed parcels shall be subject to a Design Review in which noise
and other issues would be further analyzed and, if deemed significant, would require specific
mitigation measures to minimize impacts to less than significant.

Policy 7.1.2.1 directs that development or disturbance shall be prohibited on slopes exceeding 30
percent unless necessary for access.

Although several proposed parcels would require disturbance of slopes exceeding 30 percent, the
majority of the proposed parcels and roadways have been designed in a manner which minimizes
grading of such slopes. As such, the proposed project would be substantially consistent with Policy
7.1.2.1.

Policy 7.3.3.4 requires a 50-foot setback from intermittent streams and wetlands.

Discussion: The site includes a total of 10.12 acres of jurisdictional wetlands within the project site.
These features, which compose of 4.85 acres to the north and 5.27 acres south of State Highway 49,
primarily consist of seasonal drainage swales and pond areas (Exhibit M). Though no specific
development project is proposed, the tentative parcel map would be conditioned to incorporate a 50-
foot development buffer (from edge of hydric soils) from specific identified wetland areas consistent
with the policy. Most of the wetland features that would be buffered are located within proposed
parcels including portions of Parcels 3, 20, 21, and 36. Compliance to this development buffer shall
be verified during review of Parcel Map filing which would ultimately be shown on the affected
recorded parcel(s). Other wetland areas could be impacted by proposed construction of Road “C” and
anticipated improvements on State Highway 49/Pleasant Valley Road. Impacts to these features
would be required to obtain a Section 404 Permit from the U.S Army Corp of Engineer prior to
issuance of grading permit for site development.

Policy 7.4.4.4 establishes the native oak tree canopy retention and replacement standards.

Discussion: Existing project oak tree canopy coverage is estimated at 32 percent. (Arborist Report
for Harrington Business Park APNs 329:280:15 & 16 El Dorado County, California, Philip R.
Mosbacher, March 15, 2006) Under General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A, 85 percent of the
existing canopy must be retained. After road construction, the project would retain 89 percent of the
oak tree canopy at the site consistent with General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A. Future
development of each of the proposed parcels would require a discretionary design review application
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with further CEQA review and would have the option of complying with either Option A or Option
B of Policy 7.4.4.4.

Policy 10.1.9.3 directs that the County shall actively promote job generating land uses, while de-
emphasizing residential development unless it is tied to a strategy that is necessary to attract job
generating land uses.

Discussion: The proposed business park project would provide 43 parcels which would support
industrial and commercial job generating land uses. No residential development is proposed as part
of the project.

ZONING

The zone change to Industrial-Design Community is consistent with the Industrial land use
designation. The proposed industrial parcels, which range 0.34 to 9.72 acre in size, would conform
to the development standards in Section 17.34.040 for minimum parcel area of 10,000 square feet
and minimum lot width of 60 feet. The proposed commercial parcels range from 0.92 to 10.65 acre
in size consistent with the development standards in Section 17.32.040 for minimum parcel area of
5,000 square feet and minimum lot width of 50 feet. Compliance with setbacks, building coverage,
building height, and parking development standards would be reviewed at time of design review
application submittal for each future parcel and related use.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Staff has prepared an Initial Study (Exhibit O) to assess project-related environmental impacts.
Based on the Initial Study, staff finds that the project could have a significant effect on air quality
and biological resources. However, the project has been modified to incorporate the mitigation
measures identified in the Initial Study which will reduce the impacts to a level considered to be less
than significant. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration has been prepared

This project is located within or adjacent to an area which has wildlife resources (riparian lands,
wetlands, watercourse, native plant life, rare plants, threatened and endangered plants or animals,
etc.), and was referred to the California Department of Fish and Game. In accordance with State
Legislation (California Fish and Game Code Section 711.4), the project is subject to a fee of
$2,044.00 after approval, but prior to the County filing the Notice of Determination on the project.
This fee, plus a $50.00 recording fee, is to be submitted to Planning Services and must be made
payable to El1 Dorado County. The $2,044.00 shall be forwarded to the State Department of Fish and
Game and is used to help defray the cost of managing and protecting the States fish and wildlife
resources.
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SUPPORT INFORMATION
Attachment 1..........ccooeveivvvneenceeeeenne. Conditions of Approval
Attachment 2..........ccccceevieveneeennnnne. Findings
Exhibit A....oooovveeeeeeeeereceeeeecve e Location Map
Exhibit B....oooooriieeeeeeee e, Assessor’s Parcel Map
Exhibit C....cooovvreiiieiiciiiieceeceeeeeen General Plan Land Use Map
Exhibit D.....ooveveeieicrerieencrceeene Zoning Map
EXhibit E ....coooovviiveerieieeeeieeieee Tentative Parcel Map
Exhibit F ..ccccooiiiiiciiinieeeeeeee Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plan
Exhibit G...oooovverreiiiiiicrieeen, Drainage Study — Pre-Development
Exhibit H...oovvevveveveeeeeeeee Drainage Study — Post-Development
Exhibit I...coovieveierceiccreeecececee Slope Study
ExXhibit J..oooeeivieieiiiececeneenenee Preliminary Water and Sewer Plan
Exhibit K..oovoveeieieecricsieeneceeee Tree Location and Preservation Plan
Exhibit L..ccoovieiieieeeeeeeeieeee Development Constraints Map
Exhibit M .....cooceviiciirrieieeeeeeeeneen Wetland Study and related documents
Exhibit N...ooveiieeieeeeceeeeeeee, Diamond Springs-El Dorado Community Advisory
Committee (CAC) Comment Letter
Exhibit O...ccvvveerieevieeieeceeeeee e, Environmental Checklist & Discussion of Impacts
Exhibit P ..cccovvveieniiiicieee TR Rezone Exhibit

SADISCRETIONARY\Z\2006\Z06-0020 P05-0004 Harrington Business Park\Revised Documents\Z06-0020 P05-0004 Staff Report
(REVISED).doc
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DRAINAGE STUDY - PRE DEVELOPMENT

EONERAL NOTES:
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WETLAND DELINEATION FOR 78.9 ACRES ON THE HARRINGTON/CUIGLEY
PROPERTY OF EL DORADO COUNTY ON APRIL 17, 24, and 30, 1997

JUNE 2, 1997

PREPARED BY: WYMER AND ASSOCIATES
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PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: NANCY E. WYMER
[ P.O. BOX 2018
L Citrus Heights, CA 95611
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i SR

IThe 79.19 acre site has a total of
“'fhese wetlands are all located in the area south of tlighway 49. There are no
wetlands in the area north of Hignhway 49.

CLASSIFICATION

o I i |

Seasonal Swale

;Soil Sample #1

“Seasonal Circular Swale
Soil Sample #2

MSeasonal Swale

Soil Sample 3

Seasonal Depression

[

|

bl _o0il Sample #5

in above Seasonal Swale

Northwest Seasonal Swale
Soil Sample #4

rthwest Seasonal Swale

lto Soil Sample #5

Seasonal Drainage B

Seasonal Depression

ESoil Sample #6

Seasonal Drainaye C-Forked

Seasonal Drainage C

Soil Sample #7

ESeasonal Swale
“soil Sample #8

- |Seasonal Depression withiln
“igbove Seasonal Swale C

|Seasonal Drainage D
"101ld ED1 Ditch

2asonal Prainage E

1
!
i
|

‘Seasonal Dralnage F

From the surveys ccnducted on 4/17, 24,
Wymer and Associates 1is as follows:

29,500 sqgquare feet =

and 30/1997, the conclusion reached

NORTH OF HIGHWAY 49

SQUARE FEET

3,956

2,641

42,500

Northwest Seasonal Drainaye A
flows into Soil Sample site #5 2,300

6,600

512

1,400

14,000

LJ
c
[U9]

WETLAND ACRES

NONE

NONE

NCNE

NONE

LIONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

IONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

.67 acres of wetlands.

ACRES NONWETLAND
WITH POTENTIAL
WETLAND FEATURES

.09

.06

.03

.28

(X
Y]

.06

.15

.01

.03

.01

.32
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WETLAND ACRES

ACRES HNONWETLANDS
wWITH POTENTIAL
WETLAND FEATURES

-

o]

- sSIFICATION SQUARE FEET
lircular Juncus balticus
atch at intersection of
5easonal Drainayges D and F No sleasurement ONE No Measurewment
seasonal Drainage G .
:0 Soil Sainple #9 4,000 NORE .09
jeasonal Drainage
oil Sample #9 220 NCNE . 005
ieasonal Circular Swale
ioill Sample #10 4,410 NONE .10
.dge of Long Seasonal Swale
i0oil Sample $11 29,750 NONE .69
ieasonal Long Swale
oil Sample #12 139,875 NONE 3.2
fotal North of Highway 49 303,975 NONE 6.975
SOUTH OF HIGHWAY 49
ACRES NONWETLANDS

ZLASS1IFLICATLIGN

valley Oak/Willow Association
#wlith West Depressions &
Jdrainayes A-C

Nest Pond

Zheaper ! Culvert

drainaye D
dorthwest Depression E
Northwest Depression F

Zheaper ! East Wall
JDepression G

7est Pond Deep Crainayge
Jditch- H

and Soil Saumple #13
overall Italian Ryeyrass
Acea with 2-1 footwide
nan-made drainage
S5oil Sample §#14

WlTH POTENTIAL

el P

SQUARE FPEET WETLAND ACRES WETLAND FEATURES
35,000 NONE .80
25,000 .57 NONE
412 NOWE .009
128 NCNE .003
114 NOHNE .0023
2606 WONL .006
1,600 INONE .04
o Measurement NOKNE lo easurement
le,250 NONE .37

11-0138.C.36




P Lo

SSIFICATION

E}Juncus balticus
iArea south of break
in retention dam &

Einorth of Italian

SQUARLE FLET

WETLAND ACRES

ACRES NONWETLAND
wiTH POTENTIAL
WETLAND FEATURES

Ryeyrass Area 10,000 NONE .23
rikast pPond

{Soil Sample §15 45,000 NONE 1.03
mltalian Ryegyrass/Baltic
Rush Area

“Soil Sampie $#16 45,000 NONE 1.03
l{ISeasonal Drainage

fisoil sample #17 4,500 .10 NONE
pmSeasonal Drainage L
on 3.39 acres 200 WCHE .005
,o€asonal Dralnage M
ion 3.39 acres 700 NONE .02

184,170 .67 3.546

[} “al South of Hiyhway 49

i
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DEFINITIONS OF INDICATOR CATEGORIES

s

INDICATOR CATEGORIES

Obligate Wetland (OBL). Occur almost always (estimated probability
greater than 99%) under natural conditions in wetlands.

Facultative Wetland (FACW). Usually occur in wetlands (estimated
probability 67%-99%), but occasionally found in nonwetlands.

Facultative (FAC). Lgually likely to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands

(estimated propapility 34%-66%),

Facultative Upland (FACU). Usually occur in nonwetlands (estimated
probability C73:-99%), buk occasionally found in wetlands (estimated
probability 12-33%).

o

Obligate Upland (UPL). Occur in wetlands in another region, but occur
almost always (estimated propability greater than 99%) under natural
conditions in nonwetlands in the region specified.

R_IND (REGIONAL INDICATOR)

hood) of a species occurring in wetlands%

Regional Indicators reflect the
[nteragency Review panel. 1If a I

The estimated probability (1ikli
versus nonwetlands in the region.

unanimous agreement of the Regional _
regional panel was not able to reach a unanimous decision on & species,
NA (no agreement) was recorded in the regional indicator (R_IND) fle}d
An NI (no indicator) was recorded for those species for which insuffi-

cient information was available to determine an indicator sta?us. An‘ _E
asterisk (*) following a regional Indicator identifies tentative assign
ments based on limited information from which to determinegé the indicator

status.

ARG

(-) sign is used with the Facultative Indica

A positive (+) or negative
e regional frequency of occurepe

categories to more specifically define th :
in wetlands. The positive sign indicates a frequency toward the higher

end of the category (more frequently found in wetlands), and a negatives
sign indicates a freguency toward the lower end of the category (less

frequently found in wetlands.)

£ Em ey Tl

OF PLANT SPECIES THAT OCCUR
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
88(26.10) May 1988

ABOVE DEFINITIONS ARE FROM NATIONAL LIST
IN WETLANDS: CALIFORNIA (REGION 0O), U.S5.
FISH AND WILDL1FE SERVICE, BIOLOGICAL REPORT

s I Em
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{} A PARTIAL LIST OF PLANT SPECIES FOR 78.9 ACRES ON THE HARRINGTON/QUIGLEY
E] PROPERTY OF LEL DORADO COUNTY ON APRIL 17, 24, AND 30, 1997
A
: COMMON NATIVE REGIONAL INDICATORS
E}ENTIFIC NAME NAME OR INTRODUCED 1988 1997
41
hillea millefolium Yarrow N FACU FACU
Eb§eris grandiflora Largye-flowered
4 Agoseris N UPL UPL
ra caryophyllea Silver European
3 Fireweed I UPL NI
Elgma plantago- Broad-leaf NOT
uatica Water Plantain N OBL LISTED
woinckia menziesii Rancher's Fireweed N UPL upPL
anes arvensis Dew-Cup N UPL UPL
Ctostaphyllus viscida White-leaved
. viscida Manzanita N UPL UPL
lEndo donax Giant Reed I FACW FAC+
ysanus pusillus Athysanus N uPL upPL
‘ena barbata Slender Wild Oat I UPL UPL
na fatua Wild Oat 1 UPL UurPL
charis pilularcis Coyote Brush N uPL upPL
‘lza minor Little Quaking Grass 1 FACW-~ FACU
omus arenarius Australian Browe Grass 1 uPL UPL
tmus diandrus Ripgut Grass I upPL UuPL
mus hordeaceus
ip. hordeaceus Soft Brome I FACU- FACU~-
E] idrinia ciliata Red Maids IN FACU* FACU*
W -itriche heterophylla Largyer water-
starwort N OBL OBL
ppOChortus monophyllus Yellow Star Tulip N UPL UPL
¢ bsella bursa-pastoris Shepherd's, Purse 1 FAC- FAC-
damine oligosperma Few-Seed Bitter-cress N FACW FACW
irduus pycnocephala Italian Thistle I UPL uPL
ex attrostachya Slender-beak Sedge N FACW FACW
ex densa Dense Sedge N OBL OBL
irex douglasii Douglas'Sedge N FACU FACU
ex feta Green-sheath Sedge N OBL OBL
ex praegracilis Clustered Field Sedye N FACW- FACW-
istilleja attenuata Valley Tassels N UPL upL
2Anothus cuneatus
. cuneatus Buck Brush N UPL UPL
*ntaurea solstitialis Yellow Star-thistle 1 UPL UPL
:rastium glomeratum Mouse-ear Chickweed 1 FACU FACU
-punomilla suaveolens Pineapple Weed 1 FACU FACU
wenopodium album Lamb's Quarters 1 FAC FAC
1lorogalum pomeridia-
U var. pomeridianum Soap Plant N UPL UPL
Lhorum intybus Chicory 1 uPL NI
cLsium vulyare Bull Thistle
pffkla purpurea ssp. 1 FACU FAC
E}gié::lnerav . Four-spotted Godetia N UPL UPL -
a perfoliata Miner's Lettuce N FAC FACU
r
il
F
&
11-0138.C.39




SCLENTIFIC NAME

rolvulus arvensis

.. .yza canadensis
_roton setigerus
cynosurus echinatus
_yperus eragrostis
Jytisus scoparius
Jaucus pusillus

Deschampsia danthonoides

Dichelostemma capitatum

JDichelostemma multiflorum Wild Hyacinth

COMMON NATIVE OR
NAME INTRODUCED
Bindweed 1
Canada Horseweed N
Turkey Mullein N
Hedgehog Dogtail 1
Tall Flatsedge ‘N
Scotch Broom I
Rattlesnake Weed N
Annual Hairgrass N
Blue Dicks N

N

Eleocharls acicularis

var. acicularis
Eleocharis palustris
Elymus glaucus ssp.

jlaucus

Epilobium brachycarpum

Eragrostis mexicana
ssp. virescens

Erigderon philadelphicus

Erodium botrys
Eschscholzia lobbii
Foeniculum vulgare
Galium aparine
Galium parisiense

Geranium carolinianum
¢ “apium disectun
N geria decllnata

Heliotropium europaeum

Hemizonia fitchii
Hirschfeldia incana
Holocarpha virgata
Hordeum depressium
Hordeum marinum ssp.
gussonianum

Hordeum murinum ssp.
leporinum

Hypericum perforatum
Hypochoeris ylabra
Juglans hindsil

Juncus balticus
Juncus bufonius var.
bufonius

Juncus bufonius var.
occidentalis

Juncus capitatus
Juncus tenuis
Juncus xiphioides

Least Spikerush N
Creeping Spikerush N

Blue wild-rye N
Panicled Willow-herb N

Mexican Love grass N
Philadelphia Fleabane N
Long-beaked Filaree 1

Frying Pans N
Sweet Fennel 1
Goose Grass N
Wall Bedstraw I
Carolina Geranium N
Cut-leaved Geranium I
Manna Grass I
Heliotrope L

Fitch's Spikeweed N

Mediterranean Mustard 1

Virgate Tarweed N
Low Barley N

Mediterraneuan Barley I

Wall Barley 1
Klamathweed 1
Smooth Cat's Ear I
Northern California
Black Walnut N
Baltic Rush N
Toad Rush N
Round-fruited

Toad Rush N
Capped Rush » 1
Slender Rush N
Iris-leaved Rush N

2

) A

REGIONAL INDICATOR

1988

1997

UPL
FAC
UPL
UPL
FACW
UPL
UPL
FACHW
UPL
UPL

OBL
OBL

FACU
UPL

FacC
FAC
UPL
uPL
FACU
FACU
FACU
UPL
UPL
NOT LISTED
UPL
UPL
UPL
uPL
NI

FAC

NI
UPL
UPL

FAC
OBL

FACW+

FACW+

FACU

FACH
OBL

UPL i

FAC
UPL
UPL
FACW
UPL
UPL
FACW
UPL
UPL

OBL
OBL

FACU
UPL

gy pem pe

FAC
FAC
FACU*
UPL
FACU-
FACU
FACU
upPL

UPL .
NOT LISTED 3
- UPL .
FACU
UPL
UPL
FACW

i
H

FAC+

UPL
UPL
UPL

e |

FAC
FACW+

FACW+

FACW
FACU
FACW

OBL

11-0138.C.40




SCIENTIFIC NAME

 ILactuca serriola

)

ontodon taraxacoides

iivirginicum

«iLilaea scilloides
Limnanthes striata
ILinanthus bicolor
.iLinanthus parviflorus

~<pidium virginicum var.

