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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Diamante Estates, LLC of Saratoga retained ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) in 2008 to 
conduct a cultural resources inventory under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The Project Area incorporated the proposed Diamante Estates residential development of 
approximately 113 acres of property, situated north of El Dorado Hills, in El Dorado County. 
 
The cultural resources inventory (ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2008) included a records search, 
literature review, and field survey. Records search results indicated that nine previous cultural 
resource studies had occurred either within the Project Area itself or within 0.5 mile of the 
Project Area. These previous studies identified archaeological and architectural resources within 
the Project Area, and additional archaeological resources nearby, within 0.5 miles. The field 
survey identified two new resources (EC-09-18 residence, EC-08-20 pump house) and one 
isolate (IO-09-07 truck trailer) within the Project Area. In addition, the three previously recorded 
sites were revisited and their records updated: CA-ELD-1242 (12 rock features, including dams, 
bridges, and walls); CA-ELD-1246 (Live Oak Schoolhouse); and P-9-1659 (Robert and 
Elizabeth Dixon Homestead). It was recommended that these resources be evaluated using the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility criteria.   
 
This report details the evaluation of the 1950s-era residence (EC-09-18) located at 1401 
Malcolm Dixon Road, El Dorado Hills, California. In April 2009, Past Forward, Inc. 
architectural historians Rebecca Allen and R. Scott Baxter visited and recorded the residence. 
Both exceed the Secretary of the Interior’s qualifications for architectural historians. This 
evaluation is based on the results of that field visit, previous archival research and background 
studies, and comparison with other architectural features within the Project Area and nearby 
vicinity. 
 
Based on the above, the residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road does not appear to be eligible 
for the California Register of Historical Resources. No further management or study of this 
resource is recommended. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Diamante Estates, LLC of Saratoga retained ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) in 2008 to 
conduct a cultural resources inventory under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The Project Area incorporated the proposed Diamante Estates residential development of 
approximately 113 acres of property, situated north of El Dorado Hills, in El Dorado County. 
This report focuses on one potentially historic structure, a 1950s-era residence (EC-08-19) 
located at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road, El Dorado Hills, California (Figure 1). 
 
The cultural resources inventory (ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2008) included a records search, 
literature review, and field survey. Records search results indicated that nine previous cultural 
resource studies had occurred either within the Project Area itself or within 0.5 mile of the 
Project Area. These previous studies identified archaeological and architectural resources within 
the Project Area, and additional archaeological resources nearby, within 0.5 mile. The field 
survey identified two new resources (EC-08-19 residence, EC-08-20 pump house) and one 
isolate (IO-09-07 truck trailer) within the Project Area. In addition, the three previously recorded 
sites were revisited and their records updated: CA-ELD-1242 (12 rock features, including dams, 
bridges, and walls); CA-ELD-1246 (Live Oak Schoolhouse); and P-9-1659 (Robert and 
Elizabeth Dixon Homestead). It was recommended that these resources be evaluated using the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility criteria.   
 
Project Location and Description 

The Project Area consists of approximately 113 acres of property located in the southeastern 
quarter of Section 14 of Township 10 North, Range 8 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, as 
depicted on the 1980 Clarksville USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangle map. The property is 1/8 
mile east of Salmon Falls road and directly north of Malcolm Dixon Road, in the outskirts north 
of El Dorado Hills.  
 
As currently proposed, the Project consists of the development of single-family residential lots 
and associated utilities and infrastructure. As of the date of this report, Project details have not 
been finalized. 
 
Regulatory Setting 

To meet the regulatory requirements of this project, the overall cultural resources investigation 
was conducted pursuant to the provisions for the treatment of cultural resources contained within 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.). The goal of 
CEQA is to develop and maintain a high-quality environment that serves to identify the 
significant environmental effects of the actions of a proposed project and to either avoid or 
mitigate those significant effects where feasible. CEQA pertains to all proposed projects that 
require State or local government agency approval, including the enactment of zoning 
ordinances, the issuance of conditional use permits, and the approval of development project 
maps.  
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Figure 1. Project Location Map. 
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CEQA (Title 14, CCR, Article 5, Section 15064.5) applies to cultural resources from the historic 
and prehistoric periods. Any project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a cultural resource, either directly or indirectly, is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. As a result, such a project would require avoidance or 
mitigation of those affected resources. Significant cultural resources must meet at least one of 
four criteria that define eligibility for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources 
(Pub. Res. Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852).  
 
The Cultural Resources Inventory (ECORP 2008) recommended that resources dating to more 
than 50 years old, or that will soon be 50 years old, be evaluated using CRHR  eligibility criteria.  
The house at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road, El Dorado Hills, was built in 1957; as such, it is more 
than 50 years old, and subject to evaluation for CRHR eligibility. 
 
Personnel and Methods 

Past Forward, Inc. personnel visited and recorded and evaluated the residence. Dr. Rebecca 
Allen, who exceeds the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for professional qualifications in 
architectural history, acted as Principal Investigator.  Rebecca Allen and R. Scott Baxter (M.A.) 
photo-documented and recorded the residence on 30 March 2009. Chris La Barbera of Diamante 
Estates, LLC met project architectural historians on site, and provide access to the structure. Lisa 
Westwood (M.A.) and Dr. Roger D. Mason (ECORP Consulting, Inc.) assisted in the preparation 
of background material, project management, and provided quality assurance and review.    
 
This evaluation is based on the results of that field visit, previous archival research and 
background studies, and comparison with other architectural features within the Project Area and 
nearby vicinity. ECORP Consulting, Inc. (2008) recorded the residence using California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR 523) forms; Appendix A contains these records.  
Appendix B contains all photographs taken of the residence. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. (2008) conducted a records search at the North Central Information 
Center . The following historic references were reviewed: Historical Property Data File for El 
Dorado County (Office of Historic Preservation 2007 and updates); the National register of 
Historic Places – listed properties (Office of Historic Preservation 2007 and updates); California 
Historical Landmarks (Office of Historic Preservation 1996 and updates); California Points of 
Historical Interest (Office of Historic Preservation 1992 and updates); Gold Districts of 
California (Clark 2005); California Gold Camps (Gudde 1975); 1500 California Place Names 
(Gudde 1969); 1500 California Place Names (Bright 1998); A Field Guide to American Houses 
(McAlester and McAlester 2000); Directory of Properties in the Historical Resources Inventory 
(1999); Caltrans Local Bridge Survey (California Department of Transportation 2008a); 
Caltrans State Bridge Survey (California Department of Transportation 2008b); and Historic 
Spots in California (Kyle 2002). Additional relevant historical background information is 
summarized and excerpted from previous cultural resources studies (Starns 1992; ECORP 
Consulting, Inc. 2008); additional references are noted as appropriate. As the residence is known 
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to have been constructed in the 1950s, the area’s early history is only briefly summarized.  The 
background also includes a discussion of the later residential development of El Dorado Hills.   
 
Location and Setting 

The Project Area is situated in the western slope of the central Sierra Nevada Mountains. It is 
gently rolling terrain at an elevation range of approximately 600 feet to 880 feet above mean sea 
level. The majority of the Project Area is comprised of an open blue oak savannah, with a live 
oak woodland in the northwestern corner of the property. Numerous rock outcrops, as well as 
rock walls and dams, are present throughout the Project Area. The primary features of the 
surrounding landscapes are rural residences on larger parcels of land. The residences are of 
1950s era vintage, interspersed by more modern 1990s and 2000-era residences. A larger, newer 
development of closely spaced suburban housing tracts is to the west. 
 
Early American Period History and Salmon Falls Township 

The Early American Period history of the area begins in 1848, when California became a 
territory of the United States. The following year, a discovery of gold in the Sierra Nevada 
foothills prompted a large migration of thousands to the new state, especially in the northern 
region. California had sufficient population to become a state in 1850. New towns to support 
miners looking for gold in the foothills area soon dotted the landscape. Clarksville is four miles 
south of the Project Area. The town began as a way station for miners, and later grew as a 
mining camp. Later settlers in Clarksville used the area for stock grazing and dairying, creating a 
system of fencing and roadways to connect themselves with larger markets (Sioli 1883). 
Construction of a railroad line from Folsom to Placerville in 1866 bypassed the town, but the 
area continued to be agricultural in nature. 
 
Salmon Falls was also a small townsite northeast of the Project Area. It too began its life during 
the gold rush of 1849, and was a town by 1850. The town of Salmon Falls soon boasted saloons, 
stores, shops, and hotels, as well as a small Chinatown. Smaller mining camps cropped up in the 
vicinity of the town. Salmon Falls also became somewhat of a transportation hub: it was on the 
stage line from Georgetown (further up in the foothills) to Sacramento and a stage line also ran 
from Salmon Falls to Auburn. After the initial mining boom waned by 1860, the area grew in 
agricultural and ranching importance. Areas tended to specialize; those near Salmon Falls tended 
to have dairies, while in nearby Green Valley vineyards were popular. The 1866 General Land 
Office Map shows an historic road alignment roughly in the vicinity of the current Malcolm 
Dixon Road. 
 
Marshall B. Layne patented land within the Project Area in 1871 (BLM 2008). In 1876, Payne 
sold the land to Thomas Orr, the proprietor of a hotel, feed stables, and bakery in nearby Salmon 
Falls, as well as other enterprises in the area. Orr likely bought the land as an investment; the 
next year he sold the property to Lemuel Clayborne and his wife Anna Dixon Clayborne. Sioli 
(1883) reported that Salmon Falls reached its peak soon after the gold rush, and the hub of the 
town itself was abandoned, but that some farming families remained, enough to require a small 
school house. Anna Clayborne deeded a small portion of her land and was one of the sponsors of 
the small one-room Live Oak Schoolhouse, built in 1885 and open for the next sixty-plus years. 
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(The schoolhouse still stands, and is designated as site CA-ELD-1246H; the school itself is 
outside of the project area, although some related archaeological features are within the project 
area, and are discussed in a separate report). 
 
Anna Dixon Clayborne died in 1905. In 1910, Lemuel and the other Dixon and Clayborne 
children deeded the property to Robert Dixon – one of Anna’s children from her first marriage. 
Robert and his wife built a house on the western portion of their property.  As ECORP (2008:18) 
notes, the 1907 Government Land Office Map shows the location of the Live Oak school and the 
nearby residence that is likely the Dixon house. Robert and Elizabeth Dixon had three children: 
Myrtle, Malcolm, and Elizabeth Belle. The Dixons grew crops such as fruits, grapes, barley, 
wheat, and oats. Almond trees note the location of the Robert and Elizabeth’s house, which today 
is an archaeological site (P-09-1659), marked by a depression and fence posts. 
 
20th Century Residential Development of Area 

In 1939, U.S. Highway 50 from Sacramento via Clarksville to Placerville was completed. Also in 
1939, Myrtle and Elizabeth deeded their portion of the land to Malcolm. When Highway 50 was 
later re-routed north of Clarksville, the town further declined. The importance of ranching and 
agriculture waned, and residential development of the area took precedence. The 1941 and 1944 
United States Government Survey (USGS) maps show the current alignment of what is now 
called Malcolm Dixon Road, as well as the location of the Live Oak School. The growing 
population needed a better alternative than the one-room school, and the 1953 USGS Clarksville 
map indicates that the Live Oak School was abandoned (ECORP 2008:19). 
 
With the construction of the Folsom Dam in 1955, Folsom Lake was also created, with more 
than 75 miles of shoreline (LSA Associates 2003:I-3). Folsom Lake was developed as part of the 
Central Valley Project. Small subdivisions began to appear in the general area, taking advantage 
of the nearby Folsom recreational area.  
 
By the late 1950s, the area remained semi-rural, but became increasingly more residential. In 
1957, Malcolm Dixon and his wife Maude had a small residence built in the southeast corner of 
the Project Area (the house under current study). Malcolm and Maude raised three children, and 
Maude lived in the house for the next 40+ years.  
 
The nearby town of El Dorado Hills began in the early 1960s as a residential development 
(Wikipedia 2009). From the outset, this suburban town was envisioned as a master-planned 
community, with housing developments north and south of Highway 50. The growing town of El 
Dorado Hills soon grew around the rural settings of the former Salmon Falls and Clarksville 
areas, including the Project Area. 
 
Business parks, golf courses, parks, schools, shopping centers, and small commercial centers 
were also included as part of the planned suburban area of El Dorado Hills, which quickly 
became a “bedroom community” of Sacramento. By 1990, the community had a population of 
more than 6000 residents. Smaller rural residential houses became dwarfed by larger and new 
construction of housing tracts, as well as larger single family homes on larger plots of land.  In 
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1992, Starns (1992) noted that Maude Dixon was still in residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road, 
and was 93 years old at the time.  
 
The town of El Dorado Hills continued to expand. By 2006, the population of the town had 
grown to more than 35,000, and the residential development of the area persists at a steady pace 
(Wikipedia 2009). Today, the small house at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road is used as a rental. The 
residence is located in a residential semi-rural setting, with large house lots. A few of the 
residences on Malcolm Dixon Street are smaller, and contemporaneous with this house. 
Interspersed amongst the older houses are very large modern (post 1990s) houses. A large field 
extends to the north of the house. In the distance to the west is a newer subdivision, with many 
modern residences. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF RESIDENCE  
 
Malcolm and Maude Dixon built the small house at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road in 1957 (Figures 
2 and 3). The house can be described as a vernacular expression of the minimal traditional style, 
as described by McAlester and McAlester (2000). Appendix A contains the DPR site record for 
the house; Appendix B contains additional photographs. 
 
Figure 2. Residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road, front (south) elevation, view towards 
north. Photograph by R. Allen, 30 March 2009. 
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Figure 3. Schematic of house plan (not to scale). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This house is a small, three bedroom, one-and-a-half bath structure, attached to a small garage by 
a short section of covered roof. It is a cinder block house, with composite shingling covering a 
composite shingle hipped roof. The house sits on approximately  a half-acre of land, mostly 
fenced in with a simple railing fence. Vegetation on the property, and near the residence, 
includes gray pine, apple tree, cedar trees, and flowering shrubs. Overall, the house is 32 feet 
east-west by 40 feet north-south, and is 1,356 sq. feet in area. The small garage is 12 feet east-
west by 34 1/2 feet north-west.  
 
The south (front) elevation of the house has a central single hollow core wooden door, slightly 
offset to the west. Two windows flank the door; both are single light windows with swing-out 
panes on either side of a fixed center pane. There is a square concrete landing, with one step, in 
front of the door. An aluminum awning covers the entryway. 
 
On the west elevation, there is a large picture window at the south end (fixed central pane 
flanked by swing-out windows), covered by a small awning on the exterior. An exterior air 
conditioning unit juts out from the elevation, just north of this large window. There is a smaller 
window on the north end, also covered by a small awning. The chimney extends from the roof on 
this elevation. 
 
Three small windows appear along the north (rear) elevation of the house.  The window on the 
east side is a vertically oriented fixed single pane with a swing-out on the west side. The central 
window is a horizontally oriented double swing-out window. The west side window mirrors that 
on the east. 
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The east elevation is larger on the south end, with a 4 ft. step in on the back (north) half of the 
house. It has a single door with a single hung aluminum window on the south end of the house. 
To the north of the door, there is a large fixed pane window, and smaller single pane window.  
On the stepped-in north end of the east elevation there are two vertically oriented windows; one 
is a double swing-out window, and the window closest to the north elevation is a fixed single 
pane with a swing-out. 
 
On the interior, the building retains many of its original elements. The living room, with its 8 
foot high open-beam wood ceiling, is in the southwest corner of the building. The kitchen, with 
1950s era cupboards, is in the southeast corner of the house. Two of the bedrooms are found in 
the north corners of the house, flanking a central bathroom. The third smaller bedroom (den) and 
smaller half-bath are in the central east side of the house. 
 
The small garage is east of the residence, and attached at the front with a short approximately 6 
foot wide covering that connects the doorway on the east elevation of the house with a door on 
the west elevation of the garage.  Originally the garage was a small wood-framed 12 foot east-
west by 8 1/2 foot north-south outbuilding, with three eight-paned window panels on the north 
elevation. The garage was later added on; the remainder of the structure is made of cinder block, 
matching the house. A large garage door dominates the south elevation of the small building. 
Dog pens flank the plain east elevation. Appendix B contains additional photographs of the 
garage. 
 
CALIFORNIA REGISTER EVALUATION 
 
The California Register of Historical Resources is intended to encourage and promote 
recognition and protection of cultural resources, including building and structures.  The Register 
identifies resources considered to be important for state and local planning purposes, and affords 
certain protections under CEQA. 
   
Eligible rsources must possess physical integrity as well as integrity of setting, and meet at least 
one of the following criteria (California Code of Regulations 15064.6).  Eligible  resources are:   
 

1)  associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of local or regional history or the cultural heritage of California or the 
United States; 
  
2)  associated with the lives of persons important to local, California or national 
history;  
 
3)  embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of 
construction or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values; 
or 
 
4) has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, California or the nation. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road does not appear to be eligible for the California 
Register of Historical Resources. Overall the house is in relatively good condition, and has had 
few changes (such as a new roof and garage expansion) to its exterior. It is a typical vernacular 
residence of the 1950s, and although is indicative of the general residential development of the 
area, it is neither unique nor important enough by itself to convey regional or local history 
(Criterion 1). While the Dixons were consequential to local regional history, particularly of the 
Salmon Falls, area, the house cannot be said to be significant under Criterion 2. The residence is 
not architecturally distinctive enough to convey the requirements of Criterion 3. The house was 
built after 1957 and the advent of a sewer system. As such, there is very little potential for a 
domestic archaeological component, making it ineligible under Criterion 4.   
 
Based on the above, the residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road does not appear to be eligible 
for the California Register of Historical Resources. No further management or study of this 
resource is recommended. 
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State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page   1   of  3 *Resource Name or #: EC-08-19  
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ⌧ Not for Publication     Unrestricted     
       *a. County: El Dorado  
     *b.  USGS 7.5' Quad: Clarksville Date: 1980 T10N; R8E; SE ¼ of SE ¼ of Sec 14; Mount Diablo B.M. 
  c.  Address: 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road    City: El Dorado Hills    Zip: 95762   
  d.  UTM:  Zone:  10 ;  668674 mE/ 4286750 mN  
  e.  Other Locational Data: Elevation: 846 feet amsl  
From the intersection of Salmon Falls Road and Malcolm Dixon Road, turn east on Malcolm Dixon Road. Follow the road for 1.03 
miles. The residence is located on the northern side of the road.  
 
 

*P3a.  Description: The site consists of a five-room single-storied residence. According to a DataQuick Online Property search 
(www.dataquick.com 2008), the house was built in 1957, has a total of five rooms (2 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms), measures 1,356 
square feet in area, and is a construction quality 6. The house appears to have been altered (windows and roof).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: HP2. Single Family Property  
*P4.  Resources Present:  ⌧Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: 
Overview of residence looking NE, 
2/29/08, Picture 001.   
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: ⌧Historic  

Prehistoric Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
Diamante Development LLC 
PO Box 26190  
San Jose, CA 95762 
 

*P8.  Recorded by:   
Stephen Pappas 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
2525 Warren Drive 
Rocklin, California 95677 
*P9.  Date Recorded: 9/2/08  

*P10.  Survey Type: 15 meter 
intensive pedestrian survey 
  
*P11.  Report Citation: 2008: 
Cultural Resources Survey, 
Diamante Estates, El Dorado 
County, California. (ECORP Project 
No. 2008-030)  
 

 
*Attachments: NONE  ⌧Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 

Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List):  

 
 
 
DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 
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DPR 523B (1/95) *Required information 

State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#  
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of  3 *NRHP Status Code  
 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) EC-08-19 
 
B1. Historic Name:   1401 Malcolm Dixon Road 
B2. Common Name:  
B3. Original Use:   Residence B4.  Present Use:   Residence 

*B5. Architectural Style:   Vernacular Minimal Traditional 
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)   
Malcolm and Maude Dixon constructed the house in 1957. 
 
 
 

*B7. Moved? X  No Yes Unknown Date:  Original Location:  
*B8. Related Features: The house sits on approximately half-acre of land, mostly fenced in with a simple railing fence. Vegetation 
on the property, and near the residence, includes gray pine, apple tree, cedar trees, and flowering shrubs. 

 
 
 
B9a.  Architect:   b.  Builder:   

*B10. Significance:  Theme:   Area:   
Period of Significance:   Property Type:   Applicable Criteria:   
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address  integrity.)   

 
The residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road does not appear to be eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources. 
Overall the house is in relatively good condition, and has had few changes (such as a new roof and garage expansion) to its 
exterior. It is a typical vernacular residence of the 1950s, and although is indicative of the general residential development of the 
area, it is neither unique nor important enough by itself to convey regional or local history (Criterion 1). While the Dixons were 
consequential to local regional history, particularly of the Salmon Falls, area, the house cannot be said to be significant under 
Criterion 2. The residence is not architecturally distinctive enough to convey the requirements of Criterion 3. The house was built 
after 1957 and the advent of a sewer system. As such, there is very little potential for a domestic archaeological component, 
making it ineligible under Criterion 4.   
 
B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)  
 
*B12. References: Starns, Jean E. 
1992 Salmon Falls Tank and Transmission Line Cultural Resource Survey, El Dorado Irrigation District, Project Names 91051, 
Work Order Number 2580. On file at North Central Information Center, California State University, Sacramento. [discussion of 
Dixon family history] 

 
 
 
 
B13. Remarks:   
 
 
 
 

*B14. Evaluator: Rebecca Allen, Ph.D., Past Forward, Inc., PO Box 
969, Garden Valley, CA  95633 
  

*Date of Evaluation: 17 April 2009 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.) 
 