Lolium perenne
wLolium perenne ssp.
‘multiflorum
“Lonicera interrupta
Lotus purshianus
4Jotus micranthus
d,udwigia peploides

ssp. peploides
upinus bicolor
Etgsula comosa
Lythrum hyssopifolia
piiadia rammii
ﬁ adia subspicata
larrubium vulgare
Marsilea vestita ssp.

‘!estita
ledicago polymorpha

Mimulus guttatus

ntia fontana
Navarretia i1ntertexta

Sp. intertexta
avarretia intertexta

“ssp. propingua
Phalaris minor
Picris echioides
inus ponderosa
Pinus sabiniana

lagiobothrys nothofulvus
lagiobothrys stipitatus

var. micranthus
EElantago lanceolata

fPlectritis ciliosa ssp.

-} liosa
Poa wannua
jPoa bulbosa

stipulaceum
rPolygonum arenastrum

WPolygonum amphibian var.

. fPolypogon monspeliensis

Populus fremontii

COMMON NATIVE OR
NAME INTRODUCED
Prickly Lettuce I
Hairy Hawkbit I

Poor-man's Pepper-grass 1
Flowering Quillwort
Foothill Meadow-foam
Bicolored Linanthus
Common Linanthus
Perennial Ryegrass

HZ2Z2Z2Z

Annual Italian Ryegrass I
Chaparral Honeysuckle
Spanish Clover

Lotus

z22Zz=z

Floating Seedbox
Miniature Lupine
[lairy Woodrush
Hyssop Loosestrife
Ramm's Madia
Slender Tarweed
Horehound

HZ2HZ222

Hairy Water Fern
California Burclover
Common Large Monkey-
Flower N

Water Chickweed N
Needle-leaved
..Navarretia. ' N
Great EBEasin

Navarretia N
Littleseed Canary Grass 1
Bristly Ox-tongue
Pacific Ponderosa Pine
Gray Pine
Popcornflower
Slender

Popcornflower
English Plantain

- Z

z222H

~ 2

Long-Spur Plectritis
Annual Bluegrass
Bulbous Bluegrass

- -2

Water Smartweed
Common Knotweed
Annual Beard Grass
Fremont's Cottonwood

ZH =2

REGIONAL INDICAT(

1988 1997
FAC FAC
FACU FACU
FACU FACU
OBL OBL
OBL FACW
UPL NI
UPL UPL

FAC* FAC*

NOT LISTED NOT LISTE

UPL UPL
UPL UPL
UPL UPL
OBL OBL
UPL UPL
NI FAC*
FACW FACW
UPL UPL
UPL UPL
FAC FACU
OBL OBL
UPL FACU-
OBL FACW+
OBL FACW
OBL FACW
FAC*  FAC*
UPL UPL
FAC*  FAC
FACU UPL
UPL UPL
FAC FAC
OBL OBL
FAC-  FAC-
FACU  FACU
FACW- FAC
UPL  UPL
OBL OBL
FAC  FAC

FACW+ FACWH+
FACW FAC+¥*
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SCIENTIFIC NAME

‘unus cerasifera
sllocarphus oreganus
Quercus douglasii
Quercus kelloggii
Quercus lobata
Cuercus wizlizenii var.
wizlizenii
Ranunculus bonariensis
var. trisepalus
Ranunculus muricatus
Ranunculus occidentalis
Raphanus sativus
Rhamnus tomentella ssp.
tomentella
Rorippa curvisiliqua
Rubus discolor
Rumex acetosella
Rumex crispus
Rumex obtusifolius
Rumex pulcher
Salix gooddinggii
Sanicula bipinnatifida
Sanicula crassicaulis
Sidalcea malviflora
ssp. asprella
Silybum marianum
ylanum xantii
sonchus asper
Sonchus oleraceus
Spergularia rubra
Stellaria media
Sysimbrium officinale

Taeniatherum caput-medusae Medusa Head

f . E!
i

COMMON NATIVE OR REGIONAL INDICATGi

Taraxacum officinale
Torilis arvensis
Torilis nodosa

Toxicodendron diversilobum Poison Oak

1I'richostema lanceolatum
Trifolium dubium
Trifolium microcephalum
1rifolium pratense
Trifolium subterranean
I'rifolium variegatum
l'rcifolium willdenowii
lTriteleia hyacinthina
Triticum aestivum

Typha latifolia
Verbascum blattaria
verbascum thapsus
veronica peregrina ssp.
xalapensis

Lcia sativa ssp. nigra

+~icla sativa ssp. sativa

NAME " INTRODUCED 1988 1997 E
Cherry Plum I UPL GPL
Oregon #loolly-heads N OBL OBL
Blue Oak N UPL UPL E
California Black Oak N UPL UPL s
Valley Oak N FAC* FACU
Interior Live Oak N uPL UPL E
Carter's Butter-cup N OBL OBL :
Spiny-fruit Butter-cup 1 FACW+ FACW+ E
Western Butter-cup N FACW FACW :
Wild Radish I UPL UPL
Hoary Coffeeberry N UuPL UPL E
Curve-pod Yellow-cress N OBL OBL
Himalayan Berry I FACW™* FAC+ i
Sheep Sorrel I FAC- FAC~
Curly Dock I FACW- FACW-
Bitter Dock I FACW FACW
Fiddle Dock I FAC+ FAC+ Ig
Goodding Willow N OBL FACW &
Purple Sanicle N opPL UPL
Pacific Sanicle N upPL UPL I
Harsh Sidalcea UPL UPL
Milk Thistle UPL UPL pr
Purple Nightshade uPL UPL E
Prickly Sowthistle FAC FAC
Common Sowthistle NI* NI* i
Purple Sandspurry FAC- FAC- E
Common Chickweed FACU FACU &
Hedge Mustard UPL UPL

UPL UPL
Common Dandelion FACU FACU [
Japanese Hedge-parsley UPL UPL
Knotted Hedge-parsley UPL UPL "

upL UPL

UPL UPL

Vinegar Weed
Little Hop Clover
Small-head Clover
Red Clover

FACU* FACU*
FACU* FACU*
FACU+ FACU+

e

A

2N Z22Z 2R HNZEEZ2Z MR HHHZHZ

Subterranean Clover UPL UPL
White-tip Clover FACW~- FACW- p
Tomcat Clover UPL N1 ﬂ
White Brodiaea FACW* FACW*
Cultivated Wheat ueL UPL .
Broad-leaved Cattail OBL OBL Ei
Moth Mulleln FACW FACU* &
Woolly Mullein upL N1 ’
Purslane Speedwell N oBL OBL @
Narrow-leaved Vetch 1 FACU UPL
Spriny Vetch I FACU upPL g
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[

COMMON NATIVE OR REGIONAL INDICATO
EFCIENTIFIC NAME NAME INTRODUCED 1988 1997
, la villosa ssp. varia Vetch I UPL UPL
V_uca major Periwinkle 1 UPL UPL
‘Vulpia bromoides Six-weeks Brome Grass I FACW FACU*
“Yulpia myurus Foxtail Fescue , 1 FACU* FACU*
Yabea microcarpa California Hedyge-parsley N UPL UPL

]
|

3]
All scientific names are from A Synonymized

Checklist of the Vascular Flora

mf the United States, Canada, and Greenland

Vol 1 and Vol 2 by John T. Kartesz.

f‘he indicator cateygory is from the National

List of Plant Species That Occur

in Wetlands: California (Region 0O).

E}UMMARY OF 1988 REGLONAL INDICATORS FOR 170
OBL FACW FAC FACU
23 23 21 24
3 (14%) (1l4%) (12%) (14%)
E%UMMARY OF 1997 REGIONAL INDICATORS FCR 170
‘ OBL FACW FAC FACU
- 16 23 24 29
‘ (9%) (14%) (14%) (17%)
jUMMARY OF 1988 REGIONAL INDICATORS FOR 117
EJ OBL FACW FAC FACU
15 16 14 16
{J (13%) (14%) (12%) (14%)
UMMARY OF 1997 REGIONAL INDICATORS FOR 117
E OBL FACW FAC FACU
' 10 18 14 20
(9%) {15%) (L2%) (17%)
UMMARY OF 1988 REGIONAL INDICATORS FOR 124
: OBL FACW FAC FACU
E L9 20 18 18
. (15%) (1l6%) {15%) (15%)
EUMMARY OF 1997 REGIONAL INDICATORS FOR 124
OBL FACW FAC FACU
¢ 14 17 20 22
L (11%) (14%) (leg) (l8%)
¥
‘|
.
d

PLANT SPECIES
UPL NI NOT LISTED
73 4 2
(43%) (2%) (1%)
PLANT SPECILES
upPL NI NOT LISTED
69 6 3
(41%) (4%) (2%)
PLANT SPECIES NORTH OF HWY 49
UPL NI NOT LISTED
51 3 2
(44%) (3%) (2%)
PLANT SPECIES NORTH OF HWY 49
UPL NI NOT LISTED
50 3 2
(43%) (3%) (2%)
PLANT SPECIES SOUTH OF HWY 49
UPL NI NOT LISTED
45 2 2
(36%) (2%) (2%)
PLANT SPECLES SOUTH OF HWY 49

UPL NI NOT LISTED
43 4 3
(35%) (3%) (2%)
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756 1.l 3 G%ed  Hedr 11, Pamonclus benanitmata
. Mortia Lantama. oBL : Lol

DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!
Fleld Investigator(s): oS~ Date: 4117191
Project/Stte: f State: — G, County: EIO =

ApplicantOwner: MiKe GQuiolew Plant Community #/Name:
Note: i a more delalled site descﬁp(lon Is necessary, use the back of data form or a field notebook.

-y e G e e e T G W e WD WEn e e G Gt G G G W R M W e Wm mm S Gm R G G G Gm e SR P G G5 G W TR AR MR S e S e W e e

Do normal onvlronmontal conditions exist at the plant community? Exwge,:\‘c bu:- Va9, amd Jon. 1047 TOUMA.

Yes _ No_V__ (i no, explain on back) \ A n"eulues
Has the yeg ogomlon. tion, solls, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed No Qui <0 oy
" Yes No_____(Hfyes, explain on back) 2(" “&mmxt sto Mg\a\’::\;‘.j - en'orto b o\cs\m NP‘“& T,
oo Plovek MSC&eCi9aT T T e MMH
RU\\ON‘LI'\A‘ cakoes Indicator VEGET;\\T&M indicator O \kr
Dominant Plant Species Stalus  Siratum Dgsifiant Plant Species Slatus Stratlum’

o8l ﬁ: i

UEL  thake 15, 5 Eacn- Hedr

oo el 16 bR TR A
-

. 157 S\op an
Series/phase: N 3 i 'bgrmypzz
Is the soll on the hydric soils list?  Ye No _\/ Undetermined
Is the soll a Histosol? Yes No V/__ Histic epipedon present? Yes _____ No _V
Is the soll: Motlled? Ye No_V/_Gleyed? Yes No_y
Matrix Color: —1G VAS]T Moisk Mottle Colors: Pamde obecoce d
Other hydric soll Indicators: beeads. oo "—L‘hﬁ Sileonny
Is the hydric solil crl!etlon mel? Yes No
Ratlonale: S pane. oo ~

HYDROLOQGY

Is the ground surface inundated? Yes No _y/ _ Sutlace water depth: ")J A

Is the soll saturated? Yes No_v
Depth (o free-standing water In pit/soll probe hole: l\)ﬂ‘f\‘?

List other fleld eyidence of syrd inundation or s ilsalutatlon
&A@l@i&%&m& o Sarsdy
Is the wetland hydrology criterion mef? Yes No / 7

Ratlonale: Dt ~dk o t00an dn ¥R nundes A
_@mnmn‘ Seanen 200 nuJ\

JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

is the plant community a welland? Yes o/ . .
Rationale for jurisdictional decision: _Adora ¥ wetdomd

! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
2 Classification according to "Soll Taxonomy.*

- ;)%e_A %7 Masual Aceo, $(o’lcmc5 X o unde = ?)‘{5@(&.@&‘\_&3&_‘

11-0138.C.68




P
-

DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD1

Fleld Investigator(s): Mooy T Iwmes Date: L*Il '7!97

ProjectShe: _tim&aﬁbn_ﬁgﬁr\ghﬂg_—-———— State: (A C°§gﬁm
ApplicantOwner: Auks_ Quiales Plant Community #/Name: S ®
Note: i a more detalled site descnp“on Is necessary, use the back of data form or a field notebook.

Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? AT Qo 1
Yes ___ No_V (H no,explain on back) Eé‘-““‘a‘} £ 100G ornd Ton 1T €
Has the veg vegelation, tion, solls, and/or hydrology been slgnlﬂcanlly dl “Lrbe LaLLe IS ﬂt w Vo oeam

Yes____ No_\/ (liyes, explain on back) F*om plomed o -.A.m M,\ Srond ek, Wos Fumoped
&ﬁ%\ecljﬁw &Q R P 3{

6&»&\@\4 ﬁv FONILLY ] B ‘E’r‘ﬁou
D‘Q‘\‘ Indicator Indicator
Dominant Plant Species Status  Stratum D,omfh/‘ant Plant Species Status Stratum
Beiza sooinoy Fixen)-
e e
. 2 Fach
14. Mwmm T S

10. Ecos )
Percent of dominant specles that are OBL, FACW, and/ot FAG_Adons

Is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met? Yes
Rationale: &rm\ O ::DO s nox Fhc cn_m

| : SOILS 415 9% Shopas
Serles/phase: EMMLSFWMWSUWIWPQ
Is the soll on the hydric soils list? ™ Yeés No V Undetermined
is the soll a Histosol? Yes No v/ Histic epipedon present? Yes _____ No _\/

is the soll: Mottled? Yes_~/ _ No Gleyed? Yes No_ v
Matrix Color: —10JR ‘”‘4 Moyt Mottle Colors:

Other hydric soll indicators:

Is the hydric soll criterion met? Yes No
Rationale: .S A _nolr€ound on X 9dale So e bLisk, G EL bo«rw’lo Coav\kl
‘o n\&\coJiL ‘o \I\\IM
HYDROLOGY ,
is the ground surface Inundated? Yes No ~/ Surface water depth: ,O’/A
Is the soll saturated? Yes_____ No_./

Depth to free-standing water In pit/soll probe hole: Aeng

Us! other fleld evidence of surface inundation or soil saturation.
Gal mmﬁ\m

is the welland hydroloo “criterion met?  Ye

R!llonslo D Q. OORAA ‘k‘

F

JURlSDlClJlONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE
Is the plant community a wetland? Yes \/
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: Ao af ﬂ/\.n 2 LA\MIW\C\' Lo a \L)Qi‘\ow\é-

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soil Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
” Assessment Procedure.
Classtiicatlon according to “Soil Taxonomy."

Use d 1947 Mamoall  Radioe 58t () = a\tcHlsq(—E 0 Ay can
B-2
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ey

DATA FORM

§
E ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD
Fleld Investigator(s): p&mm ‘f_ lk.')\-lm'\ﬂzk, Date: _4/17/97
# Project/Site: State: —CA____ County: _E | Pocado
Ef Applicant/Owner: Plant Community #/Name: u
. Note: K a more detalled site description Is necessary, use the back of data form or a lleld notebaok.

—-—--—-————-——--—————-——--——————-————- —————-_——-—-o

Do normal onvlronmenlal conditions exist at the plant ¢ fy? E&{,a.:g Joun V49
Yes No A/ (i no, explain on back) DR BN Loy Y R S"”’" il "‘m"“\ to Ve

Has the veg voqomlon, soils, and/or hydrology been signif can lurbed 230 ﬂ MM»\ “l 'Uﬂkq
i Yeos o (If yes, explain &ad()%?(m or\g_o.; ffé‘ﬁ:{“\ 39 W"i\“ﬂ;‘l&
;‘\qbd M@:ﬁ(p\m& WW
m§ W A5YH . An ol sl iy VEGﬁT?ON e , ﬂgwgmﬁm\&mw“ MM

5:4‘-‘!;% ek Gon 99 Resjorell Indicator A indicator
om lant Specles Status  Stratum Do nant Plant Specles Status Stratum

Healr
Aol Medr

o AW
S
OB

DVDONDODN2WN -

§ . ; 18.
g e
e zom 73
- Porconl of doannnlspo es that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC ATy, kit .' q 3 Oy uoe\.#m %“”\N’\W‘A
‘I Is the hydrophytic vegetatio crheﬁon met? Yes No A».n ANy ‘*1 5 pasida ot priasnk.
Ra"onﬂl. L \O N AAD O UL WO (\C > oo\ 028 o g n YYD -, Hhve. sm&ﬁm
QAN D AD 0N 0 dormitanX 0.0 FRC o ~- \t‘ =NNCnd -n .\ TVJ¥ Lk
*os%mrm\Cmnh\ m_a\mu.\n\t M vt §6‘i k._p kk \u\% P\ HXS,
390 s\opA j cba&rcr\
Series/phase: EM&W%&&MMS m\‘,’f; Eot e ‘m““! FADS
Is the soll on the hydric soils list? ~ Yes No_/  Undetermined Redr Layen,
Is the soll a Histosol? Yes No _/_Histic epipedon present? Yes No v
Is the soil: Mottled? Yes v~ No Gleyed? Yes No _v/ ‘
Matrbx Color: OB WY Aptet- Motlle Colors: 2SR S EMois\;

Other hydric soil Indicators:
Is the hydric sail criterion mol?
Ratlonale: S0\ S 5

s No V.

HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surface inundaled? Yes No \/ Surface water depth: S / Fad

is the soll saturated? Yes No _v/
Depth to free-standing water in pit/soll probe hole: Nono,
t other fieid evidence of surface inundation or soil saturation.

A0 Al tena g =0 Len el A TOARD IS o7 Vs N Y TR i BT I RUE L o 'ﬁ)chvd.‘nvﬁ
is the wetland hydroloc riterion met? Yes No O no ‘
Rationale: WXy » QoOaond A NSSUNNNDLA A OaTU 0NN oS ERA ey QA HOtrGaa MNOAIA QADAMLY V\ko L

ALE Dors 'tawzw\&p\o \.A‘ZkAm
boeb«:\:A>t faq

Is the plant I tland? Y N \ { ST of g rovaing
1t communily a wetlan es____ No
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: one. o a3 mm anek S \QM

tup c,mm‘ segh

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.

2 Classification according to “Soll Taxonomy.* < ) m;.,\ “

Voed \q57 Mamual Acea =42 500% =,98 Accen ™ Avo-s \mo s o3Acen
B- 2*’( A &iﬁm 0% st ok~ lec,\\M \%S:um sea \O-N\X,\\S‘\:> w \mc‘ swede. T:..x; oS sotfﬂuﬂ

olwwvx&a >1AS5% o ok

Con b\rf\.
Y block Qax Pgdﬁkrwwu wo ‘h&: dep rm\w\ Areo's L3 X 1Bz L B = o2 U‘& Has by Wﬁ““"""& ,t\
0 ot honre, 0 tua. et WRava %ma\wo._t\c..m‘\ fod &\\\kr\dt\tt\wu\m\ on c\m'\ POE SoboreXdd wne alyy
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD1

Fleld Investig or(a) IONW_M ‘I,UQ\& AR Date: I Y17 ! 97
m«:wsn. : aten/ 0 ' State:—CF\____ County: _EL\ Dommao_ y
licant/Owner: 3 Plant Community #/Name: . E
Note: i a more detailed site doscdptln Is necessary, use the back of data form or a fleid noteM%ﬁE%ﬁﬁ\oﬁm '
Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? %m&\«h&:mb amd Tam, 397 w2ind .
Yes __ No_/__ (i no, explain on back)

Has the veg voqemlon. soils, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed?
Yes No _\/_(lf yes, explain on back)

o) VEGETATION
S Plads \.SSB & 4% 25‘ Indicator Indicator
Dominant Plant Species Status  Stratum Dominant Plant Species Status Stralum
SE0R 1. nibolivan sobbenamann UL ek 11
12.

2, wﬂﬁm

4, ofb. _Heh 14,
e e 1ab
8. \ Fhew = 16.
7. , 17.
)
9

10, 20,
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG _Adon0_

is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met? Yes No_V
Ratlonale: wﬁi Ay e IR .
dandr,

_q-__\;ﬂ_ea&njrtu 10wt gt o)

]
- ‘ . SOILS 3-9% sb% 0
Series/phase: mmwgn%hm Subgroup:
1s the solil on the hydric soils list? ' Yes No Undetermined

Is the soll & Histosol? Yes No_/__Histic epipedon present? Yes No
Is the soll: Mottled? Yr No Gleyed? Yes No /
Matrix Color: R M4 Motst . R

Other hydric soll Indicators:

¥
HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surface inundated? Yes No \/ Surface water depth: —4& ) 'J A

Is the soll salurated? Yes No ./
Depth {0 free-standing water In pit/soll probe hole: __A lona
Llst other fieid evide ol surface inundation or soil saturation.

is the wetland hydrolon c?)tetlon mel? Yes No \/
Der - 4 a YOO o 4 &l U g ) L0 lbw.

Ratlonale: Do DO%A L B0

JUR!SDICT!ONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No . .
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: -

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soli Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
2 Classtfication according to *Soll Taxonomy."

Ve L 1957 Mamvall 250" bono x ave width 41 1239y =, 2BAcsea
B-2 Widbhcomged €oom 32’ ko 067
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oo

DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD?
Fleld Investigalor(s): Alvu.a W Date: Y ' 50\ 7
Project/She: £ . i State: X County: EVDoredo &
ApplicanOwner: LB Plant Community #/Name: \amd 213

Note: { a more detalled site doscrlphon is necessary, use lhe back of data form or a field notebook.

Do normal onvlro \yonlal conditions exist at the plant community? E’M*:kab 990 4 T \AT7 LAVE

Yes (! no, explain on back)
Has the vogolatlon, soils, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed?
Yeos No _\/_ (il yes, explain on back)
YT mus% a7 Rﬁc\\oml, VEGETATION
Indlcator Indicator
Dominant Plant Specles Status  Stratum Dominant Plant Species Status Stratlum
5§0% 1, Remuakadear eun 1".

. —=spdocleacens - Fal—  Heds 12
Btociated Hamdicpeciea 1.
Andel Bendr 14

2
a,

4, Lol .
8. oy _Beas s
'7 .

9 M&Mmm uﬂ- Naake 19:
10. 20.
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, andlor FAG I\):rr\.(L

is the hydroph egelation criterion met? Yes v
Ratlonale: i Ola—?n\ ‘aDQuCA —m’ ;\.,M:l‘h

SOILS

~\8% \D?UQ
Serles/phase: Mﬁx&nﬁﬁ_%ﬁmﬁmﬂa’mcébgwup%
is the soll on the hydric soils fist? ' Yes No _+/ Undetermined
is the soll a Histosol? Yes o ~__ Histic epipedon prosenl? Yes
Is the soil: Motlled? Yes No Gleyed? Yes
Matrbx Color: —1OYR..S7 |4 Aevsk, Mottle Colors: M_QMALM#H&MSVO 5&—\1\50‘\
Other hydric soll Indicators: oomple
Is the hydri%lqll critg rlon met? Yes

4

|
HYDROLOGY
{s the ground surface inundated? Yes No v/~ Surface water depih: 7

ls the soll saturated? Yes No
Depth {o free-standing water In pit/soil probe hole: I\-')ma-Q-

U: olhorlﬂcld evidence gl gzdaco inundatlon or soil saturation.
is the wolla d hydtolody criterl ot? . Yes No v/

1
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant communily a wetland? Y/U No -
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: ) O

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessmonl Procsduro and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
2 Classfiication according o “Soll Taxonomy.*

Vzed 97 Mool
B-2
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DATA FORM .
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD! E

Fleld lnvestigator(s): Py £ Wi pate: __1/30[47

ProjecySthe: State: —CFT___ County: .E\ Decads o
Applicant/Owner: Plant Community #/Name: ﬁ&m&}(ﬁw B E
Note: Y a more detalied site description is necessary, use the back of dala form or a fleld novebook 8

Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community TEXRLAAISE- Dec. 1996 + o 1997 ‘wa

Yes No_v/ (i no, explain on back),, .4, \_W% ﬂé‘ “kmm

Has “:./ vogotatlon. solls, and/or hydrology beon slqnl &’ut d?S e
Yeos No Il yes, explain on back) s es\y Sounst rb?uiq
_______ —! P A" ._k '\&Z}‘“ S\&_% %ﬁ.t:n oi %

éwt@\ 1997 Reaqienall E‘
IALeatna Indicator VEGETA‘HO indlcator i
Domlnanl Plant Spacles Status  Stratum Dominant Plant Specles Status Stratum
P07, . 9
2. 12. %
3. 13.
4. 14. ,
5. 15.
6. 16. %
7. 17.
8. MR 18.
9. ek 19,
10. 20,

Percent of dominant specles that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG Do

Is the hydro%yﬂcv etatlon criteripn met? _Yes_____No vV
@Qc_\em TP e XA,

Ratlonale:
SOLs, | :
< -15% sbpaa
Series/phase: DMA._S_&%M#— Su toUp 7> 5o E]
Is the soll on the hydric soils list? No _v/ Undelermined
Is the soil a Histosol? Yes No _V_ Histic epipedon ptosenl? Yes v
Is the soll: Mottled? Yes No Gleyed? Yes
Matrix Color: Motilg Colgrs: mﬂmﬂw—&-\m
Other hydric soll indicators:
Is the hydric soil criterlon met? Yes No , . ;
Rationale; . < a_NOV-O o Tha N da : D %
- ‘I\\,l AA.\l %
’ HYDROLOGY
is the ground surface inundated? Yes No Sutface waler depth: U ,) IX 2
is the soll saturaled? Yes No_V 3;

Depth to free-standing water in pit/soll probe hole: Neno

ist other field evidence of syrface inundation or soll saturation.
/

is the wetland hydfolon cﬂlerlo‘w mal? Yos

JURISDICTIONAL DETEHMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes () \/
Rationale for jurisdictional decision: __Ong 6]

! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
2 Classification according to *Soll Taxonomy.*

B-2 wu\r\%o\,—w\k e=asnx\ eL.- ooSI«SUNNM*
Eoak \ ook wida = 150'% \/ :%508’ ) IL

””\Tw.»s kollens ownsiac 100/ 100" =10,00054E = 23 is o '
kobnoctn ‘%:1 Tha\ \aijtqw P\::ax_. w\.s ALM\DS\T‘L‘LG.\QSNQ\j JIR \UL\HOB \*"t\\ "3‘“’! Ny
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!
Fleld Investigator(s): _ﬁlocle-M §,l\k)\4/ﬂ\°-k-— Date: H|=2olq7
Project/SHe: State: A County: E\ Ao
Applicant/Owner: Plant Community ¥MName: Seaprnal ) g ®\5
Note: § a more detalied site descriptioh ls necessary, use the back of data form or a fleld notebook.LEentr
o JoscripTon ® v orm of & (oK D s Y

Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? Excaasise lotabec it 897 ¥

E . Yes No (f no, explain on back) et mﬁ;ﬁ%
: repa (NCUS v - I
Has the vegetation, solls, and/or hydrology been sgnlll{aglly dlsluvbed?oz‘ 4q : Mmam
! w2

Yos \/ No If yes, explain on back LA ST
T —— (yes. oxplon on becH) o gived TaVESD Xl
[ %M\ls\rm a7 -R-@\"’V\‘J: VEGETATION

‘ <o indlicator . Indicator
Dominant Plant Spacies Stalus  Siratum Dominant Plant Species Slatus Stratum
>0% 1. N Q.2 om0k iekel flo ke 11,
2. X\ > 12.
>Ncfe 3. SNW.Y. 13.
4. Mant an rassooielia 14.
5. Joncnshobohieg sebdogvs, chcure- 1s.
8. R a, Ca Alave 16.
7. B A o 17.
8. - = s ) A AAD 18.
9. 19.
10. &2 PerdlidrSn Fosk Pord, 20

Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAO—%_—‘E"% LJ”.J:, 39 59Q<\,e A @l PR 4 YN N T
2% OA QT V& 3
yp-exC LA

is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met?  Yes No
Rallona);o: F:Jy; c&.gmm Xr S\DQLEQ)Q ER . ueetiua, Clandn AN OO g LA CRHCoNAR Y

LD

X

40 o 4 oA X, 8 o e i L"‘?WL'
; SOIL':‘»‘o a-15% b\o‘;w
B Serles/phase: DXMQ%MQJ%——M—G L Subgroup:2
is the soli on the hydric soils list?  Yes No v/ Undetermined
Is the soil a Histosol? Yes No v/ Histic epipedon present? Yes No _\V
Is the soil: Mottled? Yes_V No Gleyed? Yes No
[] Matrix Color: Mottle Colors: _2 &R AP Mo\

Other hydric soll Indicators: —420_MMAMIANRAR £Xem d"“\&“’“""‘ RrRosack

Is the hydric soll criterlon mel? Yes No ’ .
Ratlonale: S0\ Setn puts Srumd ° Xt ddnte Sols W Con B Decasd Gurdy

{
V.9, s LA, v - A > W,

. i Qs .
O\MJ-ne\\ ad_susolU_anposs HYDROLOGY
Sutface waler depth: 4) ’]A‘

is the ground surface inundated? Yes No
is the soil saturated? Yes No__ v/ %6\ moish
Depth {o free-standing water In pit/soll probe hole: Adeng

List other fleld evidence ¢f surface Inundation or soil saturation.
Is the wetland hydrologdy criferion mel? Yes v No 2 pranqo Ve oU '
3 N I W

Rationale: R4 s A w0be Tho v, Gooen Dinwmnend Soewng som_oAlsw, Aseae pkve Y
’ )
v 2 M TN, WA\ I WX WO revern o el o 1oa Ciny A« Dld oﬁ)‘?\“?
A

dovthspod, wadin WY REEERES Taly RS “."- redrodsusmia_ vad vy

40 hourt_ Srasn, on mu?nb\ﬂﬂ Vo oy
Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No 3/
Rationale for jurisdictional

AN, | oun ot Sbac 40 Theaa
oorad, Waldin s coannarddly (o

degislon:

: R o O S b sen 0 ) () A D00 p\ . ANIMLI Al o _
This data form can be used for the Hyd ' oppasmotobat l
Aosoommontisran b | :'e or the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community o) Nl > 35% »\WG_.
| 2 Classlfication according to "Soll Taxonomy.* qrowingseosen dus o
i} C¥rAD SRR
USQA,\%7 /‘w Acea = U5 500 5a 8L = 1,02 Accen b\wcLSQ:\qu\?«“‘em

F ] B-2 #x ON\'\NO&,S\Q&L aabometed IBOO'QQ, \or\\s« 50k wila = 15,000 s:,QL.c,'e,L{ Aeres
j Inclolan outfhmar oo
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DATA FORM

ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD! I
Fleld lnvestigator(s): Namen € _Wumtr, Date: __4]30!97 E
Ptolwg;o? o 2 Q\’h‘&" State: -CAA—— Counly: | Dore.'o b
Applican/Owner: ! Plant Community #/Name: :
Note: ¥ a more detailed site description Is necessary, use the back ol data form or a fiekd riot book! E
- m--memm——oo—sommm e E T T ~ et 1A, Da 1AL 13 1T oumd - 3
Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? o e -
Yer No (1 no, explain on back) . s uwerlina,
Has the vegetation, soils, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed? AN SM\Q.- t-J&-V"\S NLOA A E
Yes No (I yes, explain on back) bl i v
P BT R
Tadicodoa Indicator Indicator E
Dominant Plant Specles Status  Stratum Dominant Plant Specles Status Stratum
3. FACR Sqling 13 B
4, Broraso Wocdaaeuan 14
S o W e TS io :
o. R Ravk 16
D EERSeT S H
8. \cd 18
9. S2ramiven samliniaiawm U6 19,
10. Juncaslotonive =60, haioiu FRCONY 20.
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG Adema.
is the hydrophytic yegetation criterion met? Yes No % |
Ratlonale: _A&_Am.&._sggm A o : i
SoLs .
~ il S% 5\ a4
Series/phase: 3 N éubgrou:)&
Is the soll on the hydsic solls list? " Yes No__ v/ Undetermined
is the soil a Histosol? Yes No \/ Histic epipedon present? Yes No_V

No

Is the soil: Mottled? Yes No Gleyed? Yes v . \
Matrix Color: Motile Colors: _ﬂ&;ﬁwﬂu&.ﬂ#&hﬁ%ﬁm Sesmple

Other hydric soit indicators:
Is the hydiic soll ¢riterion met?  Yes No

Ratlonale: .50 2 N\ S
o 0 .~‘m.: X :
HYDROLOGY
is the ground surface Inundated? Yes No V/ _ Suilace water deplh: ) '”\
ls the soll saturated? Yes No |/

¥
L/
»'

E
>

Depth to free-standing water in pit/soil probe hole: Aeono

Uist other {ield evidencs of suriace Inundation or soil saturation.
MQ 2. NGO %/3\'

Is the wellarld hydroloo} criterlon'm
wY- & 2

-/
3

Is the plant community a welland? Yes No % . , E
Rationale for jurisdictional decision: _M : o Uuei'{tw\ll '

! This data form can be used for the Hydrle Soil Assessment Procedute and the Plant Coniinunity
2 Assessment Procedure.
Classtiiication according lo "Soll Taxonomy.*

- Vzed 997 Manal Tﬁm,‘\ef" SAh = 450005 [ D2 Accen
-2 ’ )
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& DATA FORM
E ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!

Fleld Investigator(s): M ¢ Iy mans Date: '4[ |47
Project/She: 4 ! h’(‘ State: - Cfx County:
Applican/Owner: Plant Community #/Name: Anag € 1o Mzed Ok
Note: If a more detailed site desctiption is necessary, use the back of data form or.a field nota?ok. 4 £17

----------------------------------------- RLTY R TENS

Do normal tnvln:/nontal conditions exist at the plant communny? w"&'\ —tg ;‘: 1A% "a;"'";w& 4o the.cant
Yes ({ no, explain on back) % ‘\‘\"\ 4 m Caut.
Has the yeg \/ogolullon. solls, and/or hydrology beejt siin lcanll nswl % S&‘k

Yos —( yes, explain on baek)w ,{:\“,_ <owb ?—(N_

i -

$ aa PlonSRA K G\ Reqremel”
Taliesbnd VEGETATION
Indicator Indicator
Dominant Plant Spacies Status  Spatum Dominant Plant Species Status Stratlum

- D ¥ ¥y W . . NN 8 12.
&-ﬁeﬁ&i&\«s&ﬁﬁu& 13.
Qoo salizemyy van, LR Tiee 14,

i 15.

]

[

[

1

[ oot o =
[ .

X

Few~ Herd 17
Bl Relr 18,

. 19.
10. 20.
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, ang/or FAOM So\\$md§a’v“xﬂ-lﬂ\\ﬂ\‘u-

Is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met?  Yes Pty ora
Rationale: IR Inonat—Sdecien Fic, o \L\Q'\\-QM

SOILS

Series/phase: l—ﬂa-na:j._&lhn_\m—_ Subgroup:?2
Is the soil on the hydric sdils list?  Yes /  No Undetermined

{s the soll a Hislosol? Yes No _\/ _Histic epipedon present? Yes No
Is the soil: Motlled? Yes_ \/ No Gleyed? Yes No

Matrix Color: ._I.D:L&q.ta._Améh__ Mottle Cologs: ‘2.5 YR, S L, Heisl
Other hydric soll Indicatbrs: .&Seamwgomu-v.sini‘s Clawmsta
/ !

Is the hydrlc soll rllotlon met? Yes No

i
HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surface Inundaled? Yes No _\/  Suiface water depth: ’dll A
la the soil saturated? Yes No_\/__ s\ mpl

Depth o free-standing water In pit/soil probe hole: ___A) o0
List olhor lloid evideqce of gurface Inyndation or soul satugatlon.

E is the we land ydrolooy criterlon mel?