 
 

 

DRAWING NOT TO SCALE 
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State of California ⎯ The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#   
LOCATION MAP Trinomial   
 Page 3 of 3     *Resource Name or #: EC-08-19, 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road, El Dorado Hills, CA 
*Map Name: Clarksville, CA *Scale: 1:24,000             *Date of Map: 1980 
 

 
       DPR 523J (1/95)                                                   *Required information  
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APPENDIX B 

 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
Photos by R. Allen, 30 March 2009
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South (front) elevation of residence, view towards north 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

South (front) elevation of garage and portion of house, view towards north 
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West and south elevations of residence, view towards northeast 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

North elevation of house, view towards south 
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North elevation of garage and east elevation of house, view towards south 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

East elevation of garage, view towards southwest 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

19-1524 H 23 of 209



Interior view, living room in southwest corner of house, view towards southwest 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interior view, kitchen in southeast corner of house, view towards south 
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APPENDIX D.2 

Review and Recommendations of the Cultural Resources Studies   
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APPENDIX D.3 

Cultural Resources Assessment (2017)   
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Peak & Associates has been asked to complete a peer review of the previous reports completed for 
the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project area. The project area is a proposed development of about 
114 acres of land on the north side of Malcolm Dixon Road in western El Dorado County. The 
project area lies within the southeast quarter of section 14, Township 10 North Range 8 East, 
mapped on the Clarksville 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangle (Figure 1). 

In addition, a new record search has been conducted to obtain permanent numbers for the recorded 
resources, information on any other resources recorded in the vicinity, and other survey work in 
the vicinity. Native American consultation was also conducted.  

In-depth archival research has not been conducted on the project area; research has only been 
conducted using readily available resources on-line and in our office library.  A brief field visit 
has been made to the site to check the Live Oak School site and the old road within the project 
area. 

 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

 

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) responded on September 14, 2017 to a 
request from Peak & Associates, Inc. for a Sacred Lands file search for the project area.  No Sacred 
Lands or cultural resources were identified by the NAHC within the project area.  The NAHC 
provided a list with nine individuals/organizations who they felt may have knowledge about the 
project area specific and suggested that they be contacted for information (Appendix 1). 

Two of the individuals/organizations on the list, Randy Yonemura, Cultural Committee Chair, 
Ione Band of Miwok Indians and Gene Whitehouse, Chairman, United Auburn Indian Community 
of the Auburn Rancheria, had been previously contacted by El Dorado County under AB52 by El 
Dorado County.  The remaining seven individuals/organizations on the September 14, 2017 
NAHC list were sent letters by Peak & Associates, Inc. on September 20, 2017 requesting 
information about the project area.  These individuals/organizations were: Pamela Cubbler, 
Treasurer, Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe; Crystal Martinez-Alire, Chairperson, Ione 
Band of Miwok Indians; Cosme Valdez, Chairperson, Nashville-El Dorado Miwok; Nicholas 
Fonseca, Chairperson, Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians; Don Ryberg, Chairperson, Tsi 
Akim Maidu; Grayson Coney, Cultural Director, Tsi Akim Maidu; and Darrel Cruz, Cultural 
Resources Department, Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California (Appendix 1).   

One response was received from the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians.  They requested to 
initiate consultation under AB 52, and to be added as a consulting party in identifying any Tribal 
Cultural Properties within the project’s APE.  Their letter is included in Appendix 1, and has been 
forwarded to the County (Appendix 1).  
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PREVIOUS STUDIES WITHIN THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO 

 

A record search has been completed for the project area through the North Central Information 
Center of the California Historical Resources Information System (NCIC File No.: SAC-17-141) 
for additional information on cultural resources and studies. The records search including survey 
coverage map and lists of resources and reports is attached in Appendix 2.  

A previous survey had been undertaken of the northern portion of the project area in 1992 by Jean 
Starns for EID, as well as for a transmission route along Salmon Falls Road.  Within the northern 
portion of the project, Starns recorded one site—a series of rock walls and dams and the Dixon 
“homestead.”  She also recorded the Live Oak School in the southern part of the property. 

Three additional studies have been completed for the project area: 

ECORP Consulting Inc. 

 2008a  Cultural Resources Survey Diamante Estates. 

 2009 Test Program Results and Evaluation for Cultural Resources at Diamante Estates. 

Past Forward and ECORP Consulting Inc. 

2009 California Register of Historical Resources Evaluation of Residence on Malcolm 
Dixon Road, El Dorado County. 

This study was reportedly a complete survey of the southern portion of the project area and a re-
survey of the northern portion, previously covered by Starns in 1992. 

This resulted in a total of six sites recorded within the project area: 

• P-09-1653 (CA-ELD-1242): Rock walls and dams, recorded by Starns in 1992. 
• P-09-1657 (CA-ELD-1246H): Live Oak School, recorded by Starns in 1992, and other 

buildings added to the site by ECORP in 2008. 
• P-09-1659: Residential remnant, originally recorded by Starns in 1992. 
• P-09-4920: Truck trailer undercarriage. 
• P-09-4921: Residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road. 
• P-09-4922: Pump house. 

A review of the ECORP Consulting and Past Forward/ECORP Consulting reports was conducted 
by Historic Resource Associates: Review and Recommendations of the Cultural Resource Studies 
for the Vineyard at El Dorado Hills Project, El Dorado Hills, El Dorado County, CA (May 2016). 

Another survey was completed in 2006 for 82-acres northeast of the project area, with no resources 
located (Wills 2006). 

No prehistoric period resources have been recorded in the project area or within a 0.125-mile 
radius. 

19-1524 H 37 of 209



4 
 

SITE EVALUATIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The following discusses the assessments made in the previous research and our conclusions based 
on supplemental historical research and a field visit to the property. 

P-09-1653: Rock Walls and Dams 

Neither Starns (1992) nor ECORP (2009) were unable to identify the function or use of the site, 
and ECORP determined that it was not eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) since the features are considered to be common. The features appear to relate to water 
management of spring water on the project site.  The rock walls would have been necessary to 
keep livestock out of the drainage, keeping them from fouling the water supply. We concur that 
the site is not an eligible resource and no further study is necessary. 

 

P-09-1657: Residential Site Remnant 

The original house on the property was located by Green Valley Road on the south end of the 
project area, near the Live Oak School, not in the northern portion of the original land holding.  As 
proven by the lack of domestic artifacts found at the site in their test effort, this site appears to be 
the former site of a barn or outbuilding on the property.  In any event, ECORP concluded the site 
of the former building is not eligible for the CRHR due to a lack of deposits. We concur that the 
site is not an eligible resource and no further research is required. 

 

P-09-1659: Live Oak School/Other Buildings 

The complex containing the Live Oak School is not completely documented, either physically or 
through archival research. The study in 2008 did not include a sketch map with the site record, 
only photographs, making it difficult to understand what was being observed. There is a large pile 
of materials from buildings and features; this does not appear on the site record and some of the 
materials appear to be more than 50 years in age.  

There was a house present on the property by 1867, a building later occupied by the Clayborne 
and Dixon families (Figure 2).  The previous ECORP researchers apparently were unaware of this 
feature and made no specific effort to locate the former residence. Based on incomplete 
information and no new archival research, the study by Historic Research Associates similarly did 
not note the location of the residence.  

The 2016 Historic Resources Associates report identifies that the school house is in a state of 
disrepair and neglect, with the rear school roof partially collapsed, failing foundations or footings, 
and a large beehive that has damaged the exterior siding and interior framing. The 2016 Historic 
Resources Associates report recommends that a plan for the disposition of the school, which may 
include stabilization and preservation needs to be addressed. HRA also offers a choice of 
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demolition after documentation of the property consistent with Historic American Building 
Standards is necessary. 

No physical testing has been completed to delineate the site boundaries or to review the mapped 
location of the 1867 residence. The documentation of the site is not complete and the evaluation 
of its significance is not complete. 

A sign has been placed by an unknown party in front of the school building to identify the building, 
suggesting strong local concern.   

The Clarksville Region Historical Society (CRHS) commented on the project on December 7, 
2017 (Appendix 3), providing background information regarding the site and the Live Oak School 
building, and recommended that the Live Oak School building be considered a valuable historical 
relic, a historic structure report be prepared, steps be taken immediately to stabilize and preserve 
the building, funding be provided to preserve and maintain the building, steps be taken to preserve 
the building, a body be established to oversee initial and continuing maintenance, and a 
conservation easement be held by a nonprofit organization which could manage the funds.  The 
CRHS letter identified that the schoolhouse is in relatively poor shape due to termite and other 
insect damage, wood rot, and general weathering and that a comprehensive building study should 
identify needed repairs and remediation. 

Due to the site’s significance in California history and the history of the region, this site is 
considered a historical resource under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)(A,B).  The project 
does not propose to demolish or alter the Live Oak School and the associated documented 
resources.  While the project plans to preserve the Live Oak School and associated documented 
resources within Lot D, the level of disrepair of the school may preclude stabilization or restoration 
and rehabilitation. Further, there is the potential for features associated with the resource to be 
inadvertently discovered during construction and operation of the project.  

 Therefore, it is recommended that the Live Oak School resource be further examined and fully 
documented with a historic building report prior to development of the project, including any data 
retrieval from areas in the vicinity of the school that will not be within Lot D (Open Space).  The 
report should identify the steps necessary to stabilize and preserve the school building by an 
engineer who specializes in the evaluation and preservation techniques for historic buildings.  

If it is determined that the school building can be feasibly stabilized and preserved, a management 
plan should be developed for the resource to address both short-term and long-term effects of the 
project, including providing for initial funding to stabilize or restore the building and ongoing 
funding to maintain the building, identifying methods to secure the building to address potential 
impacts created by development of the project and from persons in the vicinity of this resource, 
and establishing a mechanism to manage and oversee the continued maintenance and preservation 
of the school building.  

Preservation of the Live Oak School building and associated documented resources, further data 
retrieval, and implementation of the management plan would ensure that impacts to the resource 
are less than significant.  
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If it is determined that the school building cannot be feasibly stabilized and preserved, the resource 
should be fully documented with the preparation of a Historic American Building Survey report, 
including large scale photography. The removal of the resource would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

P-09-4920: Truck Trailer Undercarriage 

The resource has been removed from the project site: this is definitely not a resource eligible for 
the CRHR. No further study is necessary. 

P-09-4921: Residence at 1401 Malcolm Dixon Road 

The 1957 residence is completely recorded and correctly evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR 
(Past Forward and ECORP 2009). No further study is necessary. 

P-09-4922: Pump House 

This pump house is indeed a common type, and is correctly evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR 
(ECORP 2009). No further study is necessary. 

 

OTHER UNRECORDED CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

As well as the additional features at the school including an early house (pre-1867, Figure 2), there 
are other sites not located, recorded and evaluated by ECORP in the project area.   

Reservoir and Dam—Southern Drainage 

The reservoir and dam on the southern drainage—these features are mapped on the 1953 
topographic map of the area, and were not recorded or addressed by ECORP.  At the time of the 
ECORP survey, these features should have been formally recorded. While this feature is likely not 
eligible for the CRHR, it is recommended that the features be recorded prior to development of 
the project. 

Coloma Road 

The Coloma Road, later Green Valley Road, crosses the property and will be affected by the 
proposed project. The Coloma Road is the route used by early miners travelling from Sacramento, 
is shown on the early maps of the region. It also became an important freighting route. The Coloma 
Road became the route of California’s first stage line, established by James Birch. 

The short-lived Pony Express followed this route and would have crossed the project area on the 
old route of Green Valley Road. 

ECORP did not identify the roadway through archival research nor did they find anything during 
their 2008 survey, however, there is physical evidence of the old roadway on the property, as well 
as historical evidence. The first accurate map of the area is the General Land Office plat of the 
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township, dating to 1867.  The Coloma Road cut through the property (Figure 2).  There was a 
paralleling route to the south, possibly the Hopkins toll road, preferred by freight wagons who 
chose to pay the toll rather than use the public road with the toll road in much better condition 
(Cross 1955).   

The road cut through the southern portion of the property through at least 1908 (Figures 3 and 4).  
By 1925, the road may have been re-routed to the south and appears to follow the section line 
(Figure 5). 

The 1953 USGS topographic map shows the distinctive bends in the road on the eastern edge of 
the property along the section lines as reflected on the modern map (Figure 1).   

The 1963 USFS map also shows Green Valley Road with the distinctive southward bend at the 
eastern side of the project area and bending again along the southern boundary (Figure 6). 

Figure 1 shows the bypass route established in the early 1960s that is the current route of Green 
Valley Road as a photo-revision of the topographic map in 1973.   The County built a bypass of 
about 1.8 miles of the old road and re-named the old Green Valley route “Malcolm Dixon Road.” 

On a 2002 aerial photograph, the old route of the Coloma Road appears to be present on the 
property. This feature was not recorded or mentioned in the 2008 report by ECORP.  Elsewhere, 
the road is recorded as P-09-1141.  This is the route used by the Pony Express in 1860-1861, with 
a stop at the “Pleasant Grove House—Overland Pony Express Route in California”, marked about 
two miles southwest of the property, and marked at State Historic Landmark 703 (Hoover, Rensch 
and Rensch 1990; Office of Historic Preservation 1990). 

Although this segment is not currently shown on the National Park Service map, the Pony Express 
is designated a National Historic Trail.   

A book on the history of Rescue includes a map of the Pony Express system.  The road through 
the project area is part of the “Northern Route”, used from July 1, 1860 to October 24, 1861, 
connecting with the railroad line in Folsom. This route was five miles shorter and had fewer steep 
grades.  The “Southern Route” left Placerville, then to El Dorado, Mormon Tavern and along 
White Rock Road. This route was only used from April 1860 to July 1860 (Teie and Carpenter 
2011: 133-136). 

The National Pony Express Association is a non-profit organization founded in 1978 with a stated 
goal to “Re-establish, Identify and Re-Ride the Historic Pony Express Trail.”  Documenting the 
segment within the project area would seem to be of great interest to this group.   
 
In addition, the Clarksville Region Historical Society has a great interest in the Pony Express and 
old roadways, and annually invite the national Pony Express group to provide demonstrations at 
their event in El Dorado Hills. The Rescue Historical Society may also have concerns about the 
potential impact. 
 
It is recommended that the historic Coloma Road on the project site be documented prior to project 
development. While minimal physical evidence of this resource may exist, the resource is 
meaningful due to the association of Coloma Road with early California history and the brief use 
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of the road as part of the Pony Express. There are surface features associated the historic Coloma 
Road/Pony Express Route that will be impacted through development of residences and associated 
features, roads, and infrastructure on the project site.  The portion of the property containing the 
roadway should be re-surveyed by a team of archeologists, and a field map prepared documenting 
the precise route of the roadway. A metal detector should also be used to check for any related 
artifacts or features. The features of the roadway should be mapped and photographed.  A complete 
site form should be prepared for the resource. 
 
Implementation of the recommendation and mitigation would ensure that potential impacts to the 
historic road and route are less than significant. 
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                                                                                                                                       Figure 2 

19-1524 H 43 of 209



 
                                                                                                                                          Figure 3 
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• 3941 Park Drive, Suite 20#329, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762/Phone: (916)939-2405/peakinc@sbcglobal.net 
• 3161 Godman Avenue, Suite A, Chico, CA 95973/Phone: (530)342-2800/ peakinc@yahoo.com 

 
 

PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING ARCHEOLOGY 

 
September 20, 2017 
 
Pamula Cubbler, Treasurer 
Colfax-Todds Valley Consolidated Tribe  
P.O. Box 4884 
Auburn, CA 95604 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Ms. Cubbler, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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• 3941 Park Drive, Suite 20#329, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762/Phone: (916)939-2405/peakinc@sbcglobal.net 
• 3161 Godman Avenue, Suite A, Chico, CA 95973/Phone: (530)342-2800/ peakinc@yahoo.com 

 
 

PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING ARCHEOLOGY 

 
September 20, 2017 
 
Crystal Martinez-Alire, Chairperson 
Ione Band of Miwok Indians  
P.O. Box 699 
Plymouth, CA 95669 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Honorable Chairperson Martinez-Alire, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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• 3941 Park Drive, Suite 20#329, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762/Phone: (916)939-2405/peakinc@sbcglobal.net 
• 3161 Godman Avenue, Suite A, Chico, CA 95973/Phone: (530)342-2800/ peakinc@yahoo.com 

 
 

PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING ARCHEOLOGY 

 
September 20, 2017 
 
Cosme Valdez, Chairperson 
Nashville-El Dorado Miwok  
P.O. Box 580986 
Elk Grove, CA 95758 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Honorable Chairperson Valdez, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CONSULTING ARCHEOLOGY 

 
September 20, 2017 
 
Nicholas Fonseca, Chairperson 
Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians  
P.O. Box 1340 
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Honorable Chairperson Fonseca, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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September 20, 2017 
 
Don Ryberg, Chairperson 
Tsi Akim Maidu  
P.O. Box 510 
Browns Valley, CA 95918 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Honorable Chairperson Ryberg, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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September 20, 2017 
 
Grayson Coney, Cultural Director 
Tsi Akim Maidu  
P.O. Box 510 
Browns Valley, CA 95918 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Hi Grayson, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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September 20, 2017 
 
Darrel Cruz, Cultural Resources Department 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California  
919 Highway 395 South 
Gardnerville, NV 89410 
 
Subject: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (TM16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) 
  
Dear Mr. Cruz, 
 
The proposed Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (project) is located east of El Dorado Hills, 
California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County that is approximately 23 miles east 
of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (please see attached topographic map 
quadrangle). The project site is located in a rural area with existing rural and single-family 
residential uses located in the vicinity. The project site is approximately 114.03 acres 
(4,967,147 square feet) of largely undeveloped nonnative grassland and oak woodland 
and ranges in elevation from approximately 687 to 879 feet above sea level sloping gently 
east to west.  
 
Malcolm Dixon Road is located along the southern project boundary. The project site is 
identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24. Most of the site is 
characterized by gentle to moderate slopes, with scattered individual oak trees with 
majority of the oak woodlands concentrated in the northwest corner of the project. Six 
existing buildings are located in the southern portion of the project site near Malcolm Dixon 
Road. These structures include a schoolhouse, barn, pumphouse, and associated 
outbuildings located in the southwest area of the site, and a residence and outbuildings in 
the southeast area of the site.  
 
We are contacting you regarding any concerns you have about archeological sites, tribal 
cultural resources or areas of cultural importance within or near the project area. 
 
Field survey work, an excavation of a historic period site, and an architectural evaluation 
of a 1950s residence were conducted in 2008-2009 by ECORP and Past Forward.  No 
prehistoric period resources have been found on the project site during the survey and 
excavation efforts.  
 
Please contact me (530-342-2800 or peakinc@yahoo.com) if you have any concerns 
about prehistoric or other cultural resources on this project site or nearby that could be 
affected by this project.  We would appreciate a response within two weeks. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Neal Neuenschwander 
Staff Archeologist 
 
Enc.  USGS topographic map  
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SHINGLE S P R I N G S BAND 
OF M i w o K INDIANS 

Shingle Spr ings Randheria 
(Verona T r a c t ) , CaHbmia 

5 1 6 8 H o n p i e R o a d 
P l a c e r v i l l e , C A 9 5 6 6 7 
P h o n e : 5 3 0 - 6 7 6 - 8 0 1 0 

s h i n g i e s p r i n g s r a n c h e r l a . c o m 

C U L T U R A L R E S O U R C E S 

October 10,2017 

Neal Neuenschwander 
3161 Godman Ave. Ste. A 
Chico, Ca 95973 

Dear Neal Neuenschwander, 

The Most Likely Descendant, Daniel Fonseca would like to initiate consultation process with you in regard to 
the Vineyards at E l Dorado Hills (TM 16-1528/Z-16-0002/PD16-0001) in E l Dorado County. Among other 
things, we would like this consultation to address the cultural and historic resource issues, pursuant to the 
regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Assembly Bi l l 52. 

Prior to meeting we would like to request any and all completed record searches and/or surveys that were done 
in/around the project area up to and including environmental, archaeological and cultural reports. 

Please let this letter serve as a formal request for the Shingle Springs Band Of Miwok Indians to be added as a 
consulting party in identifying any Tribal Cultural Properties (TCPs) that may exist within the project's Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) . 

Please contact Kara Perry, Cultural Outreach Coordinator, (530) 488-4049, kperry(@ssband.org. to schedule a 
consultation pursuunt-terSectkm 106 of the NHPA and Assembly 52. 

Sincerely, 

DaniefFonseca 
Tribal historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 
Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
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9/22/2017                                                            NCIC File No.: SAC-17-141 
 
Robert A. Gerry 
Peak & Associates, Inc 
3941 Park Drive, Suite 20-329 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
 
 
Re: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills     
 
The North Central Information Center received your record search request for the project area referenced 
above, located on the Clarksville USGS 7.5’ quad. The following reflects the results of the records search 
for the project area and a 1/8-mi radius. 
 
As indicated on the data request form, the locations of resources and reports are provided in the following 
format:   ☒ custom GIS maps   ☐ shapefiles 
 

 

Resources within project area: 
 

Resources outside project area, within radius: 

 

P-09-1653   P-09-1657   P-09-1659   P-09-4920         
P-09-4921   P-09-4922     
 

None 
 
 

 

Reports within project area: 
 

Reports outside project area, within radius: 

 

3744   9818   11092  
 

6876 
 
 

 
Resource Database Printout (list):  ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Resource Database Printout (details):   ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Resource Digital Database Records:    ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Report Database Printout (list):  ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Report Database Printout (details):   ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Report Digital Database Records:    ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Resource Record Copies:   ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Report Copies:     ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 
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OHP Historic Properties Directory:  ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility: ☒ enclosed   ☐ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

CA Inventory of Historic Resources (1976):  ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 
 
Caltrans Bridge Survey:    ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Ethnographic Information:    ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Historical Literature:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Historical Maps:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Local Inventories:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

GLO and/or Rancho Plat Maps:   ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Shipwreck Inventory:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 

Soil Survey Maps:     ☐ enclosed   ☒ not requested   ☐ nothing listed/NA 
 
Please forward a copy of any resulting reports from this project to the office as soon as possible.  Due to 
the sensitive nature of archaeological site location data, we ask that you do not include resource location 
maps and resource location descriptions in your report if the report is for public distribution. If you have 
any questions regarding the results presented herein, please contact the office at the phone number listed 
above. 
 