Rationale: IS 2. 4 ; AL L Ty V- : A 2 do
. D\A 0 7 ™ + W - ' . v \rkm
E.« JURISDICUONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE !

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes A/ No
. Ratlonale for jurlsdictional decision: Mﬁ;&&ﬂw&
L] ! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community

Assessment Procedure.
- 2 Classiication according to “Soll Taxonomy.*
L Naed \A%7 Marul 150 1ong ¥ as'uide = 375Dl = 09 Acces
- B8-2 *{) 3 k"\d‘\&)
o m_\.v\q.ho 48" calv e ol X roud
1so 7&5%0&\&2_ 7981%-.0&&“

"
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!

Field Investigalor(s): T Wt~ Date: H|aplaz
onlodlsuo'&mn\%%‘.%qm——————— State: SA County: EaDodn ook
Applican/Owner: M angley Plant Community #/Nam &m@mmn&bkﬂ&i

Note: Il & more detalled site descd&tlon is necessary, use the back of data form %r a field notebook codlomrd -*I%

Do normal 0nv|ronmonlal conditions exist at the plant communny?

oo
Yes ___No_o/ (1t no, explain on back) Amij '4’-0\4;0\ Q7
Has the vegetation, soils, and/or hydrology been signilicantly dlsluabed?(’mgﬁVﬂ U“%‘ % “"“’"3*
Yos v/ No____(lfyes, explainon back)

i, DI i m‘

€& PinXiist &7 AT Ragionad :
VEGETATION
s Indlcator Indicator
Dominant Plant Specles Stalus  Siratum Dominant Plant Species Slalus Stratum

:
j

A)
o w

Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, an Ol FAG FACK deern

s the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met?  Yes
Rationale: W EAC. o sorrel s voem

SoiLs \oo e "'\‘ \5%R s\o\:u\

Serles/phase: Mﬁ%&%&.ﬂ!ﬂm} Subgroup:?
is the soll on the hydric soils list?  Yes No _ v/ Undetermined

is the soll a Histosol? Yes No /  Histic epipedon present? Yes No _+/

is the soll: Motlled? Yes _\/ No Gleyed?7 Yes No )
Matrix Color: 1O 4l 4 Poish Motile Colors; Foish E!
Other hydric soll Indlcal&n

1s the hydric soll crlleflnn met? Yes No v

Ratlonale: .
e e Tl
HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surface Inundated? Yes No vV sulace water depth: N ,/ &
is the soll saturated? Yes No .
Depth to free-standing water In pit/soll probe hole: Linch

Llsl olhor llo d ovld-nco ol ludaco [ una!lon or soil salutllon

JURISDICT]ONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE
{s the plant community a wetland? Yes No
Rationale for jurisdictional decision: j_agiq_}_ﬁ_&m cmadrCn o WQ:H"V’A

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soli Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
2 Classificatlon according to “Soll Taxonomy.*

]
™ (\\ tm L .="'7w ._&.*
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!
Fleld Investigator(s): Mnmna U Date: l‘”17}‘17

ProlectlSRo:wW&ﬂ————— State: A County: E\ Denadp
E Applicant/Owner: Muke Qulaleny Plant Community #/Name:

Note: i a mote dotalled site (‘!osm‘iptlo‘n ls necessary, use the back of data form or a fleld notebook. s “*é\*g “z m \rd

——-——-_——————-—_.—_—.—.—.-—.—————_——————.—-—————————-—————_‘

i Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? E*w‘“w 1996 amd Taum HA7 raina.
E . Yes No __\/_ (i no, explain on back)
: Has the vegetation, solls, and/or hydrology been signilicantly disturbed? .
Yes No (i yes, explain on back)
T Bt v Tyt C 2t Tt S
VEGETATION
Indicator Gated Indicator _
. Dominant Plant Specles Status  Suatum Dostinant Plant Specles Status Stratum
E 1 DNt 11, P asom bysnsbte__ Hew Mol
. 3 13. e
:4’. | 3 * Lma A ) 14. Lnl‘\}f\\\\ \n?cb\a\. _uﬂ___ __MI"_
E 5. 3 Arlided Mealr 15
! 6. Teifobomn sslremammn. W0 _Hedr 16,
7. Mo Codoma 08 _Hedr 17,
8. Buoveny oigeee Frevy Meadr 18,
0. Romeec e reiciendne,  Fhowt _Hedr 19,
10. N ot e _Hedr 20

Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG _AVrmag .

Is the hydrophytic vegetation ¢riterion met? Yes No 52
Rallonaylo: MM% mon 12 Cound \n moiebd to somo ¢
3 < g Silal-T 2 % &

AT Shoh I, W1 -U W & LV aY. WA

A0 QOIMITEONOA oxien TG on b LTCA . )
o TPFR PRSP LY.

SESS ' i (o) ERA VA o
. Joncos ord . Bo YIe) YeLeniX
Serles/phase: Adooca S\ corn 2 %0 2% slopas  Subgroup:? _vmmmﬂmﬂ <,
Is the soll on the hydric soils list?  Yes No _V Undetermined , :
is the soil a Histosol? Yes No _\/ Hislic epipedon present? Yes No _v/

Is the soil: Mottled? Yes _+/ No Gleyed? Yes No . .
Matrlx Color: S, MIN Maisk ——— Motile Oglors: A@J&{El?%‘ﬁ_g_xiﬂ_éuﬁhxﬂnm\w

Other hydric soll indicalors:

Is tha hydric soll criterlon met? Yes No ./
Rationale: .S X —_ 45 e Wb € EADwedo Comby mota Lows
S by da r’
HYDROLOGY
Is the ground suiface Inundated? Yes No \/ _ Suilace waler depth: A ,’ A
is the soll saturated? Yes No
Depth {o free-standing water in pit/soll probe hole: !\) F oot
Ust other fleld evidence of surface inundation or soil saturation.
o q\?’n A__oc. o,
ta the wetland hydrology critetion mel? Yes No V
Ralionale: One ¢ onpooua. g et : d o b

1§
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No v .
\ L6 o voethmnd

Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: A\ma_n-‘{_ﬁmj_gmw

! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soil Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure,
2 Classlfication according to “Soll Taxonomy.*

B OAQA' 2% M“M\’&‘ Aeeo 1o 10! 2o’ = Q4D s G =, 23 Acren
-2 i
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!
Flold Investigator(s): A Qe A Date: __4)17)97
Project/She: £ {M-L%-\k#——— State: - _____ Counly: =A] bl?nuln "
Applicant/Owner: Q&’lﬂ ey Plant Community #/Name: Dcmm@__&_mw% o
Note: it a more detalled site description s necessary, use the back of data form or a fleld notebook \Zoek\ml%‘““‘qiﬁ

Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? EN&M;A Q
Yes ___ No_A/ (M no, explain on back)

Has the veg vegetatlon, soils, and/or hydrology been slgnlllcantly disturbed? ~ . d Ao
Yes No o/ (If yes, explain on back) Lowess paice| dnomwoge dug ot < ki o Qtpeand

se PhmXk\ast €on \aq7

Readoral Trdicodos Indicator VEGETA';HON oXe ) Indicator

Dominant Plant Species Stalus  Stratum Domshant Plant Species Status Stratum
7501 W i e B 11 Spconloalsn e OB A

2. _SspquFeoniamaen . 12. uni At

3. Assacakel Baad-Saecies 13. Gearuainam danseckom Pl

4. Rrome bnoleacur, 14, _&m;.ms@s__ _FAow—

5. _Stndwoleacsve  Eca— _Hwde 15 Mo : e Encd Meadr

8. LD\‘NMAMMM—M 16. Madia Eomdnren o8\ _&EhL:.

7. TEdineo ddensameasm LB Bl 17. foaommuoe. ——— Fowe Meal~

8. Plaqehatheys siiginbe 18

9. —Non, saciesoralaian  _O8L 19

10. &W _oa  _HeJds 20
[ oS
Percent of dominant 3pecies that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG _IEAC .. > 50

fs the hydrophytic vegelallon cmerion met? Yes_V _ Ng
Rationale: - Do NS - X!
pw a‘mnAn Fa\ Ml\ql\ ‘Ni )

SOILS

. . 2-q% S\°PQQD
Serles/phase: Dmmn&.%tzméimﬁns_ﬁaﬁa}_\— Subgroup:
Is the soll on the hydric soils list? Yes No_ vV Undetermined _
18 the soll a Hislosol? Yes "\/_Histic epipedon present? Yes No_v
Is the soil: Mottled? Yos ¥ No ___ Gleyed? Yes No
Matrix Color; —JOMRH 3 Mottle Colors: MN\D\S}-

Other hydric soll indicators:
Is the hydric sojl criterlon met? Yes
qationale: S0

No Vv

HYDROLOGY

Is the ground surface inundaled? Yes No _\/ _ Surlace water depth: /UT' A
is the soll saturated? Yes No_«/
Depth (o {ree-standing water in pit/soil probe hole: _ﬁA\ ol

List other fiekd evidencs of surface inundatfon or soil s turation.

oot Qj‘ama.a‘\m
is the wetland hydrology criterion met? Yes
Hallonalo B ook Qed Ya-

<00 Denn a . D A&ni
JURISDICUONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

1s the plant community a wetland? Yes No V

Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: WM#MMMA—__

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure,
2 Classfiication according to “Soll Taxonomy.*

B-2
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!
Fleld investigator(s): Dammmvm\-b»— Date: Y l&“l "17

Project/Site: A \“J'T State: A\ County:
Applicant/'Owner: Plant Community #/Name:
Note: Il a more detalled site description Is necessary, use the back of dala form or a fiéid notebook.

Do norml aniorgmental condiions exit o he planl community? & xceaivt JooR D 0 $ Ty BSTE 08 - e
W M M 12\q\ b,
e i gy

Do normal snvironmental conditions exist at the plant community? € xceasive
Yes No_V__(H no, explain on back) Conoed
Has the vegetation, soils, and/or hydrology been slqslﬂcanlly.éﬂw

“ Yes _\/ No i yes, explain on back y S ko Lol : A
Ty TN o v 2L e R ) =% AR A T
[] Tk T SR e R s
= ral Tndicatms Indicator LS Indicator
Dominant Plant Species Status Status  Stratum
E 1 TAcL% =
¥ 2 L I o
3 T3V Sl
4 FACuO— r
2 5 up ly
4 6 AL r-
7
, 8 Frewr _Hedr
9

ry

10.
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG __Adone..
Is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met? Ye No _

-

Lo AS

SOILS + q9, 5\ozpus

U Series/phase: Die.mA_S.eﬂqﬁ_\&aﬁnL&mAthm Subgroup:
is the soil on the hydric solls list?  Yes No__ N Undetermined

5 Is the soll a Histosol? Yes No _/_Histic epipedon present? Yes No_/
: Is the soll: Mottled? Yes_V  No Gleyed? Yes No
‘ Matrix Color: —LOYR HIH Moisk: Mottle %ﬂ‘ors: 2,58 5)% Maist

W

Other hydric soll indicators:

Is the hydrio soll criterion met? Yes No V. . .
E} Ratlonale: M&m&m&mﬁé@wb

&\ e chamana Lowndicale (bl taydale
‘ 'HYDROLOGY

is the ground suiface inundated? Yes No _\/ _ Surface waler depih: U/ A

is the sofl saturated? Yes No_V
Depth to free-standing water in pit/soil probe hole: Neano

List other gold evidence of surface inundation or soil saturation.
{a the wellarid hydrology criteridn ml? Yes No_V
,. .20 € A - NN\ X ”, d n €

Ralionale: Does -

.

ATS

T
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE
Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No_v/ .
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: MM&M&&&A____—

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure,
2 Classitication according to *Soll Taxonomy.*

Dsed. 19%7 Mumw& Cactaide of “nls 250°'% 34’2 85009 € = .20 Ac cen

B-2 Wonaksi La '{ sonlg aso’x ®S'= a\,lsbs‘ﬁtﬂ‘ﬂ Aecaa
A Pores
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD!

Fleld Investigalor(s): MW(—MM Date: Yylaylaz
Pro]octlstlo%ﬁﬂ,—, State: —C A County: EL\-_':&QQ__T_
ApplicantOwner: A\haia Plant Community #/Name: Seoaseal Sumle BT

Note: I a more detailed site desctiptllm is necessary, use the back of data form or a fleld notebook.

ls the soll saturated? Yes No_V
Depth {o free-standing water In pit/soil probe hole: Pang

""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" A7
Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? E-wwe-l \nin.D&z—- 196 ML-S‘M‘.M s 'q‘*'
Yeos No _V__ (1 no, explain on back) " on “\Am%"\ WA /
Has the vegetation, solls, and/or hydrology been 8 "\v\&go'! dlsluvbed?ouc}'t_ wedi baan wan
Yes 3[ No___ (it yes. explain on back)q .:S Ay a%’e”“'l \;ktn wass
ACS I N&\ T wdv -ﬁ;.'waLu EnY AL NA‘JMQA\ ale
U o 3

“,tl_ ST AT Red VEGETATION 2y \.‘l\m S wian ta EBT dikchn, QE
X Indicator Assod ) lndlcalor
Dominant Plant Specles Status  Stratum Dopd{mnl Plant Specles Slatus Stratum
§ ‘ ‘ oe\. IJ '

" RA Facul-

4, : .\ : :

8 ;

7. |

8.

3 m [
10. _L&. RITPY . :
Percent of dominant species that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG I\-)aruL .

Is the hydrophytic voqelallo criterion met? Yes No A Aoy ol spesd oo anspr ek
Rallonalo' o SCOtA N INCDS e =Toa Somt. ‘ i

N a : L dpso s q.adll) 24 lN, .
) Tr\\'& N 0 0 ~J 10&_
g, 9% shpes SEELE NGRS
Setles/phase: DI ubgroup: x | of Trsslorey
1s the soll on the hydric soils list?  Yes __ " Undetermined

Is the soll a Histosol? Yes No Hlslic eplpedon present? Yes No V.

Is the soil: Mottled? Yes _/ _ No Gleyed? Yes No 7
Matrix Color: 1DYR X AASISE Mottle Colors: . 2SYR /% Apysd i
Other hydric soll indicators: e ‘
Is the hydric sof cfllerlon met? No V .

Ratlonale: - ) A »l., VW, ¥ ] Iy ﬁ

o \e y ) |

HYDROLOGY
is the ground surface Inundated? Yes No /  Surface water depth: Y l/ A

2:! olnor fleld ovldzgeo of surface inundalion or soil saluration.

ia the welland hydrolocy titerlon met? Yos

o ' . Stomlig o
JUR!SDIC‘I’IONAL DETEHMI ATION AND RATIONALE
Is the plant communily a wetland? Yes No_ o/ .

Ratlonale for Jurisdictional decision: ﬂ‘nfi n8 cabteisa X, Gn o \MikN\A_

! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community

Assessment Procedure.
2 Classification according to “Soll Taxonomy.*

\}JL&- \°i‘67 AA(LN\\)Q.QL A\(’C—"» \3"1,‘675 Schebu = 3.3 ALFQ.-Q
B-2 ' '
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD

Date: Ll' IéH! i

Fleld Investigafor(s): A)M f Uy om0 A

Project/Shte: X P State: —CAX County: — .

Applicant/Owner: ! Plant Community #/Name: ,hs\m\:_%w\bw&&
p’[lon Is necessary, use the back of data form or a field notebook. w L3y

Note: ¥ a more detailed site descri

- - - -——
- e G W Gm e Gm Em G T G vh ER T GE WA e Tee M W e M G W R R R P M G G Ae e S W e o — v - — - - -~ -

Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? € xcean3e \aXe Des . L + Tam 1997 torrno
Yes No__\/ _ (! no, explain on back) Casnsed &
Has the vegetation, scils, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed?
Yos No (i yes, explain on back)

Bao_Ploadith <o Q9T Renphe
FeegXis T Respael VEGETATION
Indicator ided Indicator
Dominant Plant Species Stalus  Stratum Doprﬁ;n Plant Specles Stlatus Stratum
MNena v Readr

| SN

DRNDADWDON =
: 1/
| E gg

. - et |
20. % 3 e R
[ <) Nored spacien

p _ERCW
L.
Percent of dominant spacies that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAC __Ad3ev.0

Is the hydrophytic vegetation criterion met? Yes No v . l
Ratlonale; ‘ sk <reciea BAC o o= »
poeotralrty dosmts,

SOILS o o, sleptn

Serles/phase: MSTWMM Subgroup:

Is the soll on the hydric soils list? * Yes No _ \/ Undetermined
1s the soil a Histosol? Yes No __/ Histic eplpedon present? Yes ____ No

Is the soil: Mottled? Yes_ v No Gleysd? Yes No _v/

Matrix Color: NS Motlle Cojors: M&M&m—_
Other hydric soll indicators: -

Is the hydric solf criterion met? Ye v
Ratlonale: _So\l Seand ol Ths

HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surlace Inundated? Yes No \/ Sutface water depth:

AT

is the soll saturated? Yes No

Depth to free-standing water in pit/soll probe hole: Aong

List otheg fleld evidence of surface inundatlon or soil saturation.
o

Is the wetland hydrglooy cilerlon mel Yes No v/

Ratlonale: L otd aopn 4 ta e nnadolde d
(oorusina LPober  I0odoma

- U
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No VvV .
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decision: Mm_mmmm__—

A I i B i IO oo T s B i I~ SN . |

S
b ! This data form can be used for the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure.
P 2 Classiication according to “Soll Taxonomy.*
L Voed 1997 Mol Sofby lock = 2000, &k 7 .0\ Acses
B-2
-
p
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DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD! 3

Fleld Investigator(s): /\)Cud\-l)‘\ € WMmnan Date: l”&‘”q7

Project/Shte: R State:—CB__ County:
Applicant/Owner: - Al 1Cy Plant Community #/Name:
{ield notebook.Lroe- Vol

AL 2
Nole: ¥ & more dealed se doscrplon i necessary.use the beck ol date (o o 2 o 10205 oot |
Do normal environmental conditions exist at the plant community? ‘“’é-\;oﬁt}-n‘—\“‘o and. Joos VAT ooms.
Yes No _/__ (l no, explain on back) &“"‘] i
Has the vegetation, soils, and/or hydrology been significantly disturbed? i
Yes No _/__(ff yes, explain on back)

|

VEGETATION E
Indicator Acsoct Indicator ¢
Dominant Plant Specles Status  Stratum Domjn@int Plant Species Status  Suatum

1 Ao e oo e —
Assexiode) PoedcSoexian 12, - '
W

Ld‘.gwﬁemﬁﬂmmm Medr 12
3 A a Yol _&— _H’ak:— 14.
pra e 15.

16.
17.

18.

ors §
Romucales onenitmoln 19. ﬂ
i

10, Moo boiscoalon OB _Hede 20,
Percent of dominant specles that are OBL, FACW, and/ot FAG _Neni
Qetatiog criterion met? Yes No v _ .
. o ERC o uaeXtln,. vochac QA 5549 A ale w\\‘s-rul’&tm

YY) VANA
- Qn
Serles/phase: 3 353!?991%}1 2 ﬂ
Is the soli on the hydric soils lisi? = Yes No v/ Undetermined

Is the soil a Histosol? Yes No ./ _Histic epipedon present? Yes No VvV

is the soil: Mottled? Yes v No Gleyed? Yes No
Matrix Color: —LOYR S Meish Mottla Colors: _5YR S/ %

Other hydric sofl Indicators: me
Is the hydric soll criterlon mel? Yes No _V . -

Rationale: Sr;\\ SNAQN nﬁ'\*—@xn: [ caW Hd EL;AM.- 40\\& \-:I\*‘ Q&E\MAQ_CM#_A&L_
MM'S \m,l dane " )

HYDROLOGY
Surface water depth: —AJ l/ A

is the ground surface inundated? Yes No

is the soll saturated? Yes No_V

Depth o free-standing water in pit/soil probe hole: ANon

Usloolh r fleld evidencs of surface inundation or soil saturation,
Q

Is the welland hydroloqu criterlo

Ratlonale: D geadd o nopcaads

mel? Yes No v

; /
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

Is the plant community & wetland? Yes No v
Rationale for jurisdictional decision: _AderD 0-; o < ceteata M.t Lo a ;Nd"\nmL

 sgdotics |

! This data form can be used lor the Hydric Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community

2 Assoessment Procedure.
Classtitication according lo "Soll Taxonomy.* ‘ \gm D‘g““‘ M F
it ok — Se_Dairege e Vp
A »39339%=, o\ Acran

B-2%*#T\o L-s Mi‘mwtrﬂ.kdﬁh\ﬂmt$?m;::)- SpratA went oand 5 o WS ,;m.us\,u‘.u

. W OCkan T\&on ., Qwuk pana to ueake ‘ doked HS1005% ot n .
Sesdovy . AO <o\ WQ ﬁk‘i‘\z&\i‘. oL (\WY‘O;&‘\‘\“?. Ue Lﬁk\\af:mm.‘mf\\b\) . Nos i&i&k{&j E
O | e Moo ptEon oune@s .L&mmﬂ\q QNNAq‘\v/\ 4 L i\ MATIC 4
el L i ]
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RIS |

T

e

DATA FORM
ROUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD?

Fleld Investigator(s): LN\JM/\, Date:
Pmloci/sne:;&n.uaﬁmgﬂ.l——— State: __Czﬁ_- County:
Applicant/Owner: Plant Communlty #/Name:

Note: ¥ a more detalled site description Is necessary, use the bat_:_k fl :i::_la ..“:f".‘. t:t : IEE ioft:ogk— _&p uﬁ\-— 03

Yes __V_ (K no, explain on back)
Has the veg vegotatlon, lion, solls, and/or hydralogy been significantly disturbed?
Yes __ No_\/ (if yes, explain on back)

-———...—..._.._—_-——_——————__.——_.——_

Do normal onv!mn \/enlal conditions exist at the plant community? E—*@“’&\&“’ el ¥+ Tarm, 13T voums

= i“quﬁ‘*WTIRgﬂ VEGETATION
Indicator Asece indicator
Oominant Plant Species Status  Slratum ngﬁ\anl Plant Specles Status Stratum
>S-°z 1. Fhow n ] s T~ oR !l !
el e Jr e _Head~
Aoy _Reale
Bovk  Neds O\

——U@_\‘_’ﬁﬂ_’.ﬁmmml

B-2

e
SooNanrwN

ce-hond cac eus. o el 16, Tpolis everain ue
) o ) ’ L= spacin
Percent ol dominant species that are OBL, FACW and/or FAC
is the hydrophytic vegetalion crllodon mel? Yes No -
Ratlonale: Lomivonsd ) R ¢ ) ~al o\ Plornd Soe D ThatiOcea< 270
D, \ \) O ,l.' N\ : AAA ®, - e waldat A4 SAAA A - Wy Alnyel. . DL A-ARL)
b-\\\\?er‘ QL prrnle, O, O d 'SOILS
3~q95\
Serles/phase: M@WMSUWIOUP
is the soll on the hydric soils list? Yes No Undetermined
is the soll a Histosol? Yes No _/_ Hislic epipedon present? Yes No _v/
Is the soil: Mottled? Yes_v/  No Gleyed? Yes No
Matrix Color: LR 5|4 Moist A\‘Ngule Colors: 2.5 N& ST naichs

Other hydric soll lndlcalou
Is the hydric soll criterion mel? Yes No
Ratlonale: _Seal Se. 4 s o M

HYDROLOGY
\/ Sutface water depth: Adlec
P 7

Is the ground surface Inundated? Yes
la the soll saturated? Yes No_+/

Depth lo free-standing waler in pit/solil probe hole: Dn‘—fl

Rallonale >0 AN DO

List othet fieid evidence of surface inundation or soil saturation,
is the welland hydt?loﬁy t}ﬂevlon met? Yas No v
JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE

v

Is the plant community & wetland? Yes No
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decislon: MMM&M&@___

! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessment Procedure,
2 Classiication according ta *Soll Taxonomy.*
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DATA FORM
fIOUTINE ONSITE DETERMINATION METHOD! I
Fleld Investigator(s):, DM Q’,UQQM/\— Date: *{'a& 97
Project/Site: Slate: O County: EADocads
Applicant/Owner: Plant Community #/Name: __JIAM_SMMLC‘ ®10

Nofe: i a more detalled site descriplion Is necessary, use the back of data form or a field notebook.

Do normal onvlmryenlal condilions exist at the plant community? E’L‘ﬁ‘iﬁi‘t& o 1936 & Town 1997 rmeD

Yes (H no, explain on back)
Has the vogotatlon. nolls. and/or hydrology been significantly distutbed?
Yeos No _\/__ (if yes, explain on back)

——————.—_.—_—_—_—_-————-_—_———————-—_—_—_——_—_

Su.ﬂomﬂc:jf-‘\"cﬂ'\—‘qq.( VEGETATION

Indicator indicalor
Domlnanl Plant Spacies Stlatus  Stratum Dominant Plant Specles Status  Stratum
1. Aol 11 N ,:
; Ao P ra— o [
3, a\4s 13 'Ingdum__m___ 2cuk Healr ‘
5. i 15. \ ol
e s
7.
8. 18 2 hacdeacena  _EPeas
9. 19, Gotnamivem canaliniamemm _BOL

20, M;ﬂmm.n___ Fewy

10. -
Percent of dominant npodos that are OBL, FACW, and/or FAG __ MmO
is the hydrophyllc voqelallon morlon mel? Yos No v/

oy
OLSB‘ﬁgbﬂ

Y YA - A : il - o B ol -‘ o .. < . ._ ;.
Serles/phase: MWDM:’-\M— Subgroup:? 1A Breal losy O . If z
is the soll on the hydric soils list?  Ye No _+/  Undetermined =

fa the soll & Histosol? Yes No /__ Histic epipedon present? Yes No _\/

Is the soll: Mottled? Yes Vv No - Gleyed? Yes No_+/
Matrix Color: —|OYR 514 i<t Mottle Colors: 25Y® S§]B Meisk El
3

Othaer hydric soll Indicators: Ees Lonemgamdas Sheea
Is the hydrlc sqll crilevlon msl? Yes No

HYDROLOGY
Is the ground surface Inundated? Yes " No_~/_ Surface water depth: —2 ,’ﬁ ﬂ

is the soll saturated? Yes No_ v
Depth to free-standing water in pit/soll probe hole: Nrns .

List othey fleld evide ol surface inundation or soil saturation.
Is the wetland hydrolody c:letlon met? Yes

Ra!lonale INeeas X o

JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION AND RATIONALE ' ﬁ

Is the plant community a wetland? Yes No_\/ .
Ratlonale for jurisdictional decislon: MWM&M&&M—

! This data form can be used for the Hydrlc Soll Assessment Procedure and the Plant Community
Assessmenl Procedure.
2 Classtiicatlon according to "Soll Taxonomy.*

Voed\47 A, Radios 7s€b () = 44\ cakl =0 Accen
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“TODAY'S EDUCATION - TOMORROW'’S DREAM”

| “]} WYMER & ASSOCIATES

June 2, 1997

Corps of Enyineers:

This is a request for vecification of the wetland delineation on
-the 78.9 acres on the Harrington/Quiyley property in El Dorado County,
California,

The acreage for the wetland area is listed below:

West Pond 25,000 Sy. FE. = .57 acres
Seasonal Drainage .

Soil Sample #17 4,500 5g. Ft. = .10 acres
TOTAL 29,50C sq. Ft, = .67 acres

Please mail the verification to thne address listed below.
Sincerely,
A)cwviﬂ'i,ujﬂﬂ7&4~l
NANCY E. WYMER
Principal Ianvestigator

P.O.Box 2018 *  Citrus Heights, California 95611 (916) 726-9567

11-0138.C.86




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1325 J STREET .
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

January 28, 1998

Regulatory Branch (199700775)

Ms. Nancy Wymer

Wymer and Associates

P.O. Box 2018

Citrus Heights, California 95611

Dear Ms. Wymer:

This letter concerns the delineation of waters of the United
States, including wetlands, you have provided for the
Harrington/Quigley Property. This property is located in Section
25, Township 10 North, Range 10 East, MDB&M, El Dorado County,
California. o

e We have reviewed and verified:.the wetland delineation map of
the project site. We verify that.there are 6.76 acres of waters
of the United States, including wetlands, within the surveyed'
area. Our jurisdiction in this area is under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. A Department of the Army permit is required
prior to discharging dredged or fill materials, or excavating in,
waters of the United States. Accordingly, a permit will be
required prior to filling or excavating in any of the waters
present on the property. The type of permit required will depend
on the type and amount of waters which would be lost or adversely
modified by fill or excavation activities. The enclosed list
identifies the jurisdictional waters on this property.

This verification is valid for five years from the date of
this letter unless new information warrants revision of the
determination before the expiration date. Please refer to
identification number 199700775 in any correspondence concerning
this project. If you have any questions, please write to Kathy
Norton, Room 1480 at the letterhead address, or telephone
(916)557-5260.

Sincerely,

Larryfg;nz t

Chief, -

San Joaquin Valley Office

Enclosure

11-0138.C.87




James R. “Jack” Sweeney

Land Surveyor ~ Land Use Consultant

tele 530-622-5653 e-mail jacktoni@innercite.com
fax 530-295-9202 P.O. Box 409
Diamond Springs, CA 95619
April 21, 2003

U.S.Army Corps of Engineers
isirict, Re RECEIVED

Sacramento District, Regulatory Branch
1325 J Street Room 1480 APR 22 2003
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

inc.

Gene E. Thome & Associates.
Attn: Paul Maniccia

re:  Corp application 97-00775 Harrington-Quigley
Highway 49 Diamond Springs, CA
County of El Dorado APNs 329:280:01,03,09,11 &329:290:01
Portions of South Half Section 25, T10N, R10E, MDM

Paul:
Thank you and Kathy Norton for meeting with my clients and me on

March 25, 2003 and reviewing the potential wetlands on their property.

Herewith is a copy of the topographic map of the property showing
the current boundaries, the well locations, the soil sample locations, and a
delineation of the wetlands you determined are of significance. The
wetlands were delineated by using my field observations, the highlighted
plat you provided and the various reports by Wymer and Associates. We
have not made an accurate field survey yet; we wanted to be certain that we
understood your direction and to have some preliminary discussions
between my clients and our engineer as to what design constraints the
current wetlands delineation might engender.

On the map we have number the wells as w-1..., the soil samples as
SS-1..., and the wetlands as Area A... and enclosed those areas with a solid
line with periodic dots. The wells were located by standard survey methods
and the soil sample points are my best estimate from the aerial photographs
provided. The wetlands delineation is from my field map and an office

Harrington Letters.wps
4/21/03 11:06 AM -
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interpolation of the markings of Wymer on the various documents in my
files. Those documents include the two reports by Wymer and
Associates dated April/June 1997 and April/June 1998.

We must make the following observations: First, the acreage you
judge to be wetlands is significantly larger than that of Wymer and
Associates; Second, because of your field directions a number of areas have
been combined on the map. Also, when will we have your response as to
the area near the market in the Southwest corner of the property?

We will be looking forward to receiving your comments regarding the
attached map and the questionable area in the Southwest corner.

Respectfully,

<y

James R. Sweeney

Copy: Clients
Gene Thorne & Assoc.

Harrington Letters.wps

4/21/03 11:06 AM
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James R. “Jack” Sweeney

Land Surveyor ~ Land Use Consultant

tele 530-622-5653 c-mail jacktoni@innercite.com
fax 530-295-9202 P.O. Box 409
Diamond Springs, CA 95619
September 7, 2003
Pat Harrington
Mike Quigley
P.O. Box 567

Diamond Springs, CA 95619

re:  Wetlands Mapping First Revision
Subdivision Highway 49 Diamond Springs, CA
County of El Dorado APNs 329:280:01,03,09,11 &329:290:01
Portions of South Half Section 25, TI0N, R10E, MDM

Pat & Mike: :

On Wednesday September 3, 2003 I received from you an envelope
with a return address for the Corps of Engineers and which had a postage
meter stamp dated Sep 02’03 and which contained a copy of my topo map
that was marked up with green color and had a sticky with some notes on it.
The sticky was signed by Paul Maniccia known to me to be with the Corps
of Engineers. I presume this package was the Corp response to my April
21, 2003 letter and map. Unless you wish otherwise, I will keep the map and
note in my files.

Enclosed are ten copies of the revised map which includes the
requested revisions. Also, following is a table listing the various areas with
their location and acreage.

Northwest of Highway 49

Area A 0.03 acre  drainage at North Boundary
Area B 0.66 acre ~ Wet Area North Center
Area C 0.05 acre  Swale Northwest Corner ‘{
Area D 0.22 acre  Swale West side |
Area E 3.89 Acres Central Wet Area North of Highway
Total North of Highway 4.85 acres

 11-0138.C.90



Southeast of Highway 49

Area F 2.80 acres pond area East of store

Area G 0.15acre  drainage below central pond
Area H 2.05 acres  area behind central pond
Areal 0.11 acre  drainage from road to pond
ArealJ 0.16 acre  wetlands below central pond

Area South of Highway 5.27 acres

Total wetlands 10.12 acres

This is certainly a substantial change from the 0.49 acres youn believed

were agreed to by the Corp and your consultant. It is a shame that yo
were not told this during your previous contacts with the Corps over two
years ago! [ hope we receive a prompt response illustrating the Corps

approval or concurrence with theis revised submittal.

James R. Sweeney

) Respectfully, -

TVmameloowtne T clbn cica o

11-0138.C.91
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1326 J STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

September 10, 2003

Regulatory Branch (199700775)

Ms. Pat Harrington
P.O. Box 567
Diamond Springs, California 95619

Dear Ms. Harrington:

This letter concerns the March 25, 2003, wetland delineation for the proposed
project on the Harrington/Quigley Property submitted to this office for verification. This
78 acres site is located in Section 25, Township 10 North, Range 10 East, MDB&M,
Diamond Springs, El Dorado County, California.

Based on a site inspection conducted by Paul Maniccia of this office on March 25, -
2003, we concur with the estimate of waters of the United States, as depicted on the
wetland delineation map dated September 7, 2003. Approximately 10.12 acres of waters .
of the United States, including wetlands, are present within the surveyed area. These
waters are regulated by this office under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act since they
are adjacent and tributary to Deadman Creek.

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, a Department of the Army (DA) permit
is required prior to discharging dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States.
The type of permit required will depend on a number of factors;, including the type and
amount of waters affected by the discharge. For more information on how to obtain a DA

permit from our office, please visit our website at ht_tg://www.spk.usace.army.mil/cesgk-
co/regulatory/.

This verification is valid for five years from the date of this letter unless new
information warrants revision of the determination before the expiration date. A notice of
appeal options is enclosed. You should provide a copy of this to all other affected parties.

11-0138.C.93
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Please reference identification number 199700775 in any future correspondence
concerning this project. If you have any questions, please write to Paul Maniccia at the

letterhead address, or email Paul.M.Maniccia@usace.army.mil, or telephone
916-557-6704.

Sincerely,

ORIGINAL SIGNED

Nancy A. Haley
Chief, San Joaquin Valley Office

Enclosure(s)
- Copy furnished without enclosure(s):

" George Day, Storm Water and Water Quality Certification Unit, Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board, 3443 Routier Road, Suite A, Sacramento, California
- 95827-3003
Jan Knight, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Branch, 2800 Cottage
Way, Suite W2605, Sacramento, California 95825-3901
s Mike Quigley, 273 Pleasant Valley, Diamond Springs, California 95619

11-0138.C.94




DIAMOND SPRINGS AND EL DORADO
COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

November 23, 20 10

Roger Trout, Director

El Dorado County
Development Services

2850 Fairlane Court, Building C
Placerville, Ca 95667

RE: Application # Z06-0020/P05-0004
Mr. Trout;

The Diamond Springs — El Dorado Community Advisory Committee met on November 18, 2010. During
the course of this meeting, application # Z06-0020/P05-0004 was considered under Agenda Item New
Business # 1. After examining this application, Committee comments were as follows:

Larry Patterson suggested there be signage for no overnight street parking, that the lighting and
street structures be consistent with historic design, that they consider the historic overlay if
adopted, and that they consider setbacks from residential sites for noise. Laurel Stroud added that
traffic studies be completed.

A motion was made by Cunningham to approve the rezone and forward to planning with the
above stipulations. Motion seconded by Chris Gaither. Roll Call vote as follows:

Ayes: 4
Noes: |
Absent: 2

Motion carried.