The provision of CHRIS Data via this records search response does not in any way constitute public 
disclosure of records otherwise exempt from disclosure under the California Public Records Act or any 
other law, including, but not limited to, records related to archeological site information maintained by or 
on behalf of, or in the possession of, the State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, State 
Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Historic Preservation, or the State Historical Resources 
Commission. 
 
Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource records 
that have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records search. 
Additional information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or 
paid for historical resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native American tribes 
have historical resource information not in the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) Inventory, and you should contact the California Native American Heritage Commission for 
information on local/regional tribal contacts. 
 
Should you require any additional information for the above referenced project, reference the record 
search number listed above when making inquiries.  Requests made after initial invoicing will result in 
the preparation of a separate invoice.  
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
Paul Rendes, Assistant Coordinator 
North Central Information Center 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
This report has been prepared to provide a review of the potential noise impacts associated with 
traffic noise on, and due to, the proposed project.  The proposed project consists of a 42 lot 
single-family subdivision located in El Dorado County, California. Figure 1 shows the project site 
plan. 
 
BACKGROUND ON NOISE AND ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY 1 
 
Acoustics is the science of sound.  Sound may be thought of as mechanical energy of a 
vibrating object transmitted by pressure waves through a medium to human (or animal) ears.  If 
the pressure variations occur frequently enough (at least 20 times per second), then they can be 
heard and are called sound.  The number of pressure variations per second is called the 
frequency of sound, and is expressed as cycles per second or Hertz (Hz). 
 
Noise is a subjective reaction to different types of sounds.  Noise is typically defined as 
(airborne) sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected or undesired, and may therefore be 
classified as a more specific group of sounds.  Perceptions of sound and noise can be highly 
subjective from person to person.   
 
Measuring sound directly in terms of pressure would require a very large and awkward range of 
numbers.  To avoid this, the decibel scale was devised.  The decibel scale uses the hearing 
threshold (20 micropascals), as a point of reference, defined as 0 dB.  Other sound pressures 
are then compared to this reference pressure, and the logarithm is taken to keep the numbers in 
a practical range.  The decibel scale allows a million-fold increase in pressure to be expressed 
as 120 dB, and changes in levels (dB) correspond closely to human perception of relative 
loudness. 
 
The perceived loudness of sounds is dependent upon many factors, including sound pressure 
level and frequency content.  However, within the usual range of environmental noise levels, 
perception of loudness is relatively predictable, and can be approximated by A-weighted sound 
levels.  There is a strong correlation between A-weighted sound levels (expressed as dBA) and 
the way the human ear perceives sound.  For this reason, the A-weighted sound level has 
become the standard tool of environmental noise assessment.  All noise levels reported in this 
section are in terms of A-weighted levels, but are expressed as dB, unless otherwise noted. 
 
The decibel scale is logarithmic, not linear.  In other words, two sound levels 10 dB apart differ 
in acoustic energy by a factor of 10.  When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an 
increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness.  For example, a 70 dBA 
sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound.  
 
Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined 
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment.  A common statistical 
tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level (Leq), which 
corresponds to a steady-state A weighted sound level containing the same total energy as a 
time varying signal over a given time period (usually one hour).  The Leq is the foundation of the 
composite noise descriptor, Ldn, and shows very good correlation with community response to 
noise. 

                                                 
1 For an explanation of these terms, see Appendix A: "Acoustical Terminology" 
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The day/night average level (Ldn) is based upon the average noise level over a 24-hour day, 
with a +10 decibel weighing applied to noise occurring during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 
a.m.) hours.  The nighttime penalty is based upon the assumption that people react to nighttime 
noise exposures as though they were twice as loud as daytime exposures.  Because Ldn 
represents a 24-hour average, it tends to disguise short-term variations in the noise 
environment. 
 
Table 1 lists several examples of the noise levels associated with common situations.  Appendix 
A provides a summary of acoustical terms used in this report. 
 

TABLE 1: TYPICAL NOISE LEVELS 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

 --110-- Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 300 m (1,000 ft.) --100--  

Gas Lawn Mower at 1 m (3 ft.) --90--  

Diesel Truck at 15 m (50 ft.),
at 80 km/hr. (50 mph) --80-- Food Blender at 1 m (3 ft.) 

Garbage Disposal at 1 m (3 ft.) 

Noisy Urban Area, Daytime
Gas Lawn Mower, 30 m (100 ft.) --70-- Vacuum Cleaner at 3 m (10 ft.) 

Commercial Area
Heavy Traffic at 90 m (300 ft.) --60-- Normal Speech at 1 m (3 ft.) 

Quiet Urban Daytime --50-- Large Business Office 
Dishwasher in Next Room 

Quiet Urban Nighttime --40-- Theater, Large Conference Room 
(Background) 

Quiet Suburban Nighttime --30-- Library 

Quiet Rural Nighttime --20-- Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall 
(Background) 

 --10-- Broadcast/Recording Studio 

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing --0-- Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  November, 2009. 
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Effects of Noise on People 
 
The effects of noise on people can be placed in three categories: 
 

 Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, and dissatisfaction 
 Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning 
 Physiological effects such as hearing loss or sudden startling 
 

Environmental noise typically produces effects in the first two categories.  Workers in industrial 
plants can experience noise in the last category.  There is no completely satisfactory way to 
measure the subjective effects of noise or the corresponding reactions of annoyance and 
dissatisfaction.  A wide variation in individual thresholds of annoyance exists and different 
tolerances to noise tend to develop based on an individual’s past experiences with noise.   
 
Thus, an important way of predicting a human reaction to a new noise environment is the way it 
compares to the existing environment to which one has adapted: the so-called ambient noise 
level.  In general, the more a new noise exceeds the previously existing ambient noise level, the 
less acceptable the new noise will be judged by those hearing it.   
With regard to increases in A-weighted noise level, the following relationships occur: 
 

 Except in carefully controlled laboratory experiments, a change of 1 dBA cannot be 
perceived; 

 Outside of the laboratory, a 3 dBA change is considered a just-perceivable difference; 
 A change in level of at least 5 dBA is required before any noticeable change in human 

response would be expected; and 
 A 10 dBA change is subjectively heard as approximately a doubling in loudness, and can 

cause an adverse response. 
 

Stationary point sources of noise – including stationary mobile sources such as idling vehicles – 
attenuate (lessen) at a rate of approximately 6 dB per doubling of distance from the source, 
depending on environmental conditions (i.e. atmospheric conditions and either vegetative or 
manufactured noise barriers, etc.).  Widely distributed noises, such as a large industrial facility 
spread over many acres, or a street with moving vehicles, would typically attenuate at a lower 
rate.  
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CRITERIA FOR ACCEPTABLE NOISE EXPOSURE 
 
The El Dorado County General Plan Noise Element establishes exterior and interior noise level 
limits for residential project.  Table 6-1 establishes a specific limit of 60 dB Ldn for exterior areas 
of single-family residential uses.  An interior noise level standard of 45 dB Ldn is also established 
for all residential uses under Table 6-1. 
 
Policy 6.5.1.12 of the General Plan Noise Element establishes limits for noise level increase due 
to proposed development projects.  The full text of Policy 6.5.1.12 is provided below: 
 
Policy 6.5.1.12 When determining the significance of impacts and appropriate mitigation 
for new development projects, the following criteria shall be taken into consideration. 
 

A.   Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels are less than 60 dBA Ldn 
at the outdoor activity areas of residential uses, an increase of more than 5 dBA 
Ldn caused by a new transportation noise source will be considered significant; 

 
B.   Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels range between 60 and 65 

dBA Ldn at the outdoor activity areas of residential uses, an increase of more 
than 3 dBA Ldn caused by a new transportation noise source will be considered 
significant; and 

 
C.   Where existing or projected future traffic noise levels are greater than 65 dBA 

Ldn at the outdoor activity areas of residential uses, an increase of more than 1.5 
dBA Ldn caused by a new transportation noise will be considered significant. 

 

EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS 

To quantify existing ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site, j.c. brennan & 
associates, Inc. staff conducted continuous short-term noise level measurements at three 
locations on the project site.  See Figure 2 for noise measurement locations.  The noise level 
measurements were conducted on May 13, 2016.  The noise level measurements were 
conducted to determine the existing traffic noise levels on the project site.  Table 2 shows a 
summary of the noise measurement results.   

The sound level meters were programmed to record the maximum, median, and average noise 
levels at each site during the survey.  The maximum value, denoted Lmax, represents the highest 
noise level measured.  The average value, denoted Leq, represents the energy average of all of 
the noise received by the sound level meter microphone during the monitoring period.  The 
median value, denoted L50, represents the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time during 
the monitoring period.   

Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters were used 
for the ambient noise level measurement survey.  The meters were calibrated before and after 
use with an LDL Model CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure the accuracy of the 
measurements.  The equipment used meets all pertinent specifications of the American National 
Standards Institute for Type 1 sound level meters (ANSI S1.4). 
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TABLE 2: EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE MONITORING RESULTS 

Site Location Date - Time 

Average Measured Hourly Noise Levels, dBA 

Ldn 

Daytime  
(7:00 am - 10:00 pm) 

Nighttime  
(10:00 pm – 7:00 am) 

Leq L50 Lmax Leq L50 Lmax 

Noise Measurement Site 

1 30 feet to centerline of 
Malcolm Dixon Rd. 5/13/16 -- 10:32 a.m. N/A  56.6 42.1 77.1 N/A N/A  N/A  

2 90 feet to centerline of 
Malcolm Dixon Rd. 5/13/16 -- 11:30 a.m. N/A  53.4 52.5 62.7 N/A  N/A  N/A  

3 
Northeast corner of 
site.  66 feet to 
centerline of Byron Rd 

5/13/16 – 12:05 p.m. N/A 45.8 43.6 65.2 N/A N/A N/A 

Source: j.c. brennan & associates, Inc. – 2016 

 
PREDICTED NOISE LEVELS 
 
Traffic Noise Levels 
 
To predict existing noise levels due to traffic, the Federal Highway Administration Highway 
Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was used.  The model is based upon the 
Calveno reference noise emission factors for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, 
with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the 
receiver, and the acoustical characteristics of the site.  The FHWA model was developed to 
predict hourly Leq values for free-flowing traffic conditions. 
 
Traffic volumes were obtained from the traffic study prepared for the project (Kimley-Horn, 
December, 2015). Truck percentages and vehicle speeds on the local area roadways were 
estimated from field observations.  
 
Table 3 shows the predicted traffic noise levels at exterior and interior areas of the project. Lot 8 
was selected to represent the noise exposure along the south edge of the project site as this lot 
is closest to Malcolm Dixon and Green Valley Roads.  Lots 1-7 are further from these roadways 
and will experience slightly quieter traffic noise levels.  Appendix B shows the complete inputs 
and results of the FHWA traffic noise prediction model. 
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TABLE 3: PREDICTED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

Noise Source Location 
Approximate 
Distance to 

Centerline, feet 
Exterior Noise 

Level, Ldn 
Interior Noise Level 

(Standard 
Construction), Ldn1 

2025 Plus Project 
 Malcolm Dixon Road Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior  100 -- 26 dB 
Malcolm Dixon Road Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior  100 -- 29 dB 
Malcolm Dixon Road Lot 8 - Backyard 75 53 dB -- 
Green Valley Road Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior  670 -- 25 dB 
Green Valley Road Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior  670 -- 28 dB 
Green Valley Road Lot 8 - Backyard 645 50 dB -- 
1 Standard residential construction typically provides a minimum exterior-to-interior noise level reduction of 25 dB 
with windows closed.  With windows open, a reduction of 10-15 dB is typical.   
Bold Underline indicates a predicted noise level in excess of the County standards. 
-- Indicates that the exterior or interior noise level standard does not apply to this location. 

 

Based upon the predicted future traffic noise levels shown in Table 3, the residential uses 
located along the south edge of the project will not be exposed to traffic noise levels exceeding 
the El Dorado County 60 dB Ldn exterior or 45 dB Ldn interior noise level standards.  Therefore, 
no additional noise control measures would be required. 
 
Increased Traffic Noise Due to the Project 
 
The project traffic study prepared by Kimley-Horn (December, 2015) indicates that 75% of the 
project traffic will enter the project site by traveling north on Chartraw Road and turning left onto 
Malcolm Dixon Road.  The remaining 25% of traffic will continue straight on Chartraw Road. 
Under 2025 conditions these increases in traffic are predicted to increase traffic noise levels 
between 0.5 dB and 1.8 dB.  As indicated in Table 3, traffic noise levels are predicted to be 
approximately 53 dB at a distance of 75 feet from the roadway centerline.  Therefore, the 
allowable increases on this section of roadway would be 5 dBA because predicted noise levels 
are less than 60 dB Ldn (General Plan Policy 6.5.1.12).  Based upon this increase threshold of 5 
dB, the predicted increase of 1.8 dB would comply with the County’s standards and no 
additional noise control measures would be required. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposed project is predicted to comply with the El Dorado County General Plan noise level 
standards.  Predicted noise levels at new residential receptors are less than 60 dB Ldn (exterior) 
and 45 dB Ldn (interior) as currently proposed.  Additionally, project-related traffic noise level 
increases are predicted to range between 0.5 dB and 1.8 dB.  The 1.8 dB increase is less than 
the County’s substantial increased standard of 5 dB where predicted traffic noise levels are less 
than 60 dB Ldn.  Therefore, no additional noise control measures would be warranted.   
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Appendix A 
Acoustical Terminology 

 
Acoustics The science of sound. 
 

Ambient Noise The distinctive acoustical characteristics of a given space consisting of all noise sources audible at that 
location.  In many cases, the term ambient is used to describe an existing or pre-project condition such as the 
setting in an environmental noise study. 

 

Attenuation The reduction of an acoustic signal. 
 

A-Weighting A frequency-response adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal to approximate 
human response. 

 

Decibel or dB Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound pressure squared over 
the reference pressure squared.  A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell. 

 

CNEL  Community Noise Equivalent Level.  Defined as the 24-hour average noise level with noise occurring during 
evening hours (7 - 10 p.m.) weighted by a factor of three and nighttime hours weighted by a factor of 10 prior to 
averaging. 

 

Frequency The measure of the rapidity of alterations of a periodic signal, expressed in cycles per second or hertz (Hz). 
 

Ldn  Day/Night Average Sound Level.  Similar to CNEL but with no evening weighting. 
 

Leq  Equivalent or energy-averaged sound level. 
 

Lmax  The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time. 
 

L(n)  The sound level exceeded a described percentile over a measurement period.  For instance, an hourly L50 is 
the sound level exceeded 50% of the time during the one hour period. 

 

Loudness A subjective term for the sensation of the magnitude of sound. 
 
Noise  Unwanted sound. 
 

NRC  Noise Reduction Coefficient.  NRC is a single-number rating of the sound-absorption of a material equal to the 
arithmetic mean of the sound-absorption coefficients in the 250, 500, 1000, and 2,000 Hz octave frequency 
bands rounded to the nearest multiple of 0.05.  It is a representation of the amount of sound energy absorbed 
upon striking a particular surface. An NRC of 0 indicates perfect reflection; an NRC of 1 indicates perfect 
absorption. 

 

Peak Noise  The level corresponding to the highest (not RMS) sound pressure measured over a given period of time.  This 
term is often confused with the AMaximum@ level, which is the highest RMS level. 

 

RT60  The time it takes reverberant sound to decay by 60 dB once the source has been removed. 
 

Sabin  The unit of sound absorption.  One square foot of material absorbing 100% of incident sound has an absorption 
of 1 Sabin. 

 

SEL  Sound Exposure Level.  SEL is s rating, in decibels, of a discrete event, such as an aircraft flyover or train 
passby, that compresses the total sound energy into a one-second event.  

 

STC  Sound Transmission Class.  STC is an integer rating of how well a building partition attenuates airborne sound. 
 It is widely used to rate interior partitions, ceilings/floors, doors, windows and exterior wall configurations. 

 

Threshold The lowest sound that can be perceived by the human auditory system, generally considered to be 0 dB for        
of Hearing           persons with perfect hearing. 
 

Threshold             Approximately 120 dB above the threshold of hearing. 
 of Pain    
  
Impulsive Sound of short duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and rapid decay. 
 
Simple Tone Any sound which can be judged as audible as a single pitch or set of single pitches. 
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL: Ldn
Hard/Soft: Soft

Segment Roadway Name ADT Day % Eve % Night %
% Med. 
Trucks

% Hvy. 
Trucks Speed Distance

Offset 
(dB)

1 Malcolm Dixon Road 1,350 83 17 0.5 0.5 35 100 -25
2 Malcolm Dixon Road 1,350 83 17 0.5 0.5 35 100 -22
3 Malcolm Dixon Road 1,350 83 17 0.5 0.5 35 75 0
4 Green Valey Road 16,880 83 17 2 1 55 670 -30
5 Green Valey Road 16,880 83 17 2 1 55 670 -27
6 Green Valey Road 16,880 83 17 2 1 55 645 -5

Appendix B1

2016-149

Lot Numbers

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model

2025 Plus Proejct Traffic

Data Input Sheet

Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard

Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard
Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Medium Heavy
Segment Roadway Name Autos Trucks Trucks Total

1 Malcolm Dixon Road 25 12 17 26
2 Malcolm Dixon Road 28 15 20 29
3 Malcolm Dixon Road 52 39 44 53
4 Green Valey Road 24 14 15 25
5 Green Valey Road 27 17 18 28
6 Green Valey Road 49 40 41 50

2025 Plus Proejct Traffic

Lot Numbers

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Predicted Levels

Appendix B2

2016-149

Ldn
Soft

Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard
Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard
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Project #:
Description:
Ldn/CNEL:
Hard/Soft:

Segment Roadway Name 75 70 65 60 55
1 Malcolm Dixon Road 0 0 0 1 1
2 Malcolm Dixon Road 0 0 0 1 2
3 Malcolm Dixon Road 2 5 11 25 53
4 Green Valey Road 0 1 1 3 7
5 Green Valey Road 1 1 2 5 11
6 Green Valey Road 15 32 68 147 317

FHWA-RD-77-108 Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
Noise Contour Output

Appendix B3

2016-149
2025 Plus Proejct Traffic

Lot Numbers
-------- Distances to Traffic Noise Contours --------

Ldn
Soft

Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard
Lot 8 - 1st Floor Interior
Lot 8 - 2nd Floor Interior
Lot 8 - Backyard
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I. PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

 

Communities are increasingly concerned about wildfire safety.  Drought years coupled with 
flammable vegetation and annual periods of severe fire weather insure the potential for periodic 
wildfires. 

The purpose of this plan is to assess the wildfire hazards and risks of The Vineyards At El Dorado 
Hills, to identify measures to reduce these hazards and risks and protect the native vegetation.  There 
are light to heavy fuel hazards and moderate topography associated with this proposed project both 
on and adjacent to the project. 

The possibility of large fires occurring when the project is complete will be greatly reduced.  However, 
small wildfires in the open space areas and on the larger lots may occur due to the increase in public 
uses. 

Incorporation of the fire hazard reduction measures into the design and maintenance of the future lots 
will reduce the size and intensity of wildfires and help prevent catastrophic fire losses.  State and 
County regulations provide the basic guidelines and requirements for fire safe mitigation measures 
and defensible space around dwellings.  This plan builds on these basic rules and provides additional 
fire hazard reduction measures customized to the topography and vegetation of the development with 
special emphases on the interface of homes and wildland fuels. 

The scope of The Vineyards Wildland Fire Safe Plan (Plan) recognizes the extraordinary natural 
features of the area and designs wildfire safety measures which are meant to compliment and 
become part of the community design.  The Plan contains measures for providing and maintaining 
defensible space around future homes and open space.  Plan implementation measures must be 
maintained in order to assure adequate wildfire protection. 

Homeowners who live in and adjacent to the wildfire environment must take primary responsibility 
along with the fire services for ensuring their homes have sufficient low ignitability and surrounding 
fuel reduction treatment.  The fire services should become a community partner providing 
homeowners with technical assistance as well as fire response.  For this to succeed it must be shared 
and implemented equally by homeowners and the fire services. 

 

 

II. FIRE PLAN LIMITATIONS 
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The Wildland Fire Safe Plan for The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills does not guarantee that wildfire will 
not threaten, damage or destroy natural resources, homes or endanger residents.  However, the full 
implementation of the mitigation measures will greatly reduce the exposure of homes to potential loss 
from wildfire and provide defensible space for firefighters and residents as well as protect the native 
vegetation.  Specific items are listed for homeowner’s attention to aid in home wildfire safety. 

 

III. THE VINEYARDS AT El DORADO HILLS WILDLAND FIRE SAFE PLAN 

 

 

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

 

The Vineyards is located on the north side of Malcolm Dixon Road approximately 1 mile west of 
Salmon Falls Road to the proposed entrance.  The development will connect to Malcolm Dixon Road 
at two different locations.  