Sincerely, i

Todd Cunningham
Secretary

L

EXHIBITN
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EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING SERVICES
2850 FAIRLANE COURT
PLACERVILLE, CA 95667

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS (REVISED)

Project Title: Harrington Business Park (Rezone 706-0020 and Tentative Parcel Map P05-0004)

Lead Agency Name and Address: El Dorado County, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667

Contact Person: Mel Pabalinas, Senior Planner Phone Number: (530) 621-5363

Property Owner’s Name and Address: Patricia Harrington and Michael Quigley, 273 Pleasant Valley Road,
Diamond Springs, CA 95619
Project Applicant’s/Agent’s Name and Address: Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc., 4080 Plaza
Goldorado Circle, Cameron Park, CA 95682
Project Engineer’s / Architect’s Name and Address: Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc., 4080 Plaza
~ Goldorado Circle, Cameron Park, CA 95682

Project Location: South side of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road approximately 0.25 miles west of the-
intersection Missouri Flat Road in the El Dorado/Diamond Springs area, Third Supervisorial District.

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 329-280-15 and 329-280-16

Zoning: RE-10 (Estate Residential 10-Acre) & C - DC (Commercial — Design Community)
Section: 25 T: 10N R: 10E

General Plan Designation: I (Industrial) & C (Commercial)

Description of Project:
The project consists of the following requests:

1. Rezone of APN 329-280-15 and portions of APN 329-280-16 north of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley
Road from Estate Residential/Commercial-Design Community Districts (RE-10/C-DC) to Industrial-
Design Community (I-DC);

2. Industrial and commercial tentative parcel map to create seven commercial parcels, 36 industrial
parcels for a total of 43 parcels ranging in size from 0.34 to 10.65 acres on the 76.59 acre site;

3. Design Waiver request for reduction of standard sidewalk width under DISM Standard Plan 101 A
(Commercial and Industrial Roadways) from 8 feet to 6 feet.

4. Dedication of right-of-way to Caltrans of 120 feet as measured 60 feet on either side of State Route 49
centerline where the alignment runs through the project, and only 60 feet from centerline where the
project fronts SR-49, and improvement of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road to a width of 56 feet.
The project would also include the construction of proposed Road “A”/Commerce Way to a width of
40 feet with 60 foot wide right-of-way to connect to the Park West Industrial Park to the north of the
subject site. Off-site road improvements would include left-turn pocket improvements at the
intersection of Commerce Way and Missouri Flat Road, left-turn pocket improvements at the
intersection of Commerce Way and Pleasant Valley Road, and the installation of a traffic signal at the
intersection of Patterson Drive and Pleasant Valley Road.

5. Annexation into the El Dorado Irrigation District to receive water and wastewater services.

EXHIBIT O
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Environmental Checklist/Discussion of Impacts
Z06-0020/P05-0004

Harrington Business Park

Page 2

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Site RE-10/C-DC 1&C Residential/Single-Family residence

North 1 I/C Industrial/Commercial businesses

Residential/Commercial/Single-Family
South R1/CP/R2 HDR/C/MFR residences/commercial business

Residential/Commercial/Single-family
residences/undeveloped

Residential/Single-family residences/utility
structure/undeveloped

Briefly Describe the environmental setting: The project site is bound by commercial and industrial businesses
to the north, single-family residences to the east, a commercial business and single-family residences to the
south, and undeveloped land and single-family residences to the west. The elevation of the project site ranges
from approximately 1,750 feet to 1,810 feet above sea level. Approximately 10.12 acres of wetlands are located
on the project site. This site and the surrounding area is covered with grasses, brush, and trees with slopes up to
30 percent. The existing oak tree canopy coverage at the project site is 32 percent. The existing improvements
within the property consists of a single-family residence, barn, reservoirs, cross-fencing, small orchard, old
placer tailings, and pastures. Most of the property has been grazed for many years. Proposed project access to
the north would be from proposed Road “A” via a connection to Commerce Way while proposed Road “A”
would also connect to State Route 49 to the south. Proposed Road “C” would also provide site access to the
cast. The project would be served by public sewer and water provided by the El Dorado Irrigation District.
Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement)

East C/R2 C/MFR

West R20K-PD/R1/R1A HDR/MDR/PF

1. El Dorado County Building Services and Department of Transportation: Grading permit for on-site
improvements

2. ElDorado County Department of Transportation: Grading/Encroachment permit for off-site improvements

3. El Dorado County Air Quality Management District: Fugitive dust plan

4. Local Agency Formation Commission: Annexation into El Dorado Irrigation District service boundary

5. Diamond Springs — El Dorado Fire Protection District: Fire safe plan and annexation into Community
Facilities District

6. Caltrans: Encroachment permit

7. United States Army Corps of Engineers: 404 permit

8. Resource Conservation District: Improvement Plans and Grading Permit

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” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The environmental
factors checked below contain mitigation measures which reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant
level.

Aesthetics Agriculture and Forestry Resources | X | Air Quality
X | Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology / Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology / Water Quality

11-0138.C.97
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Land Use / Planning Mineral Resources Noise

Population / Housing Public Services Recreation

Transportation/Traffic Utilities / Service Systems X | Mandatory Findings of Significance
DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[1 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

D] 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 revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

l:l. [ find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

[]  1find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact 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 in attached sheets. 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, because all
potentially significant effects: a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, pursuant to applicable standards; and b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that
wearlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or Mitigation Measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

s,»gnamr;; /fé » bt /2//5/ /0

<

Printed Name: Mel Pabalinas, Senior Planner For: El Dorado County

Signature: //'> /‘Mm /@/ ((/g( Date: /Z - /é — 0
/ 7

Printed Name: Pierre Rivas For: El Dorado County
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to
evaluate the potential environmental impacts resulting from a commercial and industrial development.

Project Description

The proposed “project” consists of the following requests:

1. Rezone of APN 329-280-15 and portions of APN 329-280- 16 north of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road
from Estate Residential /Commercial-Design Community Districts (RE-10/C-DC) to Industrial-Design
Community (I-DC). The rezone would bring affected areas of the project site into conformance with the
underlying Industrial land use designation. The addition of the -DC overlay would facilitate further review of
subsequent development of the site though the Design Review process. The portion of APN 329-280-16 south
of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road would maintain its current Commercial zoning and land use designation.

2. Industrial and commercial tentative parcel map to create seven commercial parcels, 36 industrial parcels,
including one parcel labeled Parcel “A” for a total of 43 parcels ranging in size from 0.34 to 10.65 acres. Parcel
“A” is being created as part of a land exchange with an adjacent property to the north in order to extend and
connect proposed Road “A” to Commerce Way. The tentative parcel map would be phased, occurring in three
phases. No buildings would be constructed as part of the parcel map.

3. Design Waiver request for reduction of standard sidewalk width under Standard Plan 101 A (Commercial and
Industrial Roadways) from 8§ feet to 6 feet.

4. Dedication of right-of-way to Caltrans of 120 feet as measured 60 feet on either side of State Route 49 centerline
where the alignment runs through the project, and only 60 feet from centerline where the project fronts SR-49.
Improvement of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road to a width of 56 feet. The project would also include the
construction of proposed Road “A”/Commerce Way to a width of 40 feet with 60 foot wide right-of-way to
connect to the Park West Industrial Park to the north of the subject site. Off-site road improvements would
include left-turn pocket improvements at the intersection of Commerce Way and Missouri Flat Road, left-turn
pocket improvements at the intersection of Commerce Way and Pleasant Valley Road, and the installation of a
traffic signal at the intersection of Patterson Drive and Pleasant Valley Road.

5. Annexation into the El Dorado Irrigation District to receive water and wastewater services.

Project Location and Surrounding Land Uses

The 76.59-acre site is located on the north and south side of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road approximately
0.25 miles west of the intersection Missouri Flat Road in the El Dorado/Diamond Springs area. The project site is
bound by commercial and industrial businesses to the north, single-family residences to the east, a commercial
business and single-family residences to the south, and undeveloped land and single-family residences to the west.

Project Characteristics

1. Transportation/Circulation/Parking

The proposed project access to the north would be from proposed Road “A” via a connection to Commerce Way
while proposed Road “A” would also connect to State Route 49 to the south. Proposed Road “C” would also
provide site access to the east.

11-0138.C.99
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2. Utilities and Infrastructure

The proposed project would be served by public sewer and water provided by the El Dorado hrrigation District,
contingent upon LAFCO approval of annexation into the District.

3. Population

The proposed project would not add significantly to the population in the vicinity as it is a commercial and industrial
development with no residential uses proposed.

4. Construction Considerations

Construction of the project would consist of off-site and on-site road improvements including grading. The proj_ect
applicant would be required to obtain permits for grading and encroachment from the Department of Transportation

and/or Caltrans, and obtain an approved fugitive dust mitigation plan from the Air Quality Management District.

Project Schédule and Approvals

This Initial Study is being circulated for public and agency review for a 30-day period. Written comments on the
Initial Study should be submitted to the project planner indicated in the Summary section, above.

Following the close of the written comment period, the Initial Study will be considered by the Lead Agency in a

public meeting and will be certified if it is determined to be in compliance with CEQA. The Lead Agency will also
determine whether to approve the project.

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 (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
expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2. All answers must take into account 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. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist

answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or
less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is a fair argument that an effect
may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

4. "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With 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.

5. CEQA Section 15152. Tiering- El Dorado County 2004 General Plan EIR

11-0138.C.100
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This initial study tiers off of the El Dorado County 2004 General Plan EIR (State Clearing House Number
2001082030) in accordance with Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines. The El Dorado County 2004
General Plan EIR is available for review at the County web site at http://www.co.el-
dorado.ca.us/Planning/GeneralPlanEIR htm or at the El Dorado County Development Services Department
located at 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667. All determinations and impacts identified that rely
upon the General Plan EIR analysis and all General Plan Mitigation Measures are identified herein. The
following impact areas are tiering off the General Plan EIR:

Air Quality
Biological Resources
Land Use/Planning
Noise
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated. ‘

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a. the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.

11-0138.C.101
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect to Visual Resources would result in the introduction of physical features that are not
characteristic of the surrounding development, substantially change the natural landscape, or obstruct an identified public
scenic vista.

a. Scenic Vista: No identified public scenic vistas or designated scenic State Route would be affected by this project.
No impacts would occur.

b. Scenic Resources: The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on existing scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic resources as the project is not located within a
corridor defined as a State scenic State Route.

c. Visual Character: The proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings. Future industrial and commercial development would be consistent with the existing business
park to the north. Future development of the proposed parcels would require the submittal of a design review
application and separate environmental review. All proposed oak tree canopy removal would be consistent with
General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4. Impacts would be less than significant.

d. Light and Glare: The proposed 43 parcels would not have a significant effect or adversely affect day or nighttime
views adjacent to the project site. Each design review application would require the submittal of a preliminary
outdoor lighting plan prior to approval to ensure conformance to Section 17.14.170 of County Code. As such,
impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: It has been determined that there would be no impacts to aesthetic or visual resources. Identified thresholds of
significance for the “Aesthetics” category have not been exceeded and no significant adverse environmental effects would
result from the project.
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by California Department of
forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forrest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, or Locally Important Farmland (Farmland), as shown on the maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract?

€. Contflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined
in Public Resources  Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberiand
Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

d. Resuit in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect to Agricultural Resources would occur ift

o There is a conversion of choice agricultural land to nonagricultural use, or impairment of the agricultural
productivity of agricultural land;

¢  The amount of agricultural land in the County is substantially reduced; or
¢ Agricultural uses are subjected to impacts from adjacent incompatible land uses.

a. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program: Review of the Important Farmland GIS map layer for El Dorado
County developed under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program indicates that no areas of Prime, Unique,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance would be affected by the project. In addition, El Dorado County has
established the Agricultural (-A) General Plan land use map for the project and included this overlay on the General
Plan Land Use Maps. Review of the General Plan land use map for the project area indicates that there are no areas
of “Prime Farmland” or properties designated as being within the Agricultural (-A) General Plan land use overlay
district area adjacent to the project site. The project would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural uses.
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b. Williamson Act Contract: The proposed project would not conflict with existing agricultural zoning in the project

vicinity and would not adversely impact any properties currently under a Williamson Act Contract.

Non-Agricultural Use: No conversion of agriculture land would occur as a result of the project. There would be no
impact.

Loss of Forest land or Conversion of Forest land: No loss or conversion of forest land would occur as a result of
the project. There would be no impact.

Conversion of Prime Farmland or Forest Land: No conversion of prime farmland or forest land would occur as a
result of the project. There would be no impact.

FINDING It has been determined that the project would not result in any impacts to agricultural lands or properties subject
to a Williamson Act Contract. The surrounding area is developed with residential, industrial, and commercial development.
For this “Agriculture and Forest Resources” category, the identified thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no
significant adverse environmental effects would result from the project.

1. AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

¢. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Air Quality would occur if:

Emissions of ROG and No,, will result in construction or operation emissions greater than 821bs/day (See Table 5.2,
of the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District — CEQA Guide);

Emissions of PM;,, CO, SO, and No,, as a result of construction or operation emissions, will result in ambient
pollutant concentrations in excess of the applicable National or State Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS).
Special standards for ozone, CO, and visibility apply in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin portion of the County; or

Emissions of toxic air contaminants cause cancer risk greater than 1 in 1 million (10 in 1 million if best available
control technology for toxics is used) or a non-cancer Hazard Index greater than 1. In addition, the project must
demonstrate compliance with all applicable District, State and U.S. EPA regulations goveming toxic and hazardous
emissions.

11-0138.C.104
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a. Air Quality Plan: The El Dorado County/California Clean Air Act Plan has set a schedule for implementing and

funding Transportation Control Measures to limit mobile source emissions. The proposed project would not conflict
with or obstruct the implementation of this plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

b & ¢.  Air Quality Standards and Cumulative Impacts: Currently, El Dorado County is classed as being in "severe non-
attainment" status for Federal and State ambient air quality standards for ozone (Os). Additionally, the County is
classified as being in "non-attainment" status for particulate matter (PM10) under the State's standards. The
California Clean Air Act of 1988 requires the County's Air Pollution Control Program to meet the State's ambient air
quality standards. The El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (EDCAQMD) administers standard
practices for stationary and point source air pollution control. Projected related air quality impacts are divided into
two categories:

Short-term impacts related to construction activities; and
Long-term impacts related to the project operation.

There would be a significant amount of grading and excavation activities associated with proposed road
development and building pad excavation. This has the potential to generate significant short-term dust-related
impacts during these activities. However, adherence to EDCAQMD Fugitive Dust Emissions regulations would
mitigate this impact to less than significant levels, as sensitive receptors are not immediately adjacent to proposed
grading activities. In order to ensure that appropriate measures are applied to the grading activities associated with
the project, mitigation requiring a Fugitive Dust Plan (FDP) to be submitted to the AQMD is required.

Table 5.2 in the E/ Dorado County APCD Guide to Air Quality Assessment lists projects with potentially significant
ROG and NOx operation emissions. Table 5.2 establishes an industrial park of 350,000 square feet of floor area or
less will not generate 82 pounds or more of ROG or NOXx per day. Table 5.2 also establishes that 210,000 square
feet of floor area or less in an office park will not generate 82 pounds or more of ROG and NOx per day. The
proposed industrial/commercial parcel map has been estimated to accommodate up to 200,000 square feet of
industrial or office uses which does not meet the thresholds established in Table 5.2. Additionally, specific uses on
each proposed parcels would be required to go through the discretionary design review process. Long term
operational emissions and short-term construction related emissions generated from the specific use on an individual
parcel would then be modeled to determine compliance with the air quality thresholds in the E/ Dorado County
APCD Guide to Air Quality Assessment.

Mobile emission sources such as automobiles, trucks, buses, and other internal combustion vehicles are responsible
for more than 70 percent of the air pollution within the County, and more than one-half of California’s air pollution.
In addition to pollution generated by mobile emissions sources, additional vehicle emission pollutants are carried
into the western slope portion of El Dorado County from the greater Sacramento metropolitan area by prevailing
winds. Future grading would potentially emit minor, temporary and intermittent criteria air pollutant emissions from
vehicle exhaust and would be subject to El Dorado County Air Quality Management District standards at that time.
Impacts would be less than significant with adherence to AQMD Rules and Regulations.

MM AQ-1: A Fugitive Dust Plan (FDP) application with appropriate fees shall be submitted to and approved by
the El Dorado County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) with appropriate fees and approved
by the AQMD prior to start of project construction.

Timing/Implementation: Prior to issuance of grading and building permits

Enforcement/Monitoring: El Dorado County Air Quality Management District

11-0138.C.105
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d. Sensitive Receptors: The El Dorado County AQMD reviewed the project and identified that no sensitive receptors

exist in the area and would not be affected by this project. As such, the proposed project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Impacts would be less than significant.

e. Objectionable Odors: The proposed parcel map would not result in significant impacts resulting from odors from
road construction. Potential odor issues would be addressed during the design review process for build-out of each
specific parcel. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING In addition to the mitigation measure requiring submission of a Fugitive Dust Plan (FDP), standard County
conditions of approval have been included as part of the project conditions of approval to maintain a less than significant
level of impact in the ‘Air Quality’ category. Impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of these measures.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. 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
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b. 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 California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife X
Service?

¢.  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 X

pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife X
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

€. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state X
habitat conservation plan?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Biological Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

Substantially reduce or diminish habitat for native fish, wildlife or plants;

Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels;

Threaten to eliminate a native plant or animal community;

Reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal;

Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of the species; or

o & o o o
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¢ Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.

a. Special Status Species: A site-specific biotic assessment was completed by Nancy E. Wymer on April 17, 24, 30,
and June 2, 1997 as part of the comprehensive wetland delineation prepared for the project site. This assessment
contains a comprehensive listing of the plant species located on the project site. No Federal or State listed rare,
endangered, or threatened plant species were found on the site. (Wetland Delineation for 78.9 Acres on the
Harrington/Quigley Property of El Dorado County on April 17, 24, 30, 1997 June 1997, Wymer and Associates)
Review of the Department of Fish and Game’s California’s Natural Diversity Database Quick Viewer indicates no
Federal or State listed rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal species exist in or around the project area.
Impacts would be less than significant.

b. and c.Riparian Habitat and Wetlands: The project does not contain riparian habitat or other sensitive natural resource
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. However, the site includes a total of 10.12 acres of wetlands within the project area
located on both sides of State Route Highway 49, as described and surveyed in accordance with the Wetland
Delineation for 78.9 Acres on the Harrington/Quigley Property of El Dorado County on April 17, 24, 30, 1997 June
1997 prepared by Wymer and Associates. Given its adjacency and as a tributary to Deadman Creek, the identified
features have been formally determined to be of jurisdictional status by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, and any
impacts to these features would be subject to the applicable provisions and permitting process under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act.

As a mean of preservation, the project would be conditioned to incorporate a 50-foot development buffer (from edge
of hydric soils) from specific identified wetland areas consistent with the General Plan Policy 7.3.3.4. Compliance
to this development buffer shall be verified during of review of Parcel Map filing which would ultimately be
depicted on the affected recorded parcel(s). Most of the wetland features that would be buffered are located within
proposed parcels including portions of Parcels 3, 20, 21, and 36. Compliance to this development buffer shall be
verified during review of Parcel Map filing which would ultimately be shown on the affected recorded parcel(s).
Other wetland areas could be impacted by proposed construction of Road “C” and anticipated improvements on
State Highway 49/Pleasant Valley Road. Impacts to these features would be required to obtain a Section 404 Permit
from the U.S Army Corp of Engineer prior to issuance of grading permit for site development.

With implementation of the following mitigation measure, impacts to identified wetland features would be
considered less than significant:

MM BIO-1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant shall obtain a Section 404 permit from the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a water quality certification from the Central Valley RWQCB for all affected
Jurisdictional wetlands. The project applicant shall incorporate all conditions attached to the permit and
certification into the project.

Timing/Implementation: ~ Prior to issuance of grading permit

Enforcement/Monitoring: El Dorado County Development Services Department-Planning Services and Department
of Transportation

d. Migration Corridors: Review of the Planning Services GIS Deer Ranges Map (January 2002) indicates that there
are no mapped deer migration corridors within the project site. Impacts would be less than significant.

11-0138.C.107
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e. Local Policies: The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Existing project oak tree canopy coverage is estimated at
32 percent. (Arborist Report for Harrington Business Park APNs 329:280:15 & 16 El Dorado County, California,
Philip R. Mosbacher, March 15, 2006) Under General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A, 85 percent of the existing
canopy must be retained. After road construction, the project would retain 89 percent of the oak tree canopy at the
site consistent with General Plan Policy 7.4.4.4, Option A. Future development of each of the proposed parcels
would require a discretionary design review application with further CEQA review and would have the option of
complying with either Option A or Option B of Policy 7.4.4.4. Impacts would be less than significant.

f. Habitat Conservation Plan: The project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional or state habitat conservation plan.
Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: There would be no. significant impacts to biological resources, oak trees and/or oak woodland tree canopy
because of the 50-foot wetland setbacks shown on the tentative parcel map as well as 89 percent oak tree canopy retention.
Impacted jurisdictional wetlands would be mitigated with a requirement of Section 404 permit through the U.S. Army Corp
of Engineers. As such, the impacts in the ‘Biological Resources’ category would be less than significant for this project.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as X
defined in Section 15064.5?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological X
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

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

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal X
cemeteries?

Discussion:

In general, significant impacts are those that diminish the integrity, research potential, or other characteristics that make a
historical or cultural resource significant or important. A substantial adverse effect on cultural resources would occur if the
implementation of the project would:

* Disrupt, alter, or adversely affect a prehistoric or historic archaeological site or a property or historic or cultural
significant to a community or ethnic or social group; or a paleontological site except as a part of a scientific study;

s Affect a landmark of cultural/historical importance;

¢ Conlflict with established recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses of the area; or

e Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it is located

a-c. Historic or Archeological Resources: The applicant submitted an “Archaeological Survey Report of Quigley
Ranch Diamond Springs El Dorado County, California” prepared by Historic Resource Associates in May 1997.
According to the study, “at this time no additional archaeological work is recommended. This finding is based upon
the lack of significance exhibited by the properties discovered within the subject property, including H2, and the
Nelson Residence and Barn and associated features.” (Archaeological Survey Report of Quigley Ranch Diamond

11-0138.C.108
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Springs El Dorado County, California, Historic Resource Associates, May 1997) A unique paleontological site
would include a known area of fossil bearing rock strata. The project site does not contain any known
paleontological sites or know fossil locales. In the event sub-surface historical, cultural or archeological sites or
materials are disturbed during earth disturbances and grading activities on the site, standard conditions are included
within Attachment 1 of the staff report to reduce any potential impacts to a less than significant level.

d. Human Remains: Due to the size and scope of the project, there is a potential to discover human remains outside
of a dedicated cemetery. In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any
location other than a dedicated cemetery, the standard conditions within Attachment 1 would be implemented
immediately. :

FINDING: Although the project has the potential to impact sub-surface cultural or historic resources, or disturb human
remains located outside of a designated cemetery, the application of the standard conditions identified in Attachment 1 of the
staff report address such impacts. Established thresholds of significance would not be exceeded within the “Cultural -
Resources” category.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a.  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

ol B - I

b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

c. Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site X
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994) creating substantial risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the X
disposal of waste water?

Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Geologic Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

11-0138.C.109
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Allow substantial development of structures or features in areas susceptible to seismically induced hazards such as
groundshaking, liquefaction, seiche, and/or slope failure where the risk to people and property resulting from
earthquakes could not be reduced through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations,
codes, and professional standards;

Allow substantial development in areas subject to landslides, slope failure, erosion, subsidence, settlement, and/or
expansive soils where the risk to people and property resulting from such geologic hazards could not be reduced
through engineering and construction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards; or

Allow substantial grading and construction activities in areas of known soil instability, steep slopes, or shallow
depth to bedrock where such activities could result in accelerated erosion and sedimentation or exposure of people,
property, and/or wildlife to hazardous conditions (e.g., blasting) that could not be mitigated through engineering and
construction measures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards.

Seismic Hazards:

1) According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, there are no Alquist-
Priolo fault zones within El Dorado County. The nearest such faults are located in Alpine and Butte Counties.
There would be no impact.

ii) The potential for seismic ground shaking in the project area would be considered less than significant. Any
potential impacts due to seismic impacts would be addressed through compliance with the Uniform Building Code.
All structures would be built to meet the construction standards of the UBC for the appropriate seismic zone.
Impacts would be less than significant.

iii) El Dorado County is considered an area with low potential for seismic activity. The potential areas for
liquefaction on the project site would be the wetlands which would be filled as part of the project. Impacts would be
less than significant.

iv) All grading activities onsite would be required to comply with the El Dorado County Grading, Erosion Control
and Sediment Ordinance. Compliance with the Ordinance would reduce potential landslide impacts to less than
significant.

Soil Erosion: According to the submitted drainage report, [sic] “the drainage is laid out to accommodate both the
road drainage and possible future development of the lots. Many of the lots will have split drainage. We assumed
that the site would be graded to a point where the majority of the site would drain towards an onsite drainage
structure, designated drainage area or wetlands. Each basin will need to be enlarged to hold the increase in runoff
due to the increase in impervious surfaces. The extent to which the basin is enlarged will be determined during the
design of the Improvement Plans.” (Post-Development Drainage Report for Harrington Business Park Diamond
Springs, CA, Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc., March 2006) All proposed grading for individual parcel and road
development, as shown on the preliminary grading and drainage plan, must be in compliance with the El Dorado
County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance which would reduce any potentially significant impact
to a less than significant level. :

Geologic Hazards: As stated in the Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California, 1974, the soils on the project site
are primarily comprised of six soil types: Mixed Alluvial Land (MpB), Loamy Alluvial Land (LaB), Placer
Diggings (PrD), Diamond Springs (DfC & DfB), and Auburn (AwD). All grading must be in compliance with the
El Dorado County Grading, Erosion, and Sediment Control Ordinance which would reduce any potentially
significant impact to a less than significant level.

11-0138.C.110
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d. Expansive Soils: No expansive soils were identified in the submitted pre and post-development drainage reports.
Based upon this information, the impact from expansive soils would be less than significant.
e. Septic Capability: Public sewer service would be provided by the El Dorado Irrigation District as stated in a

Facility Improvement Letter dated February 3, 2005. (Facility Improvement Letter Harrington Project, El Dorado
Irrigation District, February 3, 2005) There would be no impacts related to septic systems.

FINDING: No significant impacts would result from geological or seismological anomalies on the project site. The site
does not contain expansive soils or other characteristics that would result in significant impacts. For the “Geology and Soils”
category, established thresholds would not be exceeded by development of the project and no 51gmﬁcant adverse
environmental effects would result from the project.

VIL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

a.  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have
a significant impact on the environment?

b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of |
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

a. Generate Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The project could result in the generation of green house gasses, which could
contribute to global climate change. However, the amount of greenhouse gases generated by the project would be
negligible compared to global emissions or emissions in the County, so the project would not substantially contribute
cumulatively to global climate change. Impacts would be less than significant.

b.  Conflict with Policy: The project would result in the generation of green house gasses, which could contribute to global
climate change. However, the amount of greenhouse gases generated by the project would be negligible compared to
global emissions or emissions in the county, so the project would not substantially contribute cumulatively to global
climate change. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: The project could generate amounts of greenhouse gases that would be negligible compared to global emissions
or emissions in the County. For this ‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions’ category impacts would be less than significant.

VIIL HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

¢.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has

11-0138.C.111
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VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
- project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
-areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? -

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect due to Hazards or Hazardous Materials would occur if implementation of the project would:

e Expose peoplé and property to hazards associated with the use, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous
materials where the risk of such exposure could not be reduced through implementation of Federal, State, and local
laws and regulations;

* Expose people and property to risks associated with wildland fires where such risks could not be reduced through
implementation of proper fuel management techniques, buffers and landscape setbacks, structural design features,
and emergency access; or

* Expose people to safety hazards as a result of former on-site mining operations.

a-b. Hazardous Materials: No significant amount of hazardous materials would be transported, used, or disposed of for
the project. Future development of each proposed parcel would require a discretionary design review application
with review by the El Dorado County Environmental Management Department for hazardous materials related
issues. No significant amount of hazardous materials would be utilized for the project. Current County records
indicate the subject site is not located within the Asbestos Review Area. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. Hazardous Materials Near Schools: As proposed, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,  substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school.

d. Hazardous Sites: No parcels within El Dorado County are included on the Cortese List. There would be no
impact.

e. Aircraft Hazards: The San Francisco Sectional Aeronautical Chart, last updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed

and the project site is not located within two miles of a public airport. As such, the project would not be subject to
any land use limitations contained within any adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan. There would be no impacts
to the project site resulting from public airport operations and the over-flight of aircraft in the vicinity of the project.

f. Private Airstrips: The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airport. There would be no impact.
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Emergency Plan: The proposed project would not physically interfere with the implementation of the County
adopted emergency response and/or evacuation plan for the County. This is based upon the location of the nearest
fire station, site access, availability of water for fire suppression, and provisions within the County emergency
response plan. The County emergency response plan is located within the County Office of Emergency Services in
the El Dorado County Government Center complex in Placerville. Impacts would be less than significant.

Wildfire Hazards: The Diamond Springs - El Dorado Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and
concluded that the project would not expose people to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires or wildland fires adjacent to or located in an urbanized area with the implementation of the conditions of
approval included in Attachment 1 of the staff report. Impacts would be less than significant with the
implementation of the Fire District requirements included as conditions of approval within Attachment 1 of the staff
report.

FINDING: The proposed project would not expose people and property to hazards associated with the use, storage,
transport and disposal of hazardous materials, and expose people and property to risks associated with wild land fires. For
this “Hazards and Hazardous Materials” category, the thresholds of significance would not be exceeded by the proposed
project with the implementation of standard conditions of approval from the Diamond Springs - El Dorado Fire Protection
District.

XI. HYPROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

G.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

b.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or -off-site?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or

11-0138.C.113
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XI. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

redirect flood flows?

i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or
dam? ‘

J- Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Hydrology and Water Quality would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Expose residents to flood hazards by being located within the 100-year floodplain as defined by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency;

e Cause substantial change in the rate and amount of surface runoff leaving the project site ultlmately causing a
substantial change in the amount of water in a stream, river or-other waterway;

s Substantially interfere with groundwater recharge;
Cause degradation of water quality (temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and/or other typical stormwater
pollutants) in the project area; or

e  Cause degradation of groundwater quality in the vicinity of the project site.

a. Water Quality Standards: Public sewer service would be provided by the El Dorado Irrigation District, upon
annexation into the District, as stated in a Facility Improvement Letter dated February 3, 2005. . (Facility
Improvement Letter Harrington Project, EI Dorado Irrigation District, February 3, 2005) Impacts would be less
than significant.

b. Groundwater Supplies: There is no evidence that the project would substantialty reduce or alter the quantity of
groundwater in"the vicinity, or materially interfere with groundwater recharge in the area of the proposed project.
The proposed project would be required to connect to public water. Impacts would be less than significant.

c-f. Drainage Patterns: Proposed grading and ground disturbances associated with the project would not substantially
alter the existing drainage patterns on or off the site. The Grading Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance
contains specific requirements that limit the impacts to a drainage system (Section 15.14.440 & Section 15.14.590).
The standards apply to this project. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

According to the submitted drainage report, “the majority of the site’s watershed will be handled on-site through
culvert systems and v-ditches that will release the water flow into designated areas for detention which will detain
approximately 94 percent of the water runoff. The remaining six percent will be released into an established
drainage swale offsite.” (Post-Development Drainage Report for Harrington Business Park Diamond Springs, CA,
Gene E. Thorne & Associates, Inc., March 2006) Therefore, substantial drainage pattern alteration or runoff would
not occur. Impacts would be less than significant.

The project would not result in substantial degradation of water quality in either surface or sub-surface water bodies
in the vicinity of the project area due to construction activities or long-term project operation. Stormwater and
sediment control measures outlined by the Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance that implement a
project specific Storm Water Mitigation Plan (SWMP), the state’s Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Program
(SWPPP) and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) would be required to be designed with
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grading and drainage plans. The designs would also include and implement pre- and post- construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs), as well as permanent drainage facilities, in order to address the issue of water
quality. As a result, there would be a less than significant impact.

2-j. Flood-related Hazards: The project site is not located within any mapped 100-year flood areas and would not
result in the construction of any structures that would impede or redirect flood flows. No dams are located in the
project area which would result in potential hazards related to dam failures. The risk of exposure to seiche, tsunami,
or mudflows would be remote. There would be no impact.

FINDING: No significant hydrological impacts would result from developmeht of the project. For the “Hydrology and
Water Quality” section, it has been determined the project would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance and no
significant adverse environmental effects would result from the project.

X. LAND USE PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Land Use would occur if the implementation of the project would:

Result in the conversion of Prime Farmland as defined by the State Department of Conservation;
Result in conversion of land that either contains choice soils or which the County Agricultural Commission has
identified as suitable for sustained grazing, provided that such lands were not assigned urban or other
nonagricultural use in the Land Use Map;

e Result in conversion of undeveloped open space to more intensive land uses;

* Result in a use substantially incompatible with the existing surrounding land uses; or

¢ Conflict with adopted environmental plans, policies, and goals of the community.

a. Established Community: The project would not result in the physical division of an established community. As
proposed, the project is compatible with the surrounding industrial, commercial, and residential land uses and would
not create land use conflicts with surrounding properties. Future development of the proposed parcels would require
the submittal of a discretionary design review application to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses.
Impacts would be less than significant.

b. Land Use Consistency: As proposed, the project is consistent with specific, fundamental, and mandatory land use
goals, objectives, and applicable policies of the 2004 General Plan including 2.2.5.21, land use compatibility,
6.2.3.1, adequate fire protection, 7.1.2.1, erosion/sedimentation, 7.3.3.4, wetland buffers, and 7.4.4.4, oak tree
canopy retention. The zone change request is consistent with the respective industrial and commercial General Plan
land use designations.
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The tentative parcel map would be consistent with the development standards contained within the Zoning
Ordinance and local subdivision policies. Future parcel development would need to meet the standards established
by the Zoning Ordinance for the Industrial and Commercial zone districts. Build-out of each proposed parcel would
require the submittal of a design review application for further discretionary review. This project meets the land use
objectives established for the property. As no conflict exists between the project and applicable land use policies,
potential environmental impacts would be considered to be less than significant.

c. Habitat Conservation Plan: The project site is not within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or any other conservation plan. This condition precludes the possibility of

the proposed project conflicting with an adopted conservation plan. No impact would occur.

FINDING: For the “Land Use Planning” section, the project would not exceed the identified thresholds of significance.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value tq the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use
plan? )

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Mineral Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

¢ Result in obstruction of access to, and extraction of mineral resources classified MRZ-2x, or result in land use
compatibility conflicts with mineral extraction operations.

a-b. Mineral Resources: There are no known mineral resources on the site according to the General Plan. There are no
known mineral resources of local importance on or near the project site. There would be no impact.

FINDING: No known mineral resources are located on or within the vicinity of the project. There would be no impact to
this ‘Mineral Resources’ category.

XIL NOISE. Would the project result in:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?

b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

¢. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

11-0138.C.116
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XII. NOISE. Would the project result in:

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
ot been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise level?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the proj‘ect_expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect due to Noise would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Result in short-term construction noise that creates noise exposures to surrounding noise sensitive land uses in
excess of 60dBA CNEL; ‘ '

* Result in long-term operational noise that creates noise exposures in excess of 60 dBA CNEL at the adjoining
property line of a noise sensitive land use and the background noise level is increased by 3dBA, or more; or

* Results in noise levels inconsistent with the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 in the El
Dorado County General Plan.

a&c. Noise Exposures: General Plan Policy 6.5.1.2 establishes “where proposed non-residential land uses are likely to
produce noise levels exceeding the performance standards of Table 6-2 at existing or planned noise-sensitive uses,
an acoustical analysis shall be required as part of the environmental review process so that noise mitigation may be
included in the project design.  Many of the proposed parcels are adjacent to areas designated for high-density
residential uses. High-density residential areas are deemed noise sensitive developments in the General Plan. With
the proposed Design Community overlay zone (-DC), subsequent industrial and commercial development projects
would be further analyzed for potential noise impacts as part of the Design Review process. Any required measures
to mitigate the noise impacts would be incorporated as part of the project design or imposed as conditions of the
development.