The project is proposing to subdivide a 114 acre site into 42 single family residential lots and open 
space with irrigated vineyards.  The existing zoning is RE-5 and proposed to be RE-5PD.  The project 
will include a density bonus provision in the County General Plan in Policy 2.2.4.1.  The residential 
lots are to utilize 42 acres. Fifty-six percent of the project site (64+ac) will remain in open space. The 
open space will meander throughout the subdivision and include a vineyard on approximately 30 
acres.  The vineyard will be irrigated by either private well or public water. Refer to the site plan for 
the vineyard locations. 

As proposed, the development is intended to be a gated community with two points of access to 
Malcolm Dixon Road.  The gates will have an automatic opener, alarm and optional security camera 
to control its usage.  The gates shall have a fire department approved “opticom” opener and knox 
lock.  The Vineyards project will include the formation of a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) that 
would be responsible for the maintenance of the gates as specified in the community’s Covenants, 
Conditions and Restrictions (CCR’s).  All the roads will be constructed to El Dorado County 
Transportation Division (DT), Fire Safe and the El Dorado County Design and Improvement 
Standards Manual (DISM) standards except when design waivers are granted.  

The project will be developed in 4 phases.  During Phase I, the road will connect to Malcolm Dixon 
Road at the east side of the development.  The first phase will create 10 lots.  Phase II will consist of  
8 lots taking access from Malcolm Dixon Road at the southern end of the project. Phase III will add 17 
more lots and provide the road tie between Phase I and II to create the 2 points of vehicle access for 
the subdivision.  Phase IV will add 7 more lots for a total of 42 one acre lots.   

Malcolm Dixon Road and the primary access roadway to the project is a part of the County approved 
Malcolm Dixon Road Area of Benefit (AOB) that is based on Exhibit X (attached) that will provide 
connection between Green Valley Road and Salmon Falls Road per approved Exhibit X. 

Access during Phase I is proposed to be provided by a 24’ wide road consisting of two travel lanes 
with shoulders and asphalt dikes on each side.   The roads for Phase I are identified as Road “B” and 
Road “E”.  There will be a turnaround at the end of Road “B”.  Road “E” is the gated connector road 
from Salmon Falls Road. 

Phase II will take access from Malcolm Dixon Road and eventually become a secondary access 
(during Phase III) for the subdivision.  See the attached Phasing Plan for phasing delineation. 
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During Phase III, Road “A” will be extended north and south from the intersection with Road “B”.  Like 
others, Road “A” will be 24’ with asphalt dikes.  During this phase Road “A” will make connection to 
Malcolm Dixon Road to the south and terminate with a turnaround at the northern end.  The last 
roadway extension, Road “C” will provide access to lots 34-40 and will be developed during Phase IV.  

The project is proposed to be served with public water by El Dorado Irrigation District (EID).  All fire 
hydrant locations and spacing shall be determined by El Dorado Hills Fire Department and the 
Residential Fire Code.   A fuel hazard reduction zone along the entire length of the roads within the 
project and adjacent to the project  for the entire length along Malcolm Dixon Road and around the 
perimeter of the open space adjacent to the lot property lines and vineyards will be needed.   The 
project is proposing to subdivide parcels APN: 126-100-24.  The project area is to be zoned RE5-PD.   
All lots 1 acre and larger are subject to clearance requirements (See Appendix A).  The PD zones will 
have differing building setback. The building setbacks for some 1 acre lots may vary from the normal 
30’ to 20’ in the front, 15’ on the sides and 30’ in the rear.  The use of the 7A building standards shall 
mitigate the reduced setbacks.  Maintained vineyards may be used for mitigation for the reduced 
setbacks.  Residential fire sprinklers shall be required by the Residential Building Code as it currently 
exists. 

 

Large open space lots totaling 64 acres will be incorporated throughout the project area.   There are 2 
variations of vegetation types in this area.  There are open grazing and dense oak woodland areas.  
The area of oak woodlands in the northwest corner are in need of rejuvenation and constitutes a 
serious fire hazard.  An intermittent drainage separates this area from the residential lots.  All fencing 
adjacent to any non-irrigated/landscaped open space shall be constructed from nonflammable 
material.  This project is in a “High” Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  7A building construction standards 
will be required on those homes not meeting the 30’ setback requirement. 

The HOA shall oversee the maintenance of the fuel hazard reduction zones along the roads and open 
space areas.  Pedestrian and multi-use trails may be incorporated into some of the open space and 
be required to have adjacent fuels treated annually.  Service roads will also receive similar treatment 
as the trails. 

The El Dorado Hills Fire Department provides all fire and emergency medical services to this project.  
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) has wildland fire responsibility 
in this state responsibility area (SRA).  

 

 

2. PROJECT VEGETATION (FUELS) 

 

For wildfire planning purposes the vegetation is classified as follows: 

(a) ground fuels- annual grasses, coffeeberry, buckeye, chamise, toyon, poison oak, and 
downed limbs (Brush) 

(b) overstory- scattered live oaks, blue oaks, valley oaks, and gray pine.   

The property has varied terrain ranging from flat to mostly moderate slopes.  Some areas of steep 
slopes up to and exceeding 30% in the drainages have heavy fuel loading.  Fire hazard reduction of 
the fuels will be extremely important to the house sites and surrounding areas.  Much of the tree 
canopy is oak woodland with dense grown liveoaks and oak and pine overstory.  The trees typically 
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have limbs and canopy reaching the ground as well as the dense stands of brush creating ladder 
fuels.  Ladder fuels will need to be eliminated in the open spaces.  Limbing of trees is important to 
reduce their susceptibility from a ground fire.  Tree spacing on the slopes is a critical component to 
attaining the required fire safe clearances.   A separation of the brush fuels and trees are essential for 
creating the defensible space around the residence and along the perimeter.  A one-time treatment of 
the project area to eliminate all the dead fuel and to clean out the slopes of the drainages of ladder 
fuels is essential.    CAL FIRE guidelines for the 100 foot clearance requirements are attached. 

 

 

3.  PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

 

A. The brush fuels on the slopes will ignite and have a rapid rate of                                                       
spread. 

Fire in the grass and brush fuels on the slopes is the most serious wildfire problem for this 
project. 

B. Risk of fire starts will increase with development. 

The greatest risk from fire ignition will be along roads and on large lots as human activity 
increases in these areas. 

C. Provisions must be made to maintain all fuel treatments. 

The wildfire protection values of fuel reduction are rapidly lost if not maintained.  Continued 
review of potential ladder fuels to maintain a fire safe environment is very important.  Annual 
maintenance of the open spaces and fuel hazard reduction zones by June 1 of each year is 
necessary. 

D. Typical home design and siting often does not recognize adequate wildfire mitigation 
measures. 

A review of many wildfires has conclusively shown that most home losses occur when: (1) 
there is inadequate clearing of flammable vegetation around a house, (2) roofs are not fire 
resistant, (3) homes are sited in hazardous locations, (4) firebrand ignition points and heat 
traps are not adequately protected and (5) there is a lack of water for suppression. 

 

4. GOALS  

A.  Modify the continuity of high hazard vegetation fuels.                                                               
B.  Reduce the size and intensity of wildfires.                                                                                 
C.  Ensure defensible space is provided around all structures.                                                      
D.  Design fuel treatments to minimize tree removal.                                                                      
E.   Ensure fuel treatment measures are maintained.                                                                     
F.   Identify fire safe structural features.                                                                                          
G.   Help homeowners protect their homes from wildfire. 
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5. WILDFIRE MITIGATION MEASURES    

 

Wildfire mitigation measures are designed to accomplish the Goals by providing and maintaining 
defensible space and treating high hazard fuel areas.  Fire hazard severity is reduced through these 
mitigation measures.  The Wildland Fire Safe Plan places emphasis on defensible space around 
structures, project perimeter and open spaces.   

The residential construction materials, fire hydrant location and fuel treatment will be extremely 
important in the development of these new lots.  Lot setback will vary depending on lot size and 
location.  

Fuel hazard reduction zones (FHRZ) of at least 50 feet in width shall be installed around the internal 
perimeter of the project adjacent to all the lots against the open space or vineyards and a 10 foot fuel 
hazard reduction zone along both sides of all internal roads, service roads, and trails.   A FHRZ along 
Malcolm Dixon Road and project borders shall extend for 30’ or to any internal property line up from 
the edge of Malcolm Dixon Road or project border.   Any tree canopy over the roads and driveways 
will have 15’ of vertical clearance over the roadways.  Nonflammable fencing shall be used adjacent 
to all non-irrigated/landscaped open space or vineyard areas and adjacent to all backyards. 

All residences shall be required to have NFPA 13D fire sprinkler systems.  The project is located in a  
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  Implementation of Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area Building 
Standards will be required for the construction of new residences that do not meet Fire Safe 
setbacks.  These standards address roofing, venting, eave enclosure, windows, exterior doors, 
exterior walls, exterior porch ceilings, floor projections, under floor projections, underside of 
appendages, and decking. 

Clearance along the road and around structures is very important and necessary.  Fire Safe 
specifications state that all trees in the fuel hazard reduction zones shall be thinned so the crowns are 
not touching.  Branches on remaining trees shall be pruned up 8 feet as measured on the uphill side 
of the tree.  Brush shall be removed.  Grasses shall be kept mowed to a 2 inch stubble annually by 
June 1.  Any tree crown canopy over the driveways shall be pruned at least 15 feet up from the 
driveway surface. 

Agricultural operations such as vineyards usually require special setback restrictions from residences.  
The normal agricultural setback is 200’.  This is for the protection of both the residents and the farm 
operation since herbicides and pesticides may be needed during the growing of grapes.  Even 
organic chemicals may be offensive to people adjacent to the agricultural operation.  The 200’ 
setback should be considered when adjacent to a residence.   Any vegetation within the agricultural 
setback will need to  be treated following the FHRZ criteria.  

This zone is in addition to the clearances required by state law.  The State required Fire Safe 
clearances (PRC 4291) shall be implemented around all structures (See CAL FIRE Guideline).  
Clearances may be required at the time of construction by the County.    

 

More restrictive standards may be applied by approving El Dorado County Authorities.  
Approval of this plan does not by itself guarantee approval of this project.    

 

             Mitigation Measures:  
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 All lots one acre and larger shall be landscaped to Firescaping Standards Zones I 
and II (Appendix A). 

a. Responsibility- homeowner within one year of occupancy 

 Driveways shall be a minimum 12 feet wide.  Driveways shall comply with standard 
building practices.   

               a.  Responsibility- builder/homeowner 

 All private driveway gates shall be inset on the driveway at least 30 feet from the 
road.   Gate openings shall be 2 feet wider than the driveway.  Knox lock access 
shall be provided to the fire department. 

a. Responsibility- homeowner 

  Any driveway shall not exceed a maximum 20% grade. 

         a.   Responsibility- builder 

 Any driveway over 150’ in length shall have a turn-around near the residence.  The 
location shall be approved by the Fire Department prior to issuance of the grading 
permit.  (See Appendix D) 

         a.  Responsibility- builder 

 Any driveway over 400’ in length shall have a turnout at the midpoint of the 
driveway.  Location and design must be approved by the Fire Department prior to 
the issuance of a grading permit.  (See Appendix D) 

          a.  Responsibility-builder 

 All homes shall have Class A listed roof covering. 

               a.   Responsibility- builder/homeowner 

 Decks that are cantilevered over the natural slope shall be enclosed. 

a. Responsibility- builder/homeowner (See Appendix C for guidelines) 

 The houses shall be constructed with exterior wall sheathing that shall be of  
noncombustible material.  

a. Responsibility-builder 

 Windows on all sides of the structure shall be constructed of multi-pane glazing 
with a minimum of one tempered pane on the exterior side. 

a. Responsibility-builder 

 Doors shall be constructed of noncombustible or ignition-resistant material or 
shall be constructed of solid core wood compliant with CRC R327.8.3. 

       a.   Responsibility-builder 

  Rafter tails shall be enclosed with noncombustible material on all sides of the 
structure. 

a. Responsibility-builder 
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   Gutters and downspouts shall be noncombustible. 

a. Responsibility-builder 

  Attic and floor vents shall be approved by enforcing agency. 

a. Responsibility-builder 

 The fire department shall review the Wildland Fire Safe Plan within 5 years to 
determine its adequacy.  It may require modification as necessary. 

            a.  Responsibility- fire department 

 

 

6. BUILDING SETBACKS ON ONE ACRE OR LARGER LOTS  

State SRA Regulations (1276.01) requires a minimum of a 30 foot setback from all property 
lines or to the center of the road for lots 1 acre or larger.  Exceptions to this are being used 
and would be allowed by the proposed PD zoning approved by El Dorado County.  Exceptions 
to the 30’ setback may also be granted when the property is adjacent to a managed vineyard. 

 

7. OTHER FIRE SAFE REQUIREMENTS  

 

A. New roadways, turnouts and driveway shall be constructed only after consulting     
 with El Dorado Fire Hills Fire Department and DT. A design waiver may be       
 requested. 

B. Each new property owner or builder prior to construction shall be required to        
contact El Dorado County Community Services Agency/Building Division to have 
the residential fire sprinklers plans approved.  All fire sprinkler systems shall be 
designed and  installed by a licensed contractor.   

C. Any new road and turnout shall be built to DT standards and Title 14 consistent 
 with any approved design waivers.   

D. The developer shall provide a 30’ fuel hazard reduction zone along the perimeter of 
 the project adjacent to the rear property lines, vineyards and the open space, and    
 10’ on both sides of roads and they shall be annually maintained by June 1 to the 
 Fire Safe specifications.  Sidewalks and landscaping are acceptable in the zone 
 along the roadways.  Tree canopy over the road and driveways shall be cleared up 
` 15’. 

E. The developer shall file with DT to get the roads named and have the names posted 
 at the intersections. 

F. The HOA, or other entity to the satisfaction of the County of El Dorado, shall be 
 responsible for maintaining the fuel hazard reduction zones along the road, in the 
 open spaces annually by June 1.  

G. If any roads are 30’ wide or less, they shall be posted “No Parking” on one side of 
 the road unless a design waiver is approved.  Posting on one side shall be 
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 determined by fire hydrant placement and consulting with the El Dorado Hills Fire  
 Department.  Parking bays are allowed in these areas. 

H. If a parking design waiver is granted, turnouts at each fire hydrant location shall be 
 installed and meet Fire Department specifications. 

I. A Notice of Restriction shall be filed with the final parcel map which stipulates that 
 a Wildland Fire Safe Plan has been prepared and wildfire mitigation measures must 
 be implemented.  

J. The project shall meet all the Public Resource Codes 4290 as amended (the 1991 
 SRA Fire Safe Regulations- Article 2 Access, Article 3 Signing, Article 4 Water, 
 Article 5 Fuels), County ordinances unless amended,  revised or waived. 

K. The home/property owners are responsible for any future fire safe or building code 
 changes adopted by the State or local authority. 

L. Only ignition-resistant material, exterior fire retardant treated wood, or non-
 combustible material shall be allowed for decks. 

M. All fencing adjacent to non-irrigated/landscaped open space shall be 
 noncombustible. 

N. All trails shall have a 10’ FHRZ along each side of the trail and be maintained 
 annually by June 1. 

O. At the entrance to any trail, “No Smoking” signs shall be posted.  

P. At all trail intersections with the roads that have vehicle access there shall be a 
 knock down bollard to allow for the passage of emergency equipment onto the 
 trail. 

Q.  There shall not be any entrance gate allowed for this development until the gate on 
 APN: 126-049-01 is removed as per the El Dorado Hills Fire Department Standard 
 #B-002 A.13 Automatic Gates on Fire Access Roadways.  

 

8.  OPEN SPACE GUIDELINES 

A.  Remove all gray pines within 100’ of all property lines. 

B.  Remove all dead trees within 100’ of all property lines. 

C. Remove all dead limbs from live trees that are within 10’ of the ground. 

D.  Limb all trees within 30’ of the inner property lines at least 8’ above the ground as   
 measured on the uphill side of the tree. 

E.  Remove all dead limbs and trees laying on the ground within 100’ of all property 
 lines. 

F.  A one-time cleanup of all the drainages to remove the ladder fuels for 25’ on both    
 sides of the drainage.    

G.  Annually by June 1 cut or remove all grass and brush to a 2” stubble within 50’                            
 along the inner property lines adjacent to the residential lots and 10’ along 
 streets/trails  and 100’ along Salmon Falls Road adjacent to the project perimeter.  
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H.   Open space areas may be landscaped and irrigated.    Natural areas will follow the         
 open space guidelines for fuel treatment. 

I.  Mature or multi stemmed oaks can present a serious wildfire problem if   
 untreated. Treat the oaks in the open spaces as to the following specifications: (a) 
 remove all dead limbs and stems and (b) cut off green stems at 8’ above the 
 ground that arch over and are growing down towards the ground.  Measure from 
 the uphill side of the tree to determine the appropriate height. 

  J.  Permanent wet areas within the open space lots may be allowed to have a        
 variety of vegetation provided the wet areas are isolated with a fuel hazard               
 reduction zone if outside of an existing FHRZ. 

 

 

V. Appendix  
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APPENDIX A 

THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS 

 FIRESCAPING STANDARDS 

 

 

Firescaping is an approach to landscaping to help protect homes from wildland fires.  The goal is to 
create a landscape that will slow the advance of a wildfire and create a Defensible Space that provides 
the key point for firefighting agencies to defend the home.  This approach has a landscape zone 
surrounding the home containing a balance of native and exotic plants that are fire and drought resistant, 
help control erosion, and are visually pleasing.  Firescaping is designed not only to protect the home but 
to reduce damage to oaks and other plants. 

Zone I 

 

The zone extends to not less than 30 feet from the house or to the property line whichever is less in all 
directions and has a traditional look of irrigated shrubs, flowers gardens, trees and lawns.  All dead trees, 
brush, concentrations of dead ground fuels (tree limbs, logs etc. exceeding 1inch in diameter) shall be 
removed.  All native oak trees, conifers and brush species are pruned up to 8 feet above the ground as 
measured on the uphill side but no more than 1/3 of the live crown.  The plants in this zone are generally 
less than 18 inches in height, must be slow to ignite from windblown sparks and flames.  Such plants 
should produce only small amounts of litter and retain high levels of moisture in their foliage year around.  
Native and exotic trees are permitted inside the Zone, but foliage may not be within 10 feet of the roof or 
chimney.  Grass and other herbaceous growth within this zone must be irrigated or if left to cure must be 
mowed to a 2 inch stubble, chemically treated or removed.  Such treatment must be accomplished by 
June 1, annually.  This zone has built in firebreaks created by driveways, sidewalks etc. 

Zone II 

 

This Zone adds 70 feet to Zone I and extends a minimum of 100 feet from the house in all directions, or 
to the property line whichever is less, and is a transition area to the outlying vegetation.  The zone is a 
band of low growing succulent ground covers designed to reduce the intensity, flame length and rate of 
spread of an approaching wildfire. Irrigation may be necessary to maintain a quality appearance and 
retain the retardant ability of the plants.  All dead trees, brush, concentration of dead ground fuels (tree 
limbs, logs etc.) exceeding 2 inches in diameter shall be removed.  Annual grasses shall be mowed after 
they have cured to a 2 inch stubble by June 1, annually.   Native trees and brush species may be 
preserved and pruned of limbs up to 8 feet above the ground as measured on the uphill side. 

 

For Zones I and II With Oaks 
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Mature, multi stemmed Oaks can present a serious wildfire problem if untreated.  Treat the Oaks as to the 
following specifications: (a) remove all dead limbs and stems and (b) cut off green stems at 8 feet above 
the ground as measured on the uphill side that arch over and are growing down towards the ground.  
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APPENDIX B 

THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS 

 FUEL TREATMENT SPECIFICATIONS 

For 

OAK WOODLAND 

Within The Designated Fuel Treatment Areas 

 

1. Leave all live trees where possible. 

2. Remove all dead trees. 

3. Remove all brush. 

4. Prune all live trees of dead branches and green branches 8 feet from the ground as measured on the 
uphill side of the tree, except no more than 1/3 of the live crown is removed.  All slash created by pruning 
must be disposed of by chipping or hauling off site. 

5. Annually by June 1, reduce the grass or weeds to a 2 inch stubble by mowing, chemical treatment, 
disking or a combination of treatments. 

6. Conifers within 30 feet of a house shall be removed.  Those pines in the open space shall be isolated 
with no brush understory within the dripline of the tree. 

 

APPENDIX C 

THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS 

ENCLOSED DECK GUIDELINES 

 

The purpose of enclosing the underside of decks that are cantilevered out over the natural slope is to help 
prevent heat traps and fire brands from a wildfire igniting the deck or fuels under the deck. 

1.  Does not apply to decks that are constructed using fire resistant materials such as concrete, steel, 
stucco etc. 

2.  Any deck shall not include non fire rated composite deck material. 

3.  This applies to decks one story or less above natural slopes. 

4.  Combustible material must not be stored under the deck. 
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APPENDIX G.2 

Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Fire Department Consultation Letter 

19-1524 H 133 of 209



EL DORADO HILLS 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 
“Serving the Communities  of El Dorado Hil ls ,  Rescue and Latrobe”  

  

 

1050 Wilson Boulevard     El Dorado Hills, California 95762      Telephone (916) 933-6623     Fax (916) 933-5983     www.edhfire.com 

October 22, 2015 
 
 
 
Olga Sciorelli 
CTA Engineering and Surveying 
3233 Monier Circle 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95742 
 
Re:  VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS - APN 126-100-24 
 
Dear Mrs. Sciorelli: 
 
The potable water system with the purpose of fire protection for this residential development shall 
provide a minimum fire flow of 1,000 gallons per minute with a minimum residual pressure of 20 psi 
for a two-hour duration. This requirement is based on a structure 6,200 square feet or less in size, 
Type V-B construction. All structures shall be fire sprinklered in accordance with NFPA 13D and Fire 
Department requirements. This fire flow rate shall be in excess of the maximum daily consumption 
rate for this development. A set of engineering calculations reflecting the fire flow capabilities of this 
system shall be supplied to the Fire Department for review and approval.  
 
This development shall install Mueller Dry Barrel fire hydrants or any other hydrant as approved by 
the El Dorado Irrigation District. This conforms to El Dorado Irrigation District specifications for the 
purpose of providing water for fire protection. The spacing between hydrants for this development 
shall not exceed 500 feet. The exact location of each hydrant shall be determined by the Fire 
Department.  
 
If you have any additional questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me 
at 916-933-6623. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
EL DORADO HILLS FIRE DEPARTMENT 
 
 
 
 
Michael Lilienthal 
Division Chief/Fire Marshal  
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Septic Feasibility Study   
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Omni Financial               Project No. E15193.000 
1260 41st Avenue, Suite O              4 November 2015 
Capitola, California 95010        Revised 7 June 2017 
 
Attention: Mr. Martin Boone 
 
Subject: THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORDO HILLS 
  El Dorado Hills, El Dorado County, California 
  Septic Feasibility Study 
 
Reference: 1)  El Dorado County Ordinance Private Sewage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542), El 

Dorado County Department of Health Environmental Health Branch, 1999. 
2) El Dorado County Resolution No. 259-99, Design Standards for the Site Evaluation 

and Design of Sewage Disposal Systems, El Dorado County Department of Health 
Environmental Health Branch, 27 May 1987. 

3) Soil Survey of El Dorado Area, California, United States Department of Agriculture 
Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service, April, 1974. 

4) Loyd, R.C., (1984), Mineral Land Classification of the Folsom 15 Minute Quadrangle, 
Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, and Amador  Counties, California@, DMG Open File 
Report 84-50, California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 

 
Dear Mr. Boone, 
 
With your authorization, Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. (Youngdahl) has completed a septic 
feasibility study for The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills, a proposed residential development 
project located north of Malcolm Dixon Road in El Dorado Hills, El Dorado County, California.  
The subject property is assigned the El Dorado County Assessors Parcel Number (APN): 126-
100-24-10.  This report presents the results of a septic feasibility investigation performed by 
Youngdahl, which includes percolation test data and our recommendations as to the feasibility 
of onsite wastewater disposal. 
 
Very truly yours, 
Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc.    
 
 
 
 
 
David C. Sederquist, C.E.G., C.HG.     
Senior Engineering Geologist/Hydrogeologist      
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THE VINEYARDS AT EL DORADO HILLS 
SEPTIC FEASIBILITY STUDY 

MALCOLM DIXON ROAD, EL DORADO HILLS, CALIFORNIA 
 

1.0 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

With authorization of Mr. Martin Boone of Omni Financial, Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. 
(Youngdahl) has completed a septic feasibility study for The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills, El 
Dorado County and designated Assessors Parcel Number (APN) 126-100-24-10.  The subject 
property is located on the north side of Malcolm Dixon Road approximately 3/4-mile east of the 
intersection of Salmon Falls Road and Malcolm Dixon Road in El Dorado Hills, El Dorado 
County, California (Figure 1).  The property is proposed for subdivision into 42 single-family 
residential lots situated on approximately 113.11-acres.  The purpose of this study was to 
evaluate onsite soils, the near surface geology, and the feasibility of an onsite wastewater 
disposal.  The scope of this study included performing the excavation of ten (10) test pits and 
six (6) percolation tests.  This study was conducted with adherence to the El Dorado County 
Ordinance – Private Sewage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542) and El Dorado County 
Resolution No. 259-99, Design Standards for the Site Evaluation and Design of Sewage 
Disposal Systems. 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

The site is currently undeveloped land and encompasses approximately 113.11-acres within an 
“L” shaped property (Figure 2).  This site is accessed off of Malcolm Dixon Road approximately 
1-mile east of the intersection of Salmon Falls Road and Malcolm Dixon Road.  Vegetation on 
the property is predominantly open oak woodland with grassland on gently rolling terrain.  The 
project is dominated by three westerly flowing seasonal drainages.  Ground elevations range 
from approximately 705 feet above mean sea level (MSL) on the southwest corner to 862 feet 
above MSL on the northeast corner of the property. 

3.0 SOILS AND GEOLOGY 

3.1 SOILS 

The soils on the project site are derived from the underlying weathered rock formations.  The 
soils research consisted of accessing the online soils data available from the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for the El 
Dorado Area (1974) (Reference 3).  The soil and completely weathered rock interface was 
encountered at depths ranging from 1.5 to 2.5-feet below ground surface (bgs) in the test pits.  
According to the Soil Survey of the El Dorado Area, the site is underlain mostly by one soil 
series, the Auburn very rocky silt loam.  This soil type is mapped on the site as three variants: 
mostly Auburn very rocky silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AxD) and minor amounts of Auburn 
very rocky silt loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes (AxE) along with minor amounts of Auburn silt 
loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AwD).  

3.1.1 Auburn Very Rocky Loam, AxD Soils 

The Auburn very rocky loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AxD) is mapped over the majority of the 
site, and is characterized as moderately permeable, occurring on gently sloping to moderately 
steep areas with 5 to 25 percent bedrock cover. 
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3.1.2 Auburn Very Rocky Silt Loam, AxE Soils 

The Auburn very rocky silt loam, 30 to 50 percent slopes (AxE) occurs on the site in a drainage 
on the northwest corner of the property and is typically found on slopes that drop into creek 
channels and drainage ways. 

3.1.3 Auburn Silt Loam, AwD 

The Auburn silt loam, 2 to 30 percent slopes (AwD) is mapped over a small area of the site and 
is characterized as well-drained, occurring on gently sloping areas with 3 percent bedrock 
cover. 

3.2 GEOLOGY 

The site is located on the western margin of the Sierra Nevada geomorphic province of 
California.  The western margin of the Sierra Nevada is characterized by northwest trending, 
fault bounded metamorphic belts.  The site is underlain by pre-Jurassic age, metavolcanic rocks 
of Foothill Mélange-Ophiolite Terrane, which is described as a chaotic assemblage of rocks of 
various lithologies and ages within the Sierra Nevada foothills (Reference 4). 

3.2.1 Subsurface Exploration 

Ten (10) exploratory test pits, designated TP-1 through TP-10, were excavated on 17 
September 2015 using a John Deere 410 G backhoe with a 24-inch bucket, under the 
supervision of a Youngdahl Professional Geologist.  As the excavation proceeded, the sidewalls 
were logged using the Standard Practice for Subsurface Characterization of Test Pits for On-
site Septic Systems (ASTM D 5921-96), which primarily follows the USDA, Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS) soil classification system.  The test pits were backfilled with the native material, 
following the completion of the percolation tests, on 21 September 2015. 
 
The test pits completed for this investigation encountered relatively similar soil conditions.  Soils 
encountered during the exploration included sandy LOAM (sl) to depths of between 1.0 and 1.5 
feet below ground surface (bgs).  Highly weathered metavolcanic BEDROCK was encountered 
from the near surface soil layer to the total depth explored for each test pit.  Roots were 
observed from depths of approximately 2 to 4 feet bgs.  Groundwater was not encountered 
during our explorations.  A more detailed description of the subsurface conditions encountered 
is presented graphically on the “Exploratory Test Pit Logs”, Figures 4 through 14. 

4.0 PERCOLATION TESTING 

Percolation tests for nine (9) of the ten (10) test pits were performed on 18 and 21 of September 
2015, and on 15 and 16 of October 2015.  Testing was performed with adherence to the El 
Dorado County Ordinance - Private Sewage Disposal Systems (Ordinance 4542) and El Dorado 
County Resolution No. 259-99, Design Standards for the Site Evaluation and Design of Sewage 
Disposal Systems.  Procedures and results for the percolation tests are presented below. 

4. 1 Testing Procedures 

Four (4) percolation test holes per test pit were dug using a 9-inch diameter auger attachment 
on a John Deere 410 G backhoe, following the excavation of the test pits, to depths of 
approximately 12- inches below the test pit bottom.  A 6-inch diameter perforated Schedule 40 
PVC percolation stand was placed in each test hole.  The stand was seated in a bed of pea 
gravel that was also placed in the annulus between the soil and PVC to stabilize the percolation 
stand.  A float integrated with a graduated scale (in inches) was used to measure water-level 
drops during the percolation test.  Each test hole was filled with water to begin percolation 
testing.  The depth of the test holes ranged from 24 to 49-inches bgs. 
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4.2 Testing Results 

Percolation tests were conducted on 18 and 21 September 2015.  Four (4) test holes were dug 
at each percolation test pit location at depths below ground surface ranging from 24- to 39-
inches.  Percolation hole diameters ranged between 9 and 10-inches wide.  The percolation 
rates (averaged for each test pit) ranged from 12 minutes per inch (mpi) in TP-9 to 77 mpi in TP-
3.  Percolation testing data, including individual test hole rates, individual test hole depths, and 
averaged test pit rates are presented in Table 1 (below).  Percolation test data and graphs for 
each percolation test have been included in Appendix A. 
 

Table 1 - Percolation Test Data 
The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Septic Feasibility  

Malcolm Dixon Road 

El Dorado Hills, California 

 

Test 
Pit No. 

Testing 
Date 

Test Pit 
Elevation1 
(feet MSL) 

Test 
Hole #1 
Rate2  

(Depth 
in 

Inches) 

Test 
Hole #2 
Rate2 

(Depth 
in 

Inches) 

Test 
Hole #3 
Rate2 

(Depth 
in 

Inches) 

Test Hole 
#4 Rate2 

(Depth in 
Inches) 

Average 
Test Pit 

Rate 
(mpi) 

New Lot 
Minimum 
Disposal 
Area3 (sq. 

ft.) 

TP-1 9/21/2015 834 31 (24) 51 (24) 50 (29) 105 (33) 59 12,000 

TP-2 10/15/2015 803 98 (29) 22 (27) 16 (27) 38 (28) 43 12,000 

TP-3 9/21/2015 848 33 (27) 48 (36) 55 (36) 174 (39) 77 14,000 

TP-4 9/18/2015 813 30 (24) 36 (27) 39 (28) 45 (28) 37 10,000 

TP-5 9/21/2015 745 17 (24) 25 (24) 24 (25) 35 (25) 25 10,000 

TP-6 9/21/2015 785 18 (26) 25 (24) 19 (26) 29 (28) 23 10,000 

TP-8 9/21/2015 740 13 (26) 25 (24) 25 (26) 43 (28) 26 10,000 

TP-9 10/16/2015 723 13 (25) 5 (30) 17 (24) 11 (36) 12 8,000 

TP-10 10/16/2015 820 24 (25) 3 (30) 27 (24) 7 (36) 15 8,000 

Notes:         

1. Elevations are approximate       

2. In minutes per inch        

3. Disposal area data taken from El Dorado County Land Capability Manual    

mpi - Minutes Per Inch        

MSL - Mean Sea Level       
 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Each of the nine (9) percolation tests was successful.  Overall, no significant variations in soil 
subsurface conditions were found across the site.  The weathered bedrock conditions were also 
similar in terms of rock type, but varied somewhat in degree of induration.  One test pit (TP-9) 
had slightly more indurated bedrock conditions and resulted in equipment refusal prior to 
reaching the required depth to meet El Dorado County minimum requirements. Hence, this test 
pit is not suitable for fully characterizing onsite wastewater disposal areas.  However, we 

19-1524 H 141 of 209



The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills - Septic Feasibility Study Project No. E15193.000 
Page 4  4 November 2015, Revised 7 June 2017 
 

 

anticipate that with additional effort, the minimum 8-foot confirmation depth could be reached 
and the near surface soils/weathered bedrock appeared to be similar to the other nine test pits, 
so would more than likely be suitable for onsite wastewater disposal. 
 
We anticipate that subsurface conditions and percolation characteristics across the site will be 
consistent with those observed in the current study.  While each of the test pits for this study 
were sited to avoid slope and drainage swale constraints, other constraints and setbacks for 
onsite disposal sites were not a part of this scope of work, and should be considered for future 
lot layouts. 
 
Parcel map boundaries for the site are being developed based on numerous constraints, 
including but not limited to onsite wastewater disposal feasibility.  At some point in the feasibility 
process a definitive map showing potential parcels will be developed.  Additional mantle tests 
and percolation testing will be required by the El Dorado County Department of Environmental 
Management to validate the parcel layout for a new tentative map.   
 
Based on our study, the additional exploration should be completed prior to filing of the Final 
Map to locate suitable disposal areas in order to demonstrate the feasibility of on-site 
wastewater disposal for lots not covered during the original exploration.  Existing wells may 
need to be destroyed to eliminate adverse setbacks.  However, it is our opinion that it is most 
likely that a significant number of lots using onsite wastewater disposal are feasible for this 
project. 
 

6.0 LIMITATIONS AND UNIFORMITY OF CONDITIONS 

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Omni Financial for specific application to 
The Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project.  Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. has endeavored to 
comply with generally accepted environmental geologic practice common to the local area.  
Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc. makes no other warranty, express or implied. 
 
As of the present date, the findings of this report are valid for the property studied.  With the 
passage of time, changes in the conditions of a property can occur whether they are due to 
natural processes or to the works of man on this or adjacent properties.  Legislation or the 
broadening of knowledge may result in changes in applicable standards.  Changes outside of 
our control may cause this report to be invalid, wholly or partially.  Therefore, this report should 
not be relied upon after a period of three years without our review nor should it be used or is it 
applicable for any properties other than those studied.  Note that Youngdahl Consulting Group, 
Inc. is not responsible for any claims, damages, or liability associated with any other party's 
interpretation of this report's subsurface data or reuse of this report's subsurface data or 
environmental geologic analyses without the express written authorization of Youngdahl 
Consulting Group, Inc. 
 
The analyses and recommendations contained in this report are based on limited windows into 
the subsurface conditions and data obtained from subsurface exploration.  The methods used 
only directly indicate subsurface conditions at the specific locations where testing was 
performed, only directly at the time they were tested, and only directly to the depths penetrated.
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FIGURE

2
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000 SITE PLAN WITH SOILS MAP

The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
El Dorado Hills, California
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FIGURE

3
November 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

PROPOSED DISPOSAL AREAS
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California

BASE MAP REFERENCE: 
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Test pit terminated at 9'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl),  no 
redoximorphic features, medium granular structure, many 
coarse interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, diffuse wavy boundary, dry
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4' 8' 12' 16' 20' 22'2' 6' 10' 14' 18'
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10'

4'
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0 24' 26' 28'

Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71622 / W121.06156
OPit Orientation: 0 TP-1

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 4
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 834'

Light gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK 
(IWRX), highly to completely weathered, few red brown 
and black redoximophic concentrations on fractures,  
blocky no pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no 
roots, dry. Occasional pockets of olive green CLAY (c), 
stiff, plastic, dry

sl

IWRX

c

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 5/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl),  no 
redoximorphic features, medium granular structure, many 
medium interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, 
common fine roots, gradual wavy boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.17558 / W121.06322
OPit Orientation: 35 TP-2

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 5
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 803'

Gray brown, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, no 
pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/3) SANDY LOAM, (sl),  10% 
gravel, no redoximorphic features, fine granular structure, 
few fine interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, 
few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry to moist
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71751 / W121.06211
OPit Orientation: 67 TP-3

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 6
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 848'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, no 
pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, no roots, dry 
to moist

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/3) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 20% gravel, 
no redoximorphic features, fine granular structure, many 
fine interstitial pores, friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, 
common fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71677 / W121.06374
OPit Orientation: 90 TP-4

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 7
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 813'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few 
medium interstitial pores, friable to firm, non-plastic, non-
sticky, few medium roots, dry to moist

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8.5'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 10% 
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky 
structure, common medium to coarse tubular pores, 
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots, 
diffuse irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.7160 / W121.06697
OPit Orientation: 302 TP-5

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 8
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 745'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few 
medium interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, 
few medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 5% 
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky 
structure, common medium to coarse tubular pores, 
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots, 
diffuse irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71815 / W121.06597
OPit Orientation: 135 TP-6

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 9
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 785'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine 
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 5% 
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky 
structure, few fine tubular pores, friable, non-plastic, 
non-sticky, few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry

12'

16'

6'

14'

4' 8' 12' 16' 20' 22'2' 6' 10' 14' 18'

8'

10'

4'

2'

0 24' 26' 28'

Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71849 / W121.06837
OPit Orientation: 275 TP-7

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 10
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 710'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine 
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 5% 
gravel, no redoximorphic features, medium blocky 
structure, few fine tubular pores, friable, non-plastic, 
non-sticky, few fine roots, diffuse irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71860 / W121.06758 
OPit Orientation: 355 TP-8

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 11
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 740'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine 
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 5.5' (practical refusal)
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 20% 
gravel, 10% cobble, no redoximorphic features, medium 
blocky structure, common medium tubular pores, very 
friable, non-plastic, non-sticky, few medium roots, abrupt 
irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71974 / W121.06766
OPit Orientation: 60 TP-9

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 12
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 723'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine 
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Test pit terminated at 8'
No free groundwater encountered 
No caving noted

FIGURE

Reddish brown (5YR 4/4) SANDY LOAM, (sl), 10% 
gravel,  no redoximorphic features, medium blocky 
structure, common medium tubular pores, very friable, 
non-plastic, non-sticky, common medium roots, abrupt 
irregular boundary, dry
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Logged By:  DCS Date:  17 September 2015

Equipment: John Deere 410 G With 24" Bucket

Lat / Lon: N38.71904 / W121.06487
OPit Orientation: 72 TP-10

EXPLORATORY TEST PIT LOG
The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills

El Dorado Hills, California 13
October 2015

Project No.:
E15193.000

Elevation: ~ 820'

Gray green, INTENSELY WEATHERED ROCK (IWRX), 
highly to completely weathered, few red brown and black 
redoximorphic concentrations on fractures, blocky, few fine 
interstitial pores, very firm, non-plastic, non-sticky, few 
medium roots, dry

sl

IWRX

Note: The test pit log indicates subsurface conditions only at the specific location and time noted. Subsurface conditions, including groundwater 
levels, at other locations of the subject site may differ significantly from conditions which, in the opinion of Youngdahl Consulting Group, Inc., exist 
at the sampling locations, Note, too, that the passage of time may affect conditions at the sampling locations.

Scale: 1" = 4 Feet

Tests & CommentsUSDA ClassificationDepth
(Feet) Sample

Pit No.
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Standard Penetration test Water Seepage

2.5" O.D. Modified California Sampler Moisture Density Test

3" O.D. Modified California Sampler

Shelby Tube Sampler

2.5" Hand Driven Liner

Bulk Sample

Water Level At Time Of Drilling

Water Level After Time Of Drilling

Perched Water
P

MD

SOIL CLASSIFICATION
CHART & LOG EXPLANATIONG

The Vineyards At El Dorado Hills
El Dorado Hills, California

Project No.:
E15193.000

FIGURE

14

200

0.075 0.002

40

.425

10

2.0

4

4.75

¾"

19

3"

75

6"U.S. STANDARD SIEVE

SOIL
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS 150

CLAYSILT
FINEMEDIUMCOARSECOARSE

COBBLE
GRAVEL SAND

BOULDER

 NFWE No Free Water Encountered
 FWE Free Water Encountered
 REF Sampling Refusal
 DD Dry Density (pcf)
 MC Moisture Content (%)
 LL Liquid Limit
 PI Plasticity Index
 PP Pocket Penetrometer
 UCC Unconfined Compression (ASTM D2166)
 TVS Pocket Torvane Shear
 EI Expansion Index (ASTM D4829)

FINE

USDA CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

SOIL GRAIN SIZE

KEY TO TEST DATA

TEXTURE
s
sc
c
sicl
ls
scl
cl
sil
sl
l
sic
si
DRX
IWRX
MWRX
DG

 = sand
 = sandy clay
 = clay
 = silty clay loam
 = loamy sand
 = sandy clay loam
 = clay loam
 = silty loam
 = sandy loam
 = loam
 = silty clay
 = silt
 = bedrock
 = intensely weathered rock
 = moderately weathered rock
 = decomposed granite

ROCK FRAGMENTS
gravel (avg. diameter: 0.078 inches[2mm] to 3 inches)
cobbels (avg. diameter: 3 inches to 10 inches)
stones and boulders (avg. diameter: > 10 inches)

COLOR
Color of a moist soil matrix, broken ped face, using
Munsell Soil Color Chart or other standard soil
color books.

RC
RD
RM

REDOXYMORPHIC FEATURES
few < 2%     common 2-20%     many >20%

= Redox concentrations; noted using Munsell chart or other standard soil color books.
= Redox depletions; noded using Munsell chart or other standard soil color books.
= Redox matrices; noted using Munsell chart or other standard soil color books.