Grading activities associated with roadway, driveway improvements and the creation of building pads would
gencrate temporary construction noise from the large heavy equipment (dump trucks, bulldozer, graders) at a
potentially significant level (greater than 55 dB Leq and 75 dB Lmax between 7;00 a.m. to 7:00 p-m. (2004 GP table
6-3 for maximum allowable noise exposure for non transportation noise sources in community regions-construction
noise). However, construction operations for road improvements and building pad creation would require adherence
to construction hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. during weekdays and would require the heavy construction
equipment to install the latest noise reduction technologies available. Short-term noise impacts would therefore be
Jless than significant.

b & d. Ground borne Shaking: Persons adjacent to the project vicinity would not be subjected to long-term excessive
ground borne noise or ground borne vibration as a result of grading and improvement activities or upon completion
of the project. Impacts would be less than significant.
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e-f. Aircraft Noise: The proposed project is not located adjacent to or in the vicinity of a public airport or private

airport and. is not subject to any noise standards contained within a Comprehensive Land Use Plan. As such, the
project would not be subjected to excessive noise from a public airport. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: Long-term noise impacts were identified for several of the proposed parcels adjacent to residential uses and
State Route 49. Subsequent industrial and commercial development would be further reviewed for noise impacts through the
Design Review process. Short-term noise impacts would be reduced to levels of insignificance with adherence to General
Plan Policies limiting hours of construction. For this “Noise” category, impacts are considered to be less than significant with
adherence to General Plan policies and adherence to mitigation measures.

XI1II. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (i.e., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (i.e., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Population and Housing would occur if the implementation of the project would:

e Create substantial growth or concentration in population;
Create a more substantial imbalance in the County’s current jobs to housing ratio; or
*  Conflict with adopted goals and policies set forth in applicable planning documents.

a. Population Growth: The proposed project has been determined to have a minimal growth-inducing impact as the
project includes the development of a site consistent with its industrial and commercial General Plan land use
designations. Ample undeveloped residential lands are available within the community region boundary to
accommodate any indirect growth from the proposed business park. Any future development must meet
comprehensive County policies and regulations before building permits can be issued. Impacts would be less than

significant.

b. Housing Displacement. No existing housing stock would be displaced by the proposed project. No impacts would
occur.

c. Construction of Replacement Housing: No persons would be displaced necessitating the construction of

replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: The project would not displace any existing or proposed housing. The project would not directly or indirectly
induce significant growth by extending or expanding infrastructure to support such growth. For the “Population and
Housing” section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant environmental impacts would
result from the project. ’
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X1V. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
Jacilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

a. Fire protection? ‘ " X

b. Police protection?

¢.  Schools?

d. Parks?

e. Other government services?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Public Services would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Substantially increase or expand the demand for fire protection and emergency medical services without increasing
staffing and equipment to meet the Department’s/District’s goal of 1.5 firefighters per 1,000 residents and 2
firefighters per 1,000 residents, respectively;

¢ Substantially increase or expand the demand for public law enforcement protection without increasing staffing and
equipment to maintain the Sheriff’s Department goal of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents;

e Substantially increase the public school student population exceeding current school capacity without also including
provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand in services;

e Place a demand for library services in excess of available resources;

Substantially increase the local population without dedicating a minimum of 5 acres of developed parklands for
every 1,000 residents; or

* Be inconsistent with County adopted goals, objectives or policies.

a. Fire Protection: The Diamond Springs-El Dorado Fire Protection District currently provides fire protection
services to the project area. The development of the project would result in a minor increase in the demand for fire
protection services, but would not prevent the Fire District from meeting its response times for the project or its
designated service area. The Diamond Springs - El Dorado Fire Protection District would review the project
improvement plans and parcel map filing submittal for condition conformance prior to approval. Impacts would be
less than significant.

b. Police Protection: The project site would be served by the El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department with a response
time depending on the location of the nearest patrol vehicle. The minimum Sheriff’s Department service standard is
an 8-minute response to 80% of the population within Community Regions. No specific minimum level of service
or response time was established for Rural Centers and Rural Regions. The Sheriff’s Department stated goal is to
achieve a ratio of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents. The addition of 43 industrial/commercial parcels would not
significantly impact current response times to the project area. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. Schools: The project site is located within the Mother Lode Union School District. The affected school district was
contacted as part of the initial consultation process and no comments were received. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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d. Parks: The proposed industrial/commercial project would not be required to pay park in-lieu fees. There would be
no impact.
€. Government Services: No other public facilities or services would be substantially impacted by the project.

Impacts would be less than significant.

FINGING: Adequate public services are available to serve the project. Therefore, there is no potential for a significant
impact due to the creation of 43 industrial/commercial parcels at the subject site, either directly or indirectly. No significant
public service impacts are expected. For this “Public Services” category, the thresholds of significance have not been
exceeded. :

XV.RECREATION.

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?

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?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Recreational Resources would occur if the implementation of the project would:

* Substantially increase the local population without dedicating a minimum of 5 acres of developed parklands for
every 1,000 residents; or

® Substantially increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks in the area such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur.

a. Parks: Because the project would include the creation of 43 industrial/commercial parcels, it would .not
substantially increase the use of neighborhood or regional parks in the area such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur. No residential development is proposed. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b. Recreational Services: The project does not propose any on-site recreation facilities and would not be required to
construct any new facilities or expand any existing recreation facilities within the scope of this
industrial/commercial project. No impacts would occur.

FINDING: No significant impacts to recreation or open space would result from the project. For this “Recreation” section,
the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded.
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XVL TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b.  Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety
of such facilities?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Traffic would occur if the implementation of the project would:

® Result in an increase in traffic, which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street
system;
Generate traffic volumes which cause violations of adopted level of service standards (project and cumulative); or
Result in, or worsen, Level of Service “F” traffic congestion during weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway,
road, interchange or intersection in the unincorporated areas of the county as a result of a residential development
project of 5 or more units.

a. Traffic Increases: A traffic study was completed on June 17, 2005 and reviewed by the Department of
Transportation (DOT) which concluded that the “2004 General Plan allocated more total development than proposed
by the Harrington project alone in the general project area. Therefore, this project would not be anticipated to affect
the planned roadway improvements for 2025 identified in the circulation element.” (Harrington Traffic Impact
Study, Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, June 17, 2005) The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) recommendations
are included as project conditions of approval, which include payment of traffic impact mitigation (TIM) fees. The
project would also include the construction of proposed Road “A”/Commerce Way to a width of 40 feet with 60 foot
wide right-of-way to connect to the Park West Industrial Park to the north of the subject site. The proposed project
access to the north would be from proposed Road “A” via a connection to Commerce Way while proposed Road
“A” would also connect to State Route 49 to the south. Proposed Road “C” would also provide site access to the
cast. Other improvements include dedication of right-of-way to Caltrans of 120 feet as measured 60 feet on either
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side of State Route 49 centerline where the alignment runs through the project, and only 60 feet from centerline
where the project fronts SR-49, and improvement of State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road to a width of 56 feet.

The 2004 General Plan Policies TC-Xe and TX-Xf (which reflect Measure Y) require that projects that “worsen”
traffic by 2%, or 10 peak hour trips, or 100 average daily trips must construct (or ensure funding and programming)
of any improvements required to meet Level of Service standards in the General Plan Transportation and Circulation
Element. DOT has conditioned the project to address this General Plan consistency issue by requiring payment of
traffic impact mitigation fees with each building permit as well as satisfaction of the conditions of approval in
Attachment 1.

Off-site road improvements are anticipated to occur within existing right-of-ways or as a part of the Capital
Improvement Program (CIP). These improvements include, but are not limited to, left-turn pocket improvements at
the intersection of Commerce Way and Missouri Flat Road, left-turn pocket improvements at the intersection of
Commerce Way and Pleasant Valley Road, and the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Patterson
Drive and Pleasant Valley Road. With the identified CIP project and other road improvements required by DOT to
area roadways (State Route 49/Pleasant Valley Road) included as conditions of approval, impacts to the existing
environmental setting, capacity, and level of service are considered less than significant.

b. Levels of Service Standards: The traffic study prepared for the project determined that the project would
cumulatively impact the levels of service of the access roads, therefore improvements have been required. The
project impacts would not exceed the level of service thresholds established by the General Plan with project
conditions of approval. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. Air traffic: The project would not result in a change in established air traffic patterns for publicly or privately
operated airports or landing field in the project vicinity. No impacts would occur.

d. Design Hazards: The project has been reviewed by El Dorado County Department of Transportation and was
found not to create any design hazards with development of roads to County Design Standards as proposed by the
applicant. With incorporation of conditions of approval as required by DOT, impacts would be less than significant.

e. Emergency Access: The Diamond Springs - El Dorado Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and
concluded that the project would not result in inadequate emergency access to any proposed parcel with the
implementation of the conditions of approval included in Attachment 1 of the staff report. Three points of access to
the business park are proposed as discussed in section a & b above. Impacts would be less than significant.

f. Alternative Transportation: The proposed project does not conflict with the adopted General Plan policies, and
adopted plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation. The El Dorado County Transit Authority
(EDCTA) reviewed the proposal and expressed concerns regarding potential traffic impacts from the proposed
development on existing transit operations located within the existing Diamond Springs Business Park. EDCTA
also expressed concerns regarding the design of the intersection with proposed Road “A” and Commerce Way.
EDCTA would also like to explore opportunities for transit service to serve the proposed project. The issues
identified by EDCTA have been addressed in DOT’s standard conditions of approval in Attachment 1 of the staff
report which require road improvements. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: As discussed above, traffic impacts at area intersections and roadways would be less than significant with
planned or completed capital improvement plan projects (CIP), and with DOT-required conditions of approval. For this
“Transportation/Traffic” category, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded.
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XVIL  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

¢.  Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's
projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g.  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Utilities and Service Systems would occur if the implementation of the project would:

*  Breach published national, state, or local standards relating to solid waste or litter control;

Substantially increase the demand for potable water in excess of available supplies or distribution capacity without
also including provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand, or is unable to provide an adequate on-
site water supply, including treatment, storage and distribution;

e Substantially increase the demand for the public collection, treatment, and disposal of wastewater without also
including provisions to adequately accommodate the increased demand, or is unable to provide for adequate on-site
wastewater system; or

* Result in demand for expansion of power or telecommunications service facilities without also including provisions
to adequately accommodate the increased or expanded demand.

a. Wastewater Requirements: The El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 stating that
a 24-inch sewer line abutting the property in Pleasant Valley Road has adequate capacity to serve the proposed
project. (Facility Improvement Letter Harrington Project, El Dorado Irrigation District, February 3, 2005)
According to the Facility Improvement Letter, there are six sewer service stubs on three manholes inside the project
boundary. In order to receive service from this line, an extension of facilities of adequate size would need to be
constructed. EID is within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board — Region 5, and operates under Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. R5-2002-0210 regarding treatment
processes and water quality standards that are specific to Deer Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant. All sanitary
sewer overflows are reported by EID to the California Integrated Water Quality System. Therefore, the proposed
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project would not exceed water quality standards. Proposed sewer line extension impacts would be less than
significant.

Construction of New Facilities: El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 indicating
that it has adequate water supplies and sewer facilities to serve the project. Therefore, no new or expanded off-site
water or wastewater facilities would be necessary to serve the proposed project. - Impacts would be less than -
significant.

New Stormwater Facilities: All required drainage facilities for the project shall be built in conformance with the
standards contained in the “County of E! Dorado Drainage Manual” as determined by the Department of
Transportation. DOT has reviewed the preliminary drainage reports and determined impacts would be less than
significant with adherence to the standards contained in the County of El Dorado Drainage Manual.

Sufficient Water Supply: El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 indicating that.it
has adequate water supplies to serve the project. The subject parcel is within EID’s Western/Eastern Supply Area,
which receives gravity water supply from FERC Project 184 and Jenkinson Lake. According to EID’s 2009 Water
Resources and Service Reliability Report, there are 1,315 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs) of water available in this
region. However, this number does not take into account the existing 918 EID contractual commitments in the
region. After taking into account this additional factor, it is reasonable to assume that EID’s Western/Eastern Water
Supply Region has approximately 397 EDUs that are available for purchase and not yet implicitly committed to
other prospective customers. According to EID’s FIL to the applicant, the project as proposed would require 106
EDUs of water supply. (The current available supply is sufficient to accommodate the estimated 106 EDUs of
service that will be required for this project.) Potential impacts from connecting to the 24-inch Diamond Springs
main water line on the project site on the north side of Pleasant Valley Road would be less than significant. There is
also a 12-inch water line in the project site. Impacts would be less than significant.

Adequate Capacity: Upon annexation, the project area would be served by EID’s Deer Creek Wastewater
Treatment Plant (DCWWTP), which receives flows from a 24-square mile area that includes Diamond Springs-El
Dorado Fire Protection District Springs, El Dorado, Shingle Springs and Cameron Park. DCWWTP discharges
treated wastewater to Deer Creek. EID’s discharge permit requires that a minimum of one million gallons per day
be discharged to Deer Creek year round. According to EID’s 2001 Wastewater Master Plan, the plant has a design
capacity of 3.6 million gallons per day average dry weather flow (ADWF); the current ADWF is 2.7 MGD.

The El Dorado Irrigation District provided a letter dated February 3, 2005 stating that a 24-inch sewer line abutting
the property in Pleasant Valley Road has adequate capacity to serve the proposed project. (Facility Improvement
Letter Harrington Project, El Dorado Irrigation District, February 3, 2005) According to the Facility Improvement
Letter, there are six sewer service stubs on three manholes inside the project boundary. In order to receive service
from this line, an extension of facilities of adequate size would need to be constructed. Therefore, the proposed
project would not exceed water quality standards. Proposed sewer line extension impacts would be less than
significant.

Solid Waste Disposal: In December of 1996, direct public disposal into the Union Mine Disposal Site was
discontinued and the Material Recovery Facility/Transfer Station was opened. Only certain inert waste materials
(e.g., concrete, asphalt, etc.) may be dumped at the Union Mine Waste Disposal Site. All other materials that cannot
be recycled are exported to the Lockwood Regional Landfill near Sparks, Nevada. In 1997, El Dorado County
signed a 30-year contract with the Lockwood Landfill Facility for continued waste disposal services. The
Lockwood Landfill has a remaining capacity of 43 million tons over the 655-acre site. Approximately six million
tons of waste was deposited between 1979 and 1993. This equates to approximately 46,000 tons of waste per year
for this period.
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After July of 2006, El Dorado Disposal began distributing municipal solid waste to Forward Landfill in Stockton
and Kiefer Landfill in Sacramento. Pursuant to El Dorado County Environmental Management Solid Waste
Division staff, both facilities have sufficient capacity to serve the County. Recyclable materials are distributed to a
facility in Benicia and green wastes are sent to a processing facility in Sacramento. Impacts would be less than
significant.

g. Solid Waste Requirements: County Ordinance No. 4319 requires that new development provide areas for
adequate, accessible, and convenient storing, collecting, and loading of solid waste and recyclables. On-site solid
waste collection for the proposed parcels would be handled through the local waste management contractor.
Adequate space would be available at the site for solid waste collection. Impacts would be less than significant.

FINDING: No significant impacts would result to utility and service systems from development of the project. For the
“Utilities and Service Systems™ section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant
environmental effects would result from the project.

XVHI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the project:

a. 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?

b. 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)?

c. Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion:

a. Subsurface earthwork activities may expose previously undiscovered buried resources. Standard construction
cultural resource conditions of approval are incorporated into the project as conditions of approval within
Attachment 1 of the staff report. This would ensure that impacts on cultural resources are less than significant. In
summary, all potentially significant effects on cultural resources can be reduced to a level of less than significant.
Impacts to biological resources would also be less than significant, with incorporation of mitigation measures.

b. The project would not result in significant cumulative impacts. The project would connect to existing public water
and sewer services and would not require the extension infrastructure or utilities outside of the Community Region.
The project would be consistent with the existing General Plan Land Use Designation and the surrounding land use
pattern. Impacts would be less than significant.

c. The proposed project has the potential to generate potentially significant impacts to humans with respect to air

quality as discussed in this document. However, as conditioned and mitigated, and with strict adherence to County
General Plan policies and permit requirements, this rezone and tentative parcel map and the industrial and
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commercial uses expected to follow, are not likely to cause project-related environmental effects which would result
in substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than significant.
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCE LIST
The following documents are available at El Dorado County Planning Services in Placerville.
E! Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Volume 1 of 3 — EIR Text, Chapter 1 through Section 5.6
Volume 2 of 3 — EIR Text, Section 5.7 through Chapter 9
Appendix A
Volume 3 of 3 — Technical Appendices B through H

El Dorado County General Plan — A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Roads; A Plan for Quality Neighborhoods
and Traffic Relief (Adopted July 19, 2004)

Findings of Fact of the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors for the General Plan
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance (Title 17 - County Code)
County of El Dorado Drainage Manual (Resolution No. 67-97, Adopted March 14, 1995)

County of El Dorado Grading, Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (Ordinance No. 3883, amended Ordinance
Nos. 4061, 4167, 4170)

El Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards Manual

El Dorado County Subdivision Ordinances (Title 16 - County Code)

Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.)

Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental
Quality Act (Section 15000, et seq.)

PROJECT SPECIFIC REPORTS AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Arborist Report for Harrington Business Park APNs 329:280:15 & 16 El Dorado County, California, Philip R.
Mosbacher, March 15, 2006.

Archaeological Survey Report of Quigley Ranch Diamond Springs El Dorado County, California, Historic Resource
Associates, May 1997.

Facility Improvement Letter Harrington Project, El Dorado Irrigation District, February 3, 2005.
Harrington Traffic Impact Study, Fehr & Peers Transportation Consultants, June 17, 2005.

Pre-Development Drainage Report for Harrington Business Park Diamond Springs, CA, Gene E. Thome &
Associates, Inc., April 2005. :

Post-Development Drainage Report for Harrington Business Park Diamond Springs, CA, Gene E. Thorne &
Associates, Inc., March 2006.

Wetland Delineation for 78.9 Acres on the Harrington/Quigley Property of El Dorado County on April 17, 24, 30,
1997 June 1997, Wymer and Associates, and related correspondence
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