STRUCTURE

fine
medium
coarse

blocky/prismatic
<3/8 inch (10mm)
3/8-3/4 inch (10-20mm)
>3/4 inch (>20mm)

 granular/platy
<1/8 inch (<2mm)
1/8-3/16 in (2-5mm)
>3/16 inch (>5mm)

SOIL PORES
fine
medium
coarse
inters
tubular

<1/8 inch (2mm)
1/8-3/16 inch (2-5mm)
>3/16 inch (>5mm)
interstitial
tubular

CONSISTENCE
l
vfr
fr
f
vf
ef

= loose
= very friable
= friable
= firm
= very firm
= extremely firm

PLASTICITY
np
sp
mp
vp

non-plastic
slightly plastic
moderately plastic
very plastic

STICKINESS
ns
ss
ms
vs

non-sticky
slightly sticky
moderately sticky
very sticky

ROOTS
vf
f
m
c

<1/16 inch (1mm)
1/16-1/8 inch (1-2mm)
1/8-3/16 inch (2-5mm)
>3/16 inch (>5mm)

BOUNDARY DISTINCTNESS
a
c
g
d

= abrupt <1 inch
= clear 1-2 inches
= gradual 2-6 inches
= diffuse >6 inches

BOUNDARY TOPOGRAPHY
s
w
I
b

= smooth
= wavy
= irregular
= broken

October 2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface 0.0'
Project No.: E15193.000 0.00 to See log for TP-1 
Lot No.: to
Date of Test:
A.P.N.: 0.0'
Phase No.: 0.0'

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test No.1 Depth (inch): 24 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 24

Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate
Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

1:10 p 1:40 p 0 9.20 6.70 12 1:10 p 1:40 p 0 10.00 8.60 21
1:43 p 2:13 p 0 9.40 7.40 15 1:43 p 2:13 p 0 9.50 8.60 33
2:14 p 2:44 p 0 7.40 6.20 25 2:14 p 2:44 p 0 8.60 7.80 38
2:45 p 3:15 p 0 6.20 5.30 33 2:45 p 3:15 p 0 7.80 7.20 50
3:17 p 3:47 p 0 9.70 7.60 14 3:17 p 3:47 p 0 7.20 6.50 43
3:48 p 4:18 p 0 7.60 6.40 25 3:48 p 4:18 p 0 6.50 6.00 60
4:18 p 4:48 p 0 6.40 5.60 38 4:18 p 4:48 p 0 6.00 5.40 50
4:48 p 5:18 p 0 5.60 4.90 43 4:48 p 5:18 p 0 5.40 4.80 50
12:00 a 0 0.00 12:00 a 0

 Last Five Averaged: 31  Last Five Averaged: 51
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 29 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 33

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate
Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

1:10 p 1:40 p 0 9.30 8.20 27 1:10 p 1:40 p 0 8.80 8.00 38
1:43 p 2:13 p 0 9.30 8.70 50 1:43 p 2:13 p 0 9.00 8.90 300
2:14 p 2:44 p 0 8.70 8.10 50 2:14 p 2:44 p 0 8.90 8.50 75
2:45 p 3:15 p 0 8.10 7.50 50 2:45 p 3:15 p 0 8.50 8.20 100
3:17 p 3:47 p 0 7.50 6.70 38 3:17 p 3:47 p 0 8.20 7.80 75
3:48 p 4:18 p 0 6.70 6.00 43 3:48 p 4:18 p 0 7.80 7.50 100
4:18 p 4:48 p 0 6.00 5.50 60 4:18 p 4:48 p 0 7.50 7.20 100
4:48 p 5:18 p 0 5.50 5.00 60 4:48 p 5:18 p 0 7.20 7.00 150
12:00 a 0 12:00 a 0

 Last Five Averaged: 50  Last Five Averaged: 105

Average Percolation Rate = 59 minutes per inch

9/21/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE

Project Name: The Vineyards Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES

Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface See test pit log for TP-2

Project No.: E15193.000 to 

Lot No.: TP-2 to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 29 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 27

Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

12:21 p 12:51 p 30 11.20 8.90 13 12:21 p 12:51 p 30 10.80 7.50 9

12:51 p 1:21 p 60 8.90 7.50 21 12:51 p 1:21 p 60 7.50 5.90 19

1:21 p 1:51 p 90 7.50 6.40 27 1:21 p 1:51 p 90 5.90 4.60 23

1:51 p 2:21 p 120 6.40 5.00 21 1:51 p 2:21 p 120 10.00 7.30 11

2:21 p 2:51 p 150 5.00 4.90 300 2:21 p 2:51 p 150 7.30 5.90 21

2:51 p 3:21 p 180 4.90 4.20 43 2:51 p 3:21 p 180 5.90 4.70 25

3:23 p 3:53 p 210 10.10 8.60 20 3:23 p 3:53 p 210 8.20 6.50 18

3:53 p 4:23 p 240 8.60 7.50 27 3:53 p 4:23 p 240 6.50 5.20 23

 Last Five Averaged: 98  Last Five Averaged: 22

Test No.3 Depth (inch): 27 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 28

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

12:21 p 12:51 p 30 10.00 5.70 7 12:21 p 12:51 p 30 9.10 7.70 21

12:51 p 1:21 p 60 10.00 6.60 9 12:51 p 1:21 p 60 7.70 6.50 25

1:21 p 1:51 p 90 10.00 6.80 9 1:21 p 1:51 p 90 9.00 8.20 38

1:51 p 2:21 p 120 10.00 6.70 9 1:51 p 2:21 p 120 8.20 7.00 25

2:21 p 2:51 p 150 6.70 4.90 17 2:21 p 2:51 p 150 7.00 6.10 33

2:51 p 3:21 p 180 4.90 3.50 21 2:51 p 3:21 p 180 6.10 5.50 50

3:23 p 3:53 p 210 9.20 6.70 12 3:23 p 3:53 p 210 8.40 7.50 33

3:53 p 4:23 p 240 6.70 4.60 14 3:53 p 4:23 p 240 7.50 6.60 33

 Last Five Averaged: 16  Last Five Averaged: 38

Average Percolation Rate = 43 minutes per inch
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface

Project No.: E15195.000 to See log for TP-3

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 27 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 36
Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:51 a 12:21 p 30 9.00 7.50 20 11:51 a 12:21 p 30 9.20 8.20 30

12:22 p 12:52 p 60 7.50 6.00 20 12:22 p 12:52 p 60 8.20 7.30 33

12:54 p 1:24 p 90 6.00 4.80 25 12:54 p 1:24 p 90 7.30 6.00 23

1:27 p 1:57 p 120 8.00 7.10 33 1:27 p 1:57 p 120 6.00 5.30 43

1:58 p 2:28 p 150 7.10 5.80 23 1:58 p 2:28 p 150 5.30 4.70 50

2:29 p 2:59 p 180 5.80 4.80 30 2:29 p 2:59 p 180 4.70 4.20 60

2:59 p 3:29 p 210 4.80 3.90 33 2:59 p 3:29 p 210 4.20 3.60 50

3:31 p 4:01 p 240 7.70 7.00 43 3:31 p 4:01 p 240 7.00 6.20 38

 Last Five Averaged: 33  Last Five Averaged: 48
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 36 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 39

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:51 a 12:21 p 30 9.60 8.30 23 11:51 a 12:21 p 30 9.00 8.30 43

12:22 p 12:52 p 60 8.30 7.10 25 12:22 p 12:52 p 60 8.30 7.60 43

12:54 p 1:24 p 90 7.10 5.80 23 12:54 p 1:24 p 90 7.60 6.90 43

1:27 p 1:57 p 120 5.80 4.60 25 1:27 p 1:57 p 120 6.90 5.20 18

1:58 p 2:28 p 150 4.60 4.00 50 1:58 p 2:28 p 150 5.20 5.00 150

2:29 p 2:59 p 180 4.00 3.60 75 2:29 p 2:59 p 180 5.00 4.90 300

2:59 p 3:29 p 210 3.60 3.00 50 2:59 p 3:29 p 210 4.90 4.60 100

3:31 p 4:01 p 240 5.60 5.20 75 3:31 p 4:01 p 240 5.00 4.90 300

 Last Five Averaged: 55  Last Five Averaged: 174

Average Percolation Rate = 77 minutes per inch

9/21/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface

Project No.: E15195.000 to See log for TP-4

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 24 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 27
Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

1:27 p 1:57 p 30 10.10 7.60 12 1:27 p 1:57 p 30 10.40 9.00 21

2:00 p 2:30 p 60 10.00 8.40 19 2:00 p 2:30 p 60 10.00 9.00 30

2:31 p 3:01 p 90 8.40 7.10 23 2:31 p 3:01 p 90 9.00 8.00 30

3:02 p 3:32 p 120 7.10 6.10 30 3:02 p 3:32 p 120 8.00 7.20 38

3:33 p 4:03 p 150 6.10 5.30 38 3:33 p 4:03 p 150 7.20 6.50 43

4:06 p 4:36 p 180 10.00 8.90 27 4:06 p 4:36 p 180 10.00 9.00 30

4:37 p 5:07 p 210 8.90 7.80 27 4:37 p 5:07 p 210 9.00 8.10 33

5:08 p 5:38 p 240 7.80 6.70 27 5:08 p 5:38 p 240 8.10 7.30 38

 Last Five Averaged: 30  Last Five Averaged: 36
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 28 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 28

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

1:27 p 1:57 p 30 9.80 8.00 17 1:27 p 1:57 p 30 9.60 8.40 25

2:00 p 2:30 p 60 10.00 8.00 15 2:00 p 2:30 p 60 10.00 8.90 27

2:31 p 3:01 p 90 8.00 7.20 38 2:31 p 3:01 p 90 8.90 8.10 38

3:02 p 3:32 p 120 7.20 6.70 60 3:02 p 3:32 p 120 8.10 7.50 50

3:33 p 4:03 p 150 6.70 5.70 30 3:33 p 4:03 p 150 7.50 6.70 38

4:06 p 4:36 p 180 10.00 8.80 25 4:06 p 4:36 p 180 10.00 9.30 43

4:37 p 5:07 p 210 8.80 8.10 43 4:37 p 5:07 p 210 9.30 8.60 43

5:08 p 5:38 p 240 8.10 7.30 38 5:08 p 5:38 p 240 8.60 8.00 50

 Last Five Averaged: 39  Last Five Averaged: 45

Average Percolation Rate = 37 minutes per inch

9/18/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface

Project No.: E15195.000 to See log for TP-5

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 24 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 24
Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:39 a 12:09 p 30 10.00 6.80 9 11:39 a 12:09 p 30 6.50 4.30 14

12:10 p 12:40 p 60 6.80 4.30 12 12:10 p 12:40 p 60 4.30 3.00 23

12:43 p 1:13 p 90 8.70 6.70 15 12:43 p 1:13 p 90 6.00 4.70 23

1:14 p 1:44 p 120 6.70 4.50 14 1:14 p 1:44 p 120 4.70 3.20 20

1:49 p 2:19 p 150 8.20 6.60 19 1:49 p 2:19 p 150 5.80 4.50 23

2:20 p 2:50 p 180 6.60 4.30 13 2:20 p 2:50 p 180 4.50 3.10 21

2:50 p 3:20 p 210 4.30 2.90 21 2:50 p 3:20 p 210 3.10 2.20 33

3:22 p 3:52 p 240 8.30 6.80 20 3:22 p 3:52 p 240 5.70 4.60 27

 Last Five Averaged: 17  Last Five Averaged: 25
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 25 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 25

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:39 a 12:09 p 30 7.70 6.20 20 11:39 a 12:09 p 30 7.60 6.00 19

12:10 p 12:40 p 60 6.20 4.70 20 12:10 p 12:40 p 60 6.00 5.00 30

12:43 p 1:13 p 90 6.20 5.50 43 12:43 p 1:13 p 90 6.00 5.10 33

1:14 p 1:44 p 120 5.50 4.10 21 1:14 p 1:44 p 120 5.10 4.10 30

1:49 p 2:19 p 150 7.60 5.90 18 1:49 p 2:19 p 150 7.40 6.40 30

2:20 p 2:50 p 180 5.90 4.90 30 2:20 p 2:50 p 180 6.40 5.60 38

2:50 p 3:20 p 210 4.90 3.60 23 2:50 p 3:20 p 210 5.60 4.90 43

3:22 p 3:52 p 240 6.30 5.20 27 3:22 p 3:52 p 240 6.60 5.70 33

 Last Five Averaged: 24  Last Five Averaged: 35

Average Percolation Rate = 25 minutes per inch

9/21/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface 0.0'
Project No.: E15193.000 0.00 to See log for TP-6 
Lot No.: to
Date of Test:
A.P.N.: 0.0'
Phase No.: 0.0'

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH
Test No.1 Depth (inch): 26 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 24

Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate
Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:36 a 12:06 p 0 8.30 5.50 11 11:36 a 12:06 p 0 8.70 6.40 13
12:17 p 1:07 p 0 8.00 4.90 16 12:17 p 1:07 p 0 8.20 5.80 21
1:10 p 1:40 p 0 8.10 6.10 15 1:10 p 1:40 p 0 7.50 6.30 25
1:40 p 2:40 p 0 6.10 3.00 19 1:40 p 2:40 p 0 6.30 4.00 26
2:40 p 3:10 p 0 8.80 6.80 15 2:40 p 3:10 p 0 9.20 7.60 19
3:12 p 3:42 p 0 6.80 4.50 13 3:12 p 3:42 p 0 7.60 6.30 23
3:42 p 4:12 p 0 4.50 3.30 25 3:42 p 4:12 p 0 6.30 5.40 33

0 0
12:00 a 0 0.00 12:00 a 0

 Last Five Averaged: 18  Last Five Averaged: 25
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 26 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 28

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate
Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

11:36 a 12:06 p 0 8.40 5.50 10 11:36 a 12:06 p 0 7.50 5.50 15
12:17 p 1:07 p 0 7.10 4.50 19 12:17 p 1:07 p 0 5.80 4.30 33
1:10 p 1:40 p 0 7.60 6.00 19 1:10 p 1:40 p 0 5.80 5.10 43
1:40 p 2:40 p 0 6.00 2.40 17 1:40 p 2:40 p 0 5.10 2.80 26
2:40 p 3:10 p 0 8.30 6.80 20 2:40 p 3:10 p 0 7.50 6.50 30
3:12 p 3:42 p 0 6.80 5.50 23 3:12 p 3:42 p 0 6.50 5.40 27
3:42 p 4:12 p 0 5.50 3.80 18 3:42 p 4:12 p 0 5.40 4.50 33

0 0
12:00 a 0 12:00 a 0

 Last Five Averaged: 19  Last Five Averaged: 29

Average Percolation Rate = 23 minutes per inch

9/21/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE
Project Name: Vineyards at El Dorado Hills Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES
Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface

Project No.: E15193.000 to See log for TP-8 

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 26 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 24
Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

12:10 p 1:00 p 50 8.30 3.70 11 12:10 p 1:00 p 50 9.40 6.80 19

1:00 p 1:30 p 80 7.30 5.10 14 1:00 p 1:30 p 80 7.50 6.40 27

1:30 p 2:30 p 140 5.10 1.80 18 1:30 p 2:30 p 140 6.40 3.30 19

2:39 p 3:09 p 170 8.50 6.70 17 2:39 p 3:09 p 170 9.40 8.20 25

3:09 p 3:39 p 200 6.70 3.80 10 3:09 p 3:39 p 200 8.20 7.00 25

3:39 p 4:09 p 230 10.00 7.70 13 3:39 p 4:09 p 230 7.00 5.90 27

4:10 p 4:40 p 260 7.70 4.80 10 4:10 p 4:40 p 260 5.90 4.50 21

 Last Five Averaged: 13  Last Five Averaged: 25
Test No.3 Depth (inch): 26 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 28

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

12:10 p 1:00 p 50 8.00 5.10 17 12:10 p 1:00 p 50 10.10 8.10 25

1:00 p 1:30 p 80 7.00 5.90 27 1:00 p 1:30 p 80 8.50 8.00 60

1:30 p 2:30 p 140 5.90 2.50 18 1:30 p 2:30 p 140 8.00 6.10 32

2:39 p 3:09 p 170 6.70 5.80 33 2:39 p 3:09 p 170 9.20 8.40 38

3:09 p 3:39 p 200 5.80 4.50 23 3:09 p 3:39 p 200 8.40 7.90 60

3:39 p 4:09 p 230 7.90 6.50 21 3:39 p 4:09 p 230 7.90 7.10 38

4:10 p 4:40 p 260 6.50 5.20 23 4:10 p 4:40 p 260 7.10 6.30 38

 Last Five Averaged: 25  Last Five Averaged: 43

Average Percolation Rate = 26 minutes per inch

9/21/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE

Project Name: The Vineyards Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES

Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface See test pit log log for TP-9

Project No.: E15193.000 to 

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 25 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 30

Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

10:18 a 10:48 a 30 7.80 5.20 12 10:18 a 10:48 a 30 7.30 2.50 6

10:49 a 11:19 a 60 8.70 5.40 9 10:49 a 11:19 a 60 7.80 2.70 6

11:20 a 11:50 a 90 9.20 6.00 9 11:20 a 11:50 a 90 7.70 2.70 6

1:09 p 1:39 p 120 8.60 5.30 9 1:09 p 1:39 p 120 9.10 2.70 5

1:40 p 2:10 p 150 5.30 3.50 17 1:40 p 2:10 p 150 8.00 2.70 6

2:12 p 2:42 p 180 8.00 5.30 11 2:12 p 2:42 p 180 8.00 2.80 6

2:42 p 3:12 p 210 5.30 3.70 19 2:42 p 3:12 p 210 8.70 3.00 5

3:12 p 3:42 p 240 8.00 5.40 12 3:12 p 3:42 p 240 8.00 2.70 6

 Last Five Averaged: 13  Last Five Averaged: 5

Test No.3 Depth (inch): 24 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 36

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

10:18 a 10:48 a 30 8.10 5.60 12 10:18 a 10:48 a 30 8.60 4.50 7

10:49 a 11:19 a 60 8.40 6.10 13 10:49 a 11:19 a 60 9.10 5.20 8

11:20 a 11:50 a 90 8.90 6.20 11 11:20 a 11:50 a 90 9.50 5.70 8

1:09 p 1:39 p 120 9.60 6.10 9 1:09 p 1:39 p 120 10.80 5.80 6

1:40 p 2:10 p 150 6.10 4.70 21 1:40 p 2:10 p 150 9.00 5.70 9

2:12 p 2:42 p 180 9.00 6.50 12 2:12 p 2:42 p 180 10.00 6.50 9

2:42 p 3:12 p 210 6.50 5.10 21 2:42 p 3:12 p 210 6.50 4.60 16

3:12 p 3:42 p 240 5.10 3.60 20 3:12 p 3:42 p 240 4.60 2.60 15

 Last Five Averaged: 17  Last Five Averaged: 11

Average Percolation Rate = 12 minutes per inch

10/16/2015
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REPORT OF PERCOLATION TEST
PROPERTY INFORMATION SOIL PROFILE

Project Name: The Vineyards Depth (ft) SOIL TYPE AND NOTES

Project Location: El Dorado Hills Surface See test pit log for TP-10

Project No.: E15193.000 to 

Lot No.: to

Date of Test:

A.P.N.:

Phase No.:

PERCOLATION DATA DATA GRAPH

Test No.1 Depth (inch): 25 Test No.2 Depth (inch): 30

Time Readings (in) Rate Time Readings Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

10:08 a 10:38 a 30 5.30 3.90 21 10:08 a 10:38 a 30 #DIV/0!

10:38 a 11:08 a 60 5.50 4.40 27 10:38 a 11:08 a 60 10.10 3

11:10 a 11:40 a 90 6.40 4.90 20 11:10 a 11:40 a 90 8.40 4

11:41 a 12:11 p 120 4.90 3.70 25 11:41 a 12:11 p 120 5.80 5

12:57 p 1:27 p 150 7.00 5.50 20 12:57 p 1:27 p 150 16.00 2

1:28 p 1:58 p 180 5.50 4.20 23 1:28 p 1:58 p 180 13.50 2

1:59 p 2:29 p 210 4.20 2.90 23 1:59 p 2:29 p 210 11.00 3

2:31 p 3:01 p 240 5.60 4.60 30 2:31 p 3:01 p 240 11.00 3

 Last Five Averaged: 24  Last Five Averaged: 3

Test No.3 Depth (inch): 24 Test No.4 Depth (inch): 36

Time Readings Rate Time Readings (in) Rate

Start End Elap. Start End (min/in) Start End Elap. Start End (min/in)

10:08 a 10:38 a 30 8.60 6.00 12 10:08 a 10:38 a 30 8.00 3.90 7

10:38 a 11:08 a 60 7.00 5.50 20 10:38 a 11:08 a 60 8.90 4.40 7

11:10 a 11:40 a 90 5.50 4.50 30 11:10 a 11:40 a 90 9.50 4.50 6

11:41 a 12:11 p 120 4.50 3.70 38 11:41 a 12:11 p 120 5.50 3.20 13

12:57 p 1:27 p 150 8.80 6.40 13 12:57 p 1:27 p 150 10.50 4.80 5

1:28 p 1:58 p 180 6.40 4.90 20 1:28 p 1:58 p 180 9.50 4.50 6

1:59 p 2:29 p 210 4.90 3.80 27 1:59 p 2:29 p 210 8.90 4.60 7

2:31 p 3:01 p 240 3.80 3.00 38 2:31 p 3:01 p 240 9.80 4.80 6

 Last Five Averaged: 27  Last Five Averaged: 7

Average Percolation Rate = 15 minutes per inch

10/16/2015
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Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (WO#30)    El Dorado Hills, 
Transportation Impact Study    California 

 ii    November 11, 2016 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 
project proposed to be located north of Malcolm Dixon Road, west of the proposed Chartraw Road in the 
vicinity of the proposed Wilson Estates project  in El Dorado Hills, California (the “proposed project” or 
“project”).  The  purpose  of  this  impact  analysis  is  to  identify  potential  environmental  impacts  to 
transportation facilities as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This study was 
performed in accordance with the El Dorado County Community Development Agency’s Transportation 
Impact Study Guidelines, and the scope of work provided by a representative of the County.  
 

The project site is proposed to be developed with 42 single‐family detached dwelling units. Access to the site 
will be provided from both Malcolm Dixon Road and Chartraw Road. Turn restrictions are proposed at the 
Malcolm Dixon Road driveway by which access to and from the west is prohibited (emergency vehicle access 
is maintained). This driveway is opposite the planned Wilson Estates driveway with similar restrictions. The 
following transportation facilities are included in this evaluation: 
 

Intersections: 
1. Green Valley Road @ Francisco Drive 
2. Green Valley Road @ El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road 
3. Green Valley Road @ Silva Valley Parkway/Allegheny Road 
4. Green Valley Road @ Loch Way 
5. Green Valley Road @ Wilson Connector (Chartraw Road) 
6. Green Valley Road @ Malcolm Dixon Road 
7. Malcolm Dixon Road (North) @ Chartraw Road 
8. Malcolm Dixon Road (South) @ Chartraw Road 
9. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Allegheny Road 
10. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Salmon Falls Road 
11. Silva Valley Parkway @ Appian Way 
12. Silva Valley Parkway @ Harvard Way 
13. Silva Valley Parkway @ Golden Eagle Lane/Walker Park Drive 
14. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Wilson Estates/Project Driveway 

 

Roadway Segments: 
1. Green Valley Road, between Francisco Drive and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road 
2. Green Valley Road, between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road and Silva Valley Parkway 
3. Green Valley Road, between Silva Valley Parkway and Wilson Connector (Chartraw Road) 
4. El Dorado Hills Boulevard, between Francisco Drive and Governor Drive 
5. Silva Valley Parkway, between Green Valley Road and Appian Way 
6. Silva Valley Parkway, between Appian Way and Harvard Way 

 

Based on  the County’s  requirements,  this  LOS analysis was  conducted  for  the above  facilities  for  the 
following scenarios: 
 

A. Existing (2015) Conditions 
B. Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
C. Near‐Term (2025) Conditions 
D. Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
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Significant findings of this study include: 
 

 The proposed project is estimated to generate 474 total new daily trips, with 39 new trips occurring 
during the AM peak‐hour, and 48 new trips occurring during the PM peak‐hour. 
 

 The proposed project is located within Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) 211 and complies with the General 
Plan  land use designation. Therefore, new Cumulative  (2035) analyses are not  required  to be 
completed as part of this study. 
 

 As defined by the County, the addition of the proposed project to the Near‐Term (2025) Conditions 
significantly worsens conditions at three study intersections. All three impacts can be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. 
 

 Measure E was passed by El Dorado County voters on June 7, 2016, and became effective on July 29, 
2016. Measure E amended General Plan Policies TX‐Xa, TC‐Xf, and TC‐Xg and  included several 
“implementation” statements. At the time of this report, the Board of Supervisors (Board) had 
continued  the matter  (Resolution  149‐2016)  off‐calendar,  and  had moved  forward with  the 
implementation of the voter approved Measure E Initiative “as written and as it was before the 
voters.” Measure E specifically states (amended General Plan Policy TX‐Xa 1) that “Traffic from 
residential development projects of  five or more units or parcels of  land shall not result  in, or 
worsen, Level of Service F…” and that “All necessary road capacity  improvements shall be fully 
completed to prevent cumulative traffic impacts from new development from reaching Level of 
Service F during peak hours…” (General Plan Policy TC‐Xa 3). As such, the Vineyards at El Dorado 
Hills project is directly affected by Measure E. Accordingly, although the Board continues to work 
through  the  implementation of  the measure,  this project will be  required  to,  at  a minimum, 
demonstrate consistency with the measure’s requirements. Moreover, consistent with Measure E, 
the Proposed Project will likely be conditioned to construct all mitigations identified under both 
Existing (2015) and Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions. 
 

 

19-1524 H 172 of 209



Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (WO#30)    El Dorado Hills, 
Transportation Impact Study    California 

 iv    November 11, 2016 

 

 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
 
INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................ 1 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION .................................................................................................................. 1 
 
PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS ............................................................................................................ 9 
 
ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT ........................................................................................ 9 

Proposed Project Trip Generation ........................................................................................................ 9 
Proposed Project Trip Distribution and Assignment .......................................................................... 10 

 
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDY METHODOLOGY ........................................................... 10 

Level of Service Definitions ................................................................................................................ 10 
Intersection Analysis .......................................................................................................................... 10 
Roadway Segment Analysis ................................................................................................................ 10 
Consistency with General Plan Land Use Designation ....................................................................... 16 

 
EXISTING (2015) CONDITIONS ....................................................................................................... 17 
 
EXISTING (2015) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS .................................................... 19 
 
NEAR-TERM (2025) CONDITIONS ................................................................................................ 22 
 
NEAR-TERM (2025) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS ............................................. 25 
 
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION ......................................................................................................... 27 

Standards of Significance ................................................................................................................... 27 
Impacts and Mitigation ...................................................................................................................... 28 

 
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS ........................................................................................................... 30 

Peak‐Hour Traffic Signal Warrant Evaluation ..................................................................................... 30 
Intersection Queuing Evaluation ........................................................................................................ 31 
Site Plan, Access, and On‐site Circulation Evaluation ........................................................................ 32 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Evaluation ....................................................................................... 32 
Preliminary Traffic Safety Evaluation ................................................................................................. 32 

 
CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................................................. 33 
 
APPENDICES 

Traffic Count Data Sheets  .................................................................................................... Appendix A 
Analysis Worksheets for Existing (2015) Conditions ............................................................. Appendix B 
Analysis Worksheets for Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Conditions .......................... Appendix C 
Analysis Worksheets for Near‐Term (2025) Conditions ........................................................ Appendix D 
Analysis Worksheets for Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions ..................... Appendix E 
Analysis Worksheets for Mitigated Conditions ..................................................................... Appendix F  
Traffic Signal Warrant Worksheets  ...................................................................................... Appendix G 

 

19-1524 H 173 of 209



Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (WO#30)    El Dorado Hills, 
Transportation Impact Study    California 

 v    November 11, 2016 

 

 
LIST OF TABLES 

 
Table 1 – Proposed Project Trip Generation ............................................................................................... 10 
Table 2 – Intersection Level of Service Criteria ........................................................................................... 16 
Table 3 – Two‐Lane Roadway Segment (Class II and III) Level of Service Criteria ...................................... 16 
Table 4 – Existing (2015) Intersection Levels of Service ............................................................................. 17 
Table 5 – Existing (2015) Roadway Segment Levels of Service ................................................................... 19 
Table 6 – Existing (2015) and Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service .......... 21 
Table 7 – Existing (2015) and Existing (2015) plus 

Proposed Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service ...................................................... 22 
Table 8 – Near‐Term (2025) Intersection Levels of Service ........................................................................ 24 
Table 9 – Near‐Term (2025) Roadway Segment Levels of Service .............................................................. 25 
Table 10 – Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service .................................. 27 
Table 11 – Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service ....................... 28 
Table 12 – Intersection Levels of Service – Near‐Term (2025) plus 

Proposed Project Mitigated Conditions ............................................................................. 30 
Table 13 – Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Results ..................................................................................... 31 
Table 14 – Intersection Queuing Evaluation Results for Select Locations .................................................. 31 
Table 15 – Project Area Sites Selected for Investigation ............................................................................ 32 
 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 

Figure 1 – Project Vicinity Map ..................................................................................................................... 2 
Figure 2 – Proposed Project Site Plan ........................................................................................................... 3 
Figure 3 – Proposed Project Area Circulation Exhibit ................................................................................... 4 
Figure 4 – Proposed Project Area Circulation Plan ....................................................................................... 5 
Figure 5 – Study Intersections, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries ......................................................... 6 
Figure 6 – Existing (2015) Proposed Project Trip Distribution .................................................................... 11 
Figure 7 – Near‐Term (2025) Proposed Project Trip Distribution ............................................................... 12 
Figure 8 – Existing (2015) Proposed Project Trip Assignment .................................................................... 13 
Figure 9 – Near‐Term (2025) Proposed Project Trip Assignment ............................................................... 14 
Figure 10 – Chartraw Road Redistribution .................................................................................................. 15 
Figure 11 – Existing (2015) Peak‐Hour Traffic Volumes .............................................................................. 18 
Figure 12 – Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Peak‐Hour Traffic Volumes .......................................... 20 
Figure 13 – Near‐Term (2025) Peak‐Hour Traffic Volumes ......................................................................... 23 
Figure 14 – Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Peak‐Hour Traffic Volumes .................................... 26 

19-1524 H 174 of 209



Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (WO#30)    El Dorado Hills, 
Transportation Impact Study    California 

 

     November 11, 2016 

 
1

INTRODUCTION 
 

This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 
project proposed to be located north of Malcolm Dixon Road, west of the proposed Chartraw Road in the 
vicinity of the proposed Wilson Estates project  in El Dorado Hills, California (the “proposed project” or 
“project”).  The  purpose  of  this  impact  analysis  is  to  identify  potential  environmental  impacts  to 
transportation facilities as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This study was 
performed in accordance with the El Dorado County Community Development Agency’s Transportation 
Impact Study Guidelines, and the scope of work provided by a representative of the County1. 

 

The remaining sections of this report document the proposed project, analysis methodologies, impacts and 
mitigation, and general study conclusions. 
 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
The project site is proposed to be developed with 42 single‐family detached dwelling units. Access to the site 
will be provided from both Malcolm Dixon Road and Chartraw Road. Turn restrictions are proposed at the 
Malcolm Dixon Road driveway by which access to and from the west is prohibited (emergency vehicle access 
is maintained). This driveway is opposite the planned Wilson Estates driveway with similar restrictions. The 
project location is shown in Figure 1, and the proposed project site plan is shown in Figure 2. Additional 
project area circulation context provided in Figure 3 and Figure 4. The following transportation facilities are 
included in this evaluation: 
 

Intersections: 
1. Green Valley Road @ Francisco Drive 
2. Green Valley Road @ El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road 
3. Green Valley Road @ Silva Valley Parkway/Allegheny Road 
4. Green Valley Road @ Loch Way 
5. Green Valley Road @ Wilson Connector (Chartraw Road) 
6. Green Valley Road @ Malcolm Dixon Road 
7. Malcolm Dixon Road (North) @ Chartraw Road 
8. Malcolm Dixon Road (South) @ Chartraw Road 
9. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Allegheny Road 
10. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Salmon Falls Road 
11. Silva Valley Parkway @ Appian Way 
12. Silva Valley Parkway @ Harvard Way 
13. Silva Valley Parkway @ Golden Eagle Lane/Walker Park Drive 
14. Malcolm Dixon Road @ Wilson Estates/Project Driveway 

 

Roadway Segments: 
1. Green Valley Road, between Francisco Drive and El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road 
2. Green Valley Road, between El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Salmon Falls Road and Silva Valley Parkway 
3. Green Valley Road, between Silva Valley Parkway and Wilson Connector (Chartraw Road) 
4. El Dorado Hills Boulevard, between Francisco Drive and Governor Drive 
5. Silva Valley Parkway, between Green Valley Road and Appian Way 
6. Silva Valley Parkway, between Appian Way and Harvard Way 

 

Figure 5 illustrates the study facilities, existing traffic control, and existing lane configurations. 
 
                                                 
1  Memorandum from Chirag Safi, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., to Martin Boon, Omni/Orbis Financial, September 29, 2015. 
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Figure 1
Project Vicinity Map
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Figure 2
Proposed Project Site Plan
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Figure 3
Proposed Project Area Circulation Exhibit
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EXHIBIT X
MALCOLM DIXON AREA TRAFFIC CIRCULATION PLAN
EL DORADO COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA
OCTOBER, 2008

STA. 10+00 TO STA. 28+20

MALCOLM DIXON ROAD WIDENING

A DRIVE, B DRIVE & CHARTRAW ROAD

NORTH OF INTERSECTION OF A & B DRIVE

C COURT & B DRIVE *
*

STA. 28+20 TO STA. 40+51

MALCOLM DIXON ROAD RECONSTRUCTION

STA. 10+00 TO STA. 15+44

NEW CONNECTION

EXCEPT AT THE (E) CULVERT LOCATION (24' EP TO EP)

CHARTRAW ROAD (RECONSTRUCTION)
STA. 10+00 TO STA. 14+14

FROM STA. 14+14 NORTH

*
*

AREA OF BENEFIT

NEW CONNECTION, MALCOLM DIXON ROAD & CHARTRAW ROAD PROFILE

EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS (EVA)

MALCOLM DIXON ROAD WEST PROFILE MALCOLM DIXON ROAD EAST PROFILE

AREA OF BENEFIT INCLUDES ENCROACHMENT 103E TO GREEN VALLEY ROAD AND
103D TO SALMON FALLS ROAD, INCLUDING WIDENING AND STRIPING.

DESIGN SPEED RELATES TO K-VALUE AS SHOWN

SEE EXHIBIT Y
FOR DETAILS

RECONSTRUCTION AREA

LEGEND

AREA OF BENEFIT
FOR PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS
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Figure 4
Proposed Project Area Circulation Plan
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Figure 5a
Study Intersections, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries
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Figure 5b
Study Intersections, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries
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Figure 5c
Plus Project Study Intersections, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries
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PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS  
 

The following are descriptions of the primary roadways in the vicinity of the project. 
 

US Route 50 (US‐50) is an east‐west freeway located south of the project site. Generally, US‐50 serves all of 
El Dorado County’s major population centers and provides connections to Sacramento County to the west 
and the State of Nevada to the east. Primary access to the project site from US‐50 is provided at the El 
Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road interchange (supplemental access via Silva Valley Parkway interchange 
in 2016). Within the general project area, US‐50 currently serves approximately 95,000 vehicles per day2 
(vpd) west of El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road. 
 
Green Valley Road is an east‐west arterial roadway that connects Placerville with western portions of El 
Dorado County and eastern Sacramento County, south of Folsom Lake. Through the project area, Green 
Valley Road provides one travel lane in each direction and serves approximately 15,000 vehicles per day3. 
 

Salmon Falls Road is a north‐south arterial roadway that serves as a primary connection for areas located 
along the eastern border of Folsom Lake, and provides a connection to SR‐49 to the north. Through the 
project area, this roadway serves approximately 7,000 vpd3 with one travel lane in each direction. South of 
Green Valley Road,  Salmon  Falls Road becomes El Dorado Hills Boulevard. El Dorado Hills Boulevard 
provides a primary connection to US‐50 for western El Dorado County. Just north of US‐50 this roadway 
carries approximately 30,000 vpd3. 
 

Silva Valley Parkway  is a north‐south collector roadway that connects Green Valley Road with Serrano 
Parkway and eventually US‐50. Silva Valley Parkway provides one travel lane in each direction and serves 
approximately 6,500 vpd3 just south of Green Valley Road. Although currently under construction, a new US‐
50 interchange with Silva Valley parkway is assumed to be in place for Near‐Term (2025) Conditions. 
 

Malcolm Dixon Road is an east‐west local roadway that connects Salmon Falls Road with Green Valley Road. 
Malcolm Dixon Road is a low‐speed, two‐lane roadway that primarily provides local residential access. 
 

The Wilson Connector (Chartraw Road) is a planned new roadway that will provide a direct connection 
between Malcolm Dixon Road and Green Valley Road. While named for its location through the planned 
Wilson Estates project, the Wilson Connector roadway is understood to be required prior to development of 
Wilson Estates, this proposed project, or any of the other planned development north of Malcolm Dixon 
Road through this area. 
 

Allegheny Road is a north‐south, minor roadway that provides a short, direct connection between Malcolm 
Dixon Road and Green Valley Road. Allegheny Road becomes Silva Valley Parkway south of Green Valley 
Road. 
 
 

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

Proposed Project Trip Generation 
The number of trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed project were derived using data included in 
Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, published by  the  Institute of Transportation Engineers  (ITE). The 
anticipated trip generation for this project is shown in Table 1. 
 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed project is estimated to generate 470 total new daily trips, with 39 new 
trips occurring during the AM peak‐hour, and 48 new trips occurring during the PM peak‐hour. 

                                                 
2  Caltrans Traffic and Vehicle Data Systems Unit, http://traffic‐counts.dot.ca.gov/2014all/. 
3  El Dorado County Department of Transportation, 2014. 
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Table 1 – Proposed Project Trip Generation 
 

 

Proposed Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 
The El Dorado County Travel Demand Model (TDM) was used both as the basis to establish the relative 
assignment of proposed project trips, and to establish background traffic estimates for analysis scenarios 
(additional discussion on the specific application of the TDM can be found within each scenario’s discussion 
section). While the County originally provided the most recent iteration of the County’s model at the onset 
of the project4, subsequent coordination with the County resulted in additional revisions to that model for 
use in this study5. The project trip distribution percentages that resulted from analyses completed for this 
study are provided in Figure 6 (2015) and Figure 7 (2025).  
 

Based on the assumed trip distribution, the net new external trips generated by the project were assigned to 
the street network as shown in Figure 8 (2015) and Figure 9 (2025). It should be noted that additional trip 
diversion occurred during the Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Conditions with the incorporation of 
Chartraw Road construction (see Figure 10).    
 
 

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDY METHODOLOGY 
 

This transportation impact study was performed in accordance with the County’s transportation impact 
study guidelines. 
 

Level of Service Definitions 
Analysis of transportation facility significant environmental  impacts  is based on the concept of Level of 
Service (LOS). The LOS of a facility is a qualitative measure used to describe operational conditions. LOS 
ranges from A (best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a 
facility that is operating at or near its functional capacity. Levels of Service for this study were determined 
using methods defined in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010. 
 

Intersection Analysis 
The HCM 2010 includes procedures for analyzing side‐street stop controlled (SSSC), all‐way stop controlled 
(AWSC), and signalized intersections. The SSSC procedure defines LOS as a function of average control delay 
for each minor street approach movement. Conversely, the AWSC and signalized intersection procedures 
define  LOS  as  a  function  of  average  control  delay  for  the  intersection  as  a whole.  Table  2  presents 
intersection LOS definitions as defined in the HCM 2010. 
 

Roadway Segment Analysis 
The HCM 2010 also  includes procedures  for analyzing multi‐lane and two‐lane roadway segments. For 
multilane roadways segments, LOS is determined based on the density of the traffic stream. For two‐lane 
highways, the LOS calculation  is dependent on the class of the roadway. Class  I two‐lane highways are 
highways that generally have high speeds; Class II two‐lane highways are lower speed facilities that typically 
serve scenic routes or areas of rugged terrain; and Class III two‐lane highways typically serve moderately 
developed areas with higher densities of local traffic and access. 

                                                 
4  Email from Natalie Porter, El Dorado County Community Development Agency, September 19, 2014.  
5  Email from Chirag Safi, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., September 4, 2015. 

Land Use (ITE Code) 
Size  

(# units) 
Daily 
Trips 

AM Peak‐Hour  PM Peak‐Hour 

Total 
Trips 

IN  OUT  Total 
Trips 

IN  OUT 

%  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips  %  Trips

Single‐Family Detached 
Housing (210) 

42  474  39  25%  10  75%  29  48  63%  30  37%  18 

Net New External Trips:  470  39     10     29  48     30     18 

Source:  Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, ITE. 
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Figure 6
Existing (2015) Proposed Project Trip Distribution
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Figure 7
Near-Term (2025) Proposed Project Trip Distribution
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Figure 8
Existing (2015) Project Trip Assignment
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Near-Term (2025) Project Trip Assignment
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Chartraw Redistribution Volumes
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Table 2 – Intersection Level of Service Criteria 
 

Level of 
Service 
(LOS) 

Un‐Signalized  Signalized 

Average Control 
Delay* (sec/veh) 

Control Delay per 
Vehicle (sec/veh) 

A  ≤ 10  ≤ 10 

B  > 10 – 15  > 10 – 20 

C  > 15 – 25  > 20 – 35 

D  > 25 – 35  > 35 – 55 

E  > 35 – 50  > 55 – 80 

F  > 50  > 80 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2010 
* Applied to the worst lane/lane group(s) for SSSC 

 

The study roadway segments along Green Valley Road, El Dorado Hills Boulevard, and Silva Valley Parkway 
considered  to be Class  II or Class  III  two‐lane highways. For Class  II highways  (the Green Valley Road 
segments), LOS is based on the Percent Time Spent Following (PTSF), which represents vehicles’ ability to 
maneuver and the comfort and convenience of travel. Class III highways’ (the El Dorado Hills Boulevard and 
Silva Valley Parkway segments) LOS is based on the Percent of Free‐Flow Speed (PFFS), which is the measure 
representing the ability of vehicles to travel at the posted speed limit. The LOS criteria for multi‐lane and 
two‐lane roadway segments are shown in Table 3. 
 

Table 3 – Two‐Lane Roadway Segment (Class II and III) Level of Service Criteria 
 

Level of Service 
(LOS) 

Class II 
Percent Time Spent 
Following, PTSF (%) 

Class III 
Percent Free‐Flow 
Speed, PFFS (%) 

A  ≤ 40  > 91.7 

B  > 40 – 55  > 83.3 – 91.7 

C  > 55 – 70   > 75.0 – 83.3 

D  > 70 – 85   > 66.7 – 75.0 

E  > 85  ≤ 66.7 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2010 

 

Consistency with General Plan Land Use Designation 
As confirmed by a representative of the County1, the proposed project is located in Traffic Analysis Zone 
(TAZ) 211 and “complies with the General Plan land use designation. Therefore, a cumulative year conditions 
analysis is not required.”  
 

Based  on  the  above  information  and  direction  from  County’s  representative,  this  LOS  analysis was 
conducted for the study facilities for the following scenarios: 
 

A. Existing (2015) Conditions 
B. Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
C. Near‐Term (2025) Conditions 
D. Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions 

 

The following is a discussion of the analyses completed for each of these scenarios. 
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EXISTING (2015) CONDITIONS 
 

Peak‐hour  traffic volumes  for  the Green Valley Road  study  intersections and  roadway  segments were 
obtained from a recent study completed, by others, for the Green Valley Road Corridor6. As specified by a 
representative of the County7, an annual growth rate of 2 percent was used to grow these 2014 volumes to 
represent 2015 conditions. Five new weekday AM and PM peak‐period  intersection turning movement 
traffic counts were conducted in October 2015 for study intersections #9‐#13. These counts were conducted 
between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m., and 4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. The other study intersections, 
#5, #7, #8, and #14, do not exist today and, therefore, existing counts were not required. Traffic volumes for 
the remaining three roadway segments (#4‐#6) were obtained from the County3. 
 

Existing (2015) peak‐hour turning movement volumes are presented in Figure 11, and the traffic count data 
sheets are provided in Appendix A.  Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix B. 
 

Intersections 
Table 4 presents the intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 4, the 
study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS E during the AM and PM peak‐hours.   
 

Table 4 – Existing (2015) Intersection Levels of Service 
 

Delay (sec) LOS

AM 53.0 D

PM 62.8 E

AM 57.8 E

PM 45.5 D

AM 25.8 C

PM 19.1 B

AM 1.0 (21.7 NB) C

PM 0.7 (29.1 NB) D

AM

PM

AM 0.5 (15.1 SB) C

PM 0.6 (22.8 SB) C
AM

PM

AM
PM

AM 4.6 (9.8 NB) A

PM 4.1 (9.1 NB) A

AM 2.5 (12.0 WB) B

PM 1.3 (12.2 WB) B

AM 24.3 C

PM 22.2 C

AM 33.2 C

PM 26.9 C

AM 44.0 E

PM 14.5 B

AM

PM

Notes:

1
Green Valley Rd @

Francisco Dr
Signal

2
Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd

8
Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

9

Green Valley Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd

Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Allegheny Rd
SSSC*

6

Silva Valley Pkwy @ Appian Way AWSC

Existing (2015)

4 Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way SSSC*

plus Project Only

SSSC*

*Side Street Stop Controlled (SSSC) intersections are reported with the intersection delay followed by the worst 

movement's delay.  The reported LOS corresponds to the worst movement.

ID Intersection Control
Peak 

Hour

Signal

3
Green Valley Rd @ Silva Valley 

Pkwy/Allegheny Rd
Signal

5 Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd SSSC*

14
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Project Dwy/Wilson Dwy
SSSC* plus Project Only

plus Project Only

plus Project Only

12 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Harvard Way Signal

13
Silva Valley Pkwy @

Golden Eagle Ln/Walker Park Dr
AWSC

10
Salmon Falls Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

7
Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

11

 

                                                 
6  Final Corridor Analysis Report, Green Valley Road, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., October 2014 
7  Email from Chirag Safi, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., September 23, 2015.  
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Figure 11
Existing (2015) Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes
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Roadway Segments 
Table 5 presents the roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 
5, the study roadway segments operate from LOS B to LOS E. 

 

Table 5 – Existing (2015) Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

WB 989 E 93.7
EB 372 C 62.3
WB 707 D 81.0
EB 984 E 89.5
WB 889 E 89.3
EB 461 C 70.0
WB 694 D 80.1
EB 957 E 88.9
WB 692 D 83.6
EB 308 B 53.3
WB 473 D 71.4
EB 715 D 84.4
NB 478 D 68.3
SB 839 D 71.4
NB 726 D 73.1
SB 599 D 74.8
NB 385 C 79.9
SB 311 C 80.6
NB 350 C 81.7
SB 342 C 81.8
NB 297 C 78.7
SB 507 C 79.4
NB 472 C 78.6
SB 299 C 81.2

Scenario
PTSF/PFFS

* 

(%)
LOS

Analysis 

Direction

Peak‐

Hour
Location

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between Francisco Dr and El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd)

Existing (2015)

Green Valley Rd

(between Silva Valley Pkwy and Wilson 

Connector/Chartraw Rd)

AM

PM

El Dorado Hills Blvd

(between Francisco Dr and Governor Dr)

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls 

Rd and Silva Valley Pkwy)

AM

PM

Class

III

Volume

III

III

II

II

II

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Green Valley Rd and Appian Way)

AM

PM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Appian Way and Harvard Way)

AM

PM

PTSF = Percent Time Spent Following, PFFS = Percent Free‐Flow Speed, v/c = Volume to Capacity

* PTSF is reported for Class II Highways. PFFS is reported for Class III Highways.

Notes:

 
 

EXISTING (2015) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 

The number of trips estimated to be generated by the proposed project were determined using the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual, 9th Edition and were then assigned to the surrounding transportation network based on 
the results of a select link analysis completed using a version the El Dorado County TDM prepared specifically 
for this scenario. Levels of service were then determined at the study facilities. Existing (2015) plus Proposed 
Project peak‐hour turn movement volumes are presented in Figure 12. The analysis worksheets for this 
scenario are provided in Appendix C. 
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Figure 12
Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes
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Intersections 
Table 6 provides the intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 6, the 
study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS E. 

 

Table 6 – Existing (2015) and Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service 
 

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS

AM 53.0 D 53.3 D

PM 62.8 E 63.4 E

AM 57.8 E 61.3 E

PM 45.5 D 49.5 D
AM 25.8 C 26.3 C

PM 19.1 B 19.7 B
AM 1.0 (21.7 NB) C 1.0 (23.8 NB) C

PM 0.7 (29.1 NB) D 0.7 (32.3 NB) D

AM 1.3 (21.6 SB) C

PM 1.0 (31.9 SB) D

AM 0.5 (15.1 SB) C 0.1 (14.8 SB) B

PM 0.6 (22.8 SB) C 0.1 (18.2 SB) C

AM 5.1 (7.4 WB) A

PM 2.5 (7.5 WB) A

AM 4.3 (9.0 EB) A

PM 5.4 (9.5 EB) A

AM 4.6 (9.8 NB) A 4.8 (9.4 NB) A

PM 4.1 (9.1 NB) A 4.2 (9.1 NB) A

AM 2.5 (12.0 WB) B 2.2 (11.2 WB) B

PM 1.3 (12.2 WB) B 1.1 (11.6 WB) B

AM 24.3 C 24.7 C

PM 22.2 C 22.5 C

AM 33.2 C 33.2 C

PM 26.9 C 26.9 C

AM 44.0 E 44.2 E

PM 14.5 B 14.5 B

AM 1.4 (9.3 SB) A

PM 0.9 (9.2 SB) A

ID Intersection Control
Peak 

Hour

Existing (2015)
Existing (2015)

plus Project

1
Green Valley Rd @

Francisco Dr
Signal

2
Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd
Signal

3
Green Valley Rd @ Silva Valley 

Pkwy/Allegheny Rd
Signal

4 Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way SSSC*

5 Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd SSSC*

6
Green Valley Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

7
Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

8
Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

9
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Allegheny Rd
SSSC*

11 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Appian Way AWSC

*Side Street Stop Controlled (SSSC) intersections are reported with the intersection delay followed by the worst minor street movement's delay.  The reported 

LOS corresponds to the worst minor street movement.

Notes:

Bold represents unacceptable operations. Shaded represents significant impact.

plus Project Only

plus Project Only

plus Project Only

plus Project Only

12 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Harvard Way Signal

14
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Project Dwy/Wilson Dwy
SSSC*

13
Silva Valley Pkwy @

Golden Eagle Ln/Walker Park Dr
AWSC

10
Salmon Falls Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

 
 

Roadway Segments 
Table 7 provides the roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 
7, the study roadway segments operate from LOS C to LOS E. 
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Table 7 – Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

WB 1002 E 93.5

EB 377 C 62.6
WB 715 D 80.8
EB 1002 E 89.5

WB 922 E 89.8

EB 477 D 71.2
WB 715 D 81.4
EB 986 E 89.1

WB 736 E 85.2

EB 325 C 55.1
WB 495 D 72.7
EB 757 D 84.8

NB 480 D 68.2

SB 845 D 71.3
NB 728 D 73.1
SB 603 D 74.7

NB 386 C 79.8

SB 315 C 80.5
NB 353 C 81.6
SB 343 C 81.7

NB 298 C 78.7

SB 509 C 79.4
NB 474 C 78.6
SB 300 C 81.1

Notes:

Existing (2015)

plus Project

Green Valley Rd

(between Francisco Dr and El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd)

II
AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls 

Rd and Silva Valley Pkwy)

II
AM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Green Valley Rd and Appian Way)
III

AM

PM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Appian Way and Harvard Way)
III

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between Silva Valley Pkwy and Wilson 

Connector/Chartraw Rd)

II

PM

PTSF = Percent Time Spent Following, PFFS = Percent Free‐Flow Speed, v/c = Volume to Capacity

* PTSF is reported for Class II Highways. PFFS is reported for Class III Highways.

Scenario Location Class
Peak‐

Hour

Analysis 

Direction
LOS

PTSF/PFFS
* 

(%)
Volume

AM

PM

El Dorado Hills Blvd

(between Francisco Dr and Governor Dr)
III

AM

PM

 
 
NEAR-TERM (2025) CONDITIONS 
 

Based on the availability of model data and as directed by the County, traffic volume estimates for the Near‐
Term (2025) Condition were determined by interpolating selected El Dorado County TDM 2010 and 2035 
analysis results. Specifically, these volumes were achieved by estimating turning movements using 2010 and 
2035  land  use  scenarios  and  then  conducting  a  straight  line  analysis  to  establish  year  2025  turning 
movement estimates. The difference between the resulting 2025 traffic estimate and the 2010 model results 
(the growth) was then added to Existing (2015) traffic volumes to establish base Near‐Term (2025) traffic 
estimates for this study. These volumes were further refined based on the results of other relevant model 
scenarios prepared during the course of this study to reflect differences between 2035 and 2025 network 
conditions, including the provision of a 2‐lane Saratoga Way extension between Iron Point Road and Finders 
Way, and the US‐50 interchange with Silva Valley Parkway (Phase 1), both as provided in the County’s 10‐
Year CIP. Adjustment factors were developed based on draft Central El Dorado Hills Specific Plan intersection 
turning movement estimates provided by the County8. These factors were then applied to future traffic 
estimates for this project in an effort to maintain consistency between model post‐processing completed for 
this project and other on‐going project analyses in the County. 
 

Near‐Term  (2025)  peak‐hour  turning  movement  volumes  are  presented  in  Figure  13.  The  analysis 
worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix D. 

                                                 
8  Per emails from Katie Jackson, El Dorado County Community Development Agency, August 27 and September 15, 2015.   
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Figure 13
Near-Term (2025) Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes
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Intersections 
Table 8 provides the intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 8, the 
study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM and PM peak‐hours.   
 

Table 8 – Near‐Term (2025) Intersection Levels of Service 
 

Delay (sec) LOS

AM 35.4 D
PM 59.1 E

AM 98.7 F

PM 98.9 F
AM 32.3 C
PM 31.4 C
AM 1.5 (43.6 NB) E

PM 1.0 (50.4 NB) F
AM 2.8 (48.3 SB) E
PM 1.5 (71.2 SB) F

AM 0.4 (22.7 SB) C
PM 0.1 (12.4 SB) B
AM 2.0 (7.3 WB) A
PM 1.2 (7.4 WB) A

AM 3.5 (8.9 EB) A

PM 2.9 (8.7 EB) A

AM 6.2 (9.5 NB) A

PM 6.1 (9.2 NB) A

AM 1.5 (10.4 WB) B

PM 1.2 (11.6 WB) B

AM 22.8 C

PM 24.3 C

AM 57.4 E

PM 54.2 D

AM 48.4 E

PM 24.3 C

AM 3.0 (8.5 NB) A

PM 3.3 (8.4 NB) A

*Side Street Stop Controlled (SSSC) intersections are reported with the intersection delay followed by the worst 

movement's delay.  The reported LOS corresponds to the worst movement.

14
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Project Dwy/Wilson Dwy
SSSC*

Notes:

Bold represents unacceptable operations.

1
Green Valley Rd @

Francisco Dr
Signal

2
Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd
Signal

3
Green Valley Rd @ Silva Valley 

Pkwy/Allegheny Rd

12 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Harvard Way Signal

13
Silva Valley Pkwy @

Golden Eagle Ln/Walker Park Dr
AWSC

10
Salmon Falls Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

11 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Appian Way AWSC

8
Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

9
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Allegheny Rd
SSSC*

6
Green Valley Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

7
Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

4 Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way SSSC*

5 Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd SSSC*

Signal

ID Intersection Control
Peak 

Hour

Near‐Term (2025)

 
 

Roadway Segments 
Table 9 presents the roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 
9, the study roadway segments operate from LOS C to LOS E. 
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Table 9 – Near‐Term (2025) Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

WB 1100 E 91.8

EB 460 C 65.2

WB 810 D 83.8

EB 1130 E 91.8

WB 620 E 91.2

EB 1090 D 75.5

WB 850 D 84.9

EB 1190 E 92.3

WB 1010 E 90.3

EB 440 C 62.9

WB 620 D 75.0

EB 1010 E 89.9

NB 515 D 72.4

SB 967 D 70.5

NB 807 D 72.1

SB 630 D 72.9

NB 370 C 81.2

SB 440 C 80.5

NB 460 C 80.0

SB 390 C 80.7

NB 320 C 79.8

SB 680 C 76.6

NB 560 C 78.5

SB 360 C 80.4

Notes:

PTSF = Percent Time Spent Following, PFFS = Percent Free‐Flow Speed, v/c = Volume to Capacity

* PTSF is reported for Class II Highways. PFFS is reported for Class III Highways.

PM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Appian Way and Harvard Way)
III

AM

PM

LOS
PTSF/PFFS

* 

(%)

Analysis 

Direction

Green Valley Rd

(between Francisco Dr and El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd)

Green Valley Rd

(between El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls 

Rd and Silva Valley Pkwy)

Volume

Near‐Term (2025)

II

AM

PM

II

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between Silva Valley Pkwy and Wilson 

Connector/Chartraw Rd)

II

AM

PM

El Dorado Hills Blvd

(between Francisco Dr and Governor Dr)
III

AM

PM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Green Valley Rd and Appian Way)
III

AM

Scenario Location Class
Peak‐

Hour

 
 

NEAR-TERM (2025) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 

The number of trips estimated to be generated by the proposed project were determined using the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual, 9th Edition and were then assigned to the surrounding transportation network based on 
the  results of a select  link analysis completed using a version of  the El Dorado County TDM prepared 
specifically for this scenario (based on the method outlined in the prior section). Likewise, background traffic 
estimates were developed based on the results of analysis completed using a version of the County’s TDM 
prepared specifically for this scenario (refer to prior section for a discussion on the method). Consistent with 
other project analyses completed within the County, for the Near‐Term (2025) scenario which  includes 
project conditions, analyses were prepared to include the difference between growth previously forecasted 
for the project area and the planned project (to avoid double counting planned growth).  
 

Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project peak‐hour turning movement volumes are presented in Figure 14. 
Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix E. 
 

Intersections 
Table 10 provides the intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 10, 
the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the AM and PM peak‐hours.   
 

Roadway Segments 
Table 11 presents the roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in Table 
11, the study roadway segments operate from LOS C to LOS E. 
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Near-Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes
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Table 10 – Near‐Term (2025) and Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service 
 

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS

AM 35.4 D 35.7 D

PM 59.1 E 59.6 E

AM 98.7 F 102.2 F

PM 98.9 F 105.2 F
AM 32.3 C 33.6 C
PM 31.4 C 33.2 C

AM 1.5 (43.6 NB) E 1.6 (46.6 NB) E
PM 1.0 (50.4 NB) F 1.1 (54.7 NB) F

AM 2.8 (48.3 SB) E 3.7 (54.1 SB) F
PM 1.5 (71.2 SB) F 2.1 (93.8 SB) F

AM 0.4 (22.7 SB) C 0.4 (22.9 SB) C
PM 0.1 (12.4 SB) B 0.1 (12.5 SB) B

AM 2.0 (7.3 WB) A 1.8 (7.3 WB) A

PM 1.2 (7.4 WB) A 1.1 (7.4 WB) A

AM 3.5 (8.9 EB) A 4.1 (9.1 EB) A

PM 2.9 (8.7 EB) A 3.6 (8.8 EB) A

AM 6.2 (9.5 NB) A 6.2 (9.5 NB) A

PM 6.1 (9.2 NB) A 6.1 (9.2 NB) A

AM 1.5 (10.4 WB) B 1.5 (10.4 WB) B

PM 1.2 (11.6 WB) B 1.2 (11.6 WB) B

AM 22.8 C 23.3 C

PM 24.3 C 25.0 C

AM 57.4 E 59.5 E

PM 54.2 D 54.3 D

AM 48.4 E 48.6 E

PM 24.3 C 24.6 C

AM 3.0 (8.5 NB) A 4.1 (9.3 SB) A

PM 3.3 (8.4 NB) A 3.4 (9.3 SB) A

13
Silva Valley Pkwy @

Golden Eagle Ln/Walker Park Dr
AWSC

*Side Street Stop Controlled (SSSC) intersections are reported with the intersection delay followed by the worst movement's delay.  The reported LOS 

corresponds to the worst movement.

14
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Project Dwy/Wilson Dwy
SSSC*

Notes:

Bold represents unacceptable operations. Shaded represents significant impact.

SSSC*

5 Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd

11 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Appian Way AWSC

12 Silva Valley Pkwy @ Harvard Way Signal

9
Malcolm Dixon Rd @

Allegheny Rd
SSSC*

10
Salmon Falls Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

7
Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

8
Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

SSSC*

6
Green Valley Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

Near‐Term (2025)

plus Project

1
Green Valley Rd @

Francisco Dr
Signal

2
Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd
Signal

3
Green Valley Rd @ Silva Valley 

Pkwy/Allegheny Rd
Signal

4 Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way

ID Intersection Control
Peak 

Hour

Near‐Term (2025)

 
 
 

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
Standards of Significance 
Project impacts were determined by comparing conditions with the proposed project to those without the 
project.  Impacts for intersections are created when traffic from the proposed project forces the LOS to fall 
below a specific threshold. The County’s standards9 specify the following: 

 

“Level of Service (LOS) for County‐maintained roads and state highways within the unincorporated areas 
of the county shall not be worse than LOS E in the Community Regions or LOS D in the Rural Centers and 
Rural Regions…”   (El Dorado County General Plan Policy TC‐Xd10)   
 

If a project causes the peak hour LOS or volume/capacity ratio on a county road or state highway that 
would otherwise meet the County standards (without the project) to exceed the values listed in the 
above  text  (El Dorado County General  Plan  Policy  TC‐Xd10),  then  the  impact  shall be  considered 
significant. 

 
 

 

                                                 
9  Transportation Impact Study Guidelines, El Dorado County Community Development Agency, November 2014. 
10  El Dorado County General Plan, Transportation and Circulation Element, July 2004. 
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Table 11 – Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

WB 1111 E 92.9

EB 464 C 65.4

WB 817 D 83.8

EB 1145 E 92.0

WB 1109 E 91.9

EB 627 D 75.6

WB 861 D 85.0

EB 1209 E 92.9

WB 1033 E 91.4

EB 449 C 64.1

WB 634 D 76.0

EB 1034 E 90.6

NB 517 D 72.3

SB 973 D 70.3

NB 809 D 72.0

SB 633 D 72.8

NB 372 C 81.1

SB 444 C 80.4

NB 465 C 79.9

SB 393 C 80.6

NB 321 C 79.7

SB 684 C 76.5

NB 564 C 78.4

SB 363 C 80.3

Notes:

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Appian Way and Harvard Way)
III

AM

PM

PTSF = Percent Time Spent Following, PFFS = Percent Free‐Flow Speed, v/c = Volume to Capacity

* PTSF is reported for Class II Highways. PFFS is reported for Class III Highways.

PM

Silva Valley Pkwy

(between Green Valley Rd and Appian Way)
III

AM

PM

Near‐Term (2025)

plus Project

Green Valley Rd

(between Francisco Dr and El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd)

II

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls 

Rd and Silva Valley Pkwy)

II

AM

PM

Green Valley Rd

(between Silva Valley Pkwy and Wilson 

Connector/Chartraw Rd)

II

AM

PM

El Dorado Hills Blvd

(between Francisco Dr and Governor Dr)
III

AM

Scenario Location Class
Peak‐

Hour

Analysis 

Direction
LOS

PTSF/PFFS
* 

(%)
Volume

 

If any county road or state highway fails to meet the above listed county standards (El Dorado County 
General Plan Policy TC‐Xd10) for peak hour LOS or volume/capacity ratios without the proposed project, 
and the project will worsen conditions on the road or highway, then the impact shall be considered 
significant. The term, worsen is defined for the purpose of this paragraph according to General Plan 
Policy TC‐Xe10 as follows: 
 

“A.  A 2 percent increase in traffic during the a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, or daily, or  
B.  The addition of 100 or more daily trips, or    
C.  The addition of 10 or more trips during the a.m. peak hour or the p.m. peak hour” 

 

The majority  of  the  study  facilities  are  located within  the  El Dorado Hills  Community  Region  (LOS  E 
threshold). Four study intersections (Intersections #6‐#8 and #14) are located along the El Dorado Hills 
Community Region Boundary and are, therefore, considered to be located within a Rural Region (LOS D 
threshold). 

 

Impacts and Mitigation 
 
Existing (2015) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
As reflected in Table 6 and Table 7, the addition of the proposed project does not result in a significant 
impact as defined by the County. Accordingly, no mitigations are required for this scenario. 
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Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
As reflected in Table 10 and Table 11, the addition of the proposed project results in three (3) significant 
impacts  as  defined  by  the  County.  The  following  is  a  discussion  of  the  impacts  and  their  associated 
mitigations. Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix F. 
 

Impacts:  
 

Intersections 
I1. Intersection #2, Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd 

As shown  in Table 10, this  intersection operates at LOS F during the AM and PM peak‐hours 
without the project, and the project contributes more than 10 peak‐hour trips to the intersection 
during the peak‐hours. This is a significant impact. 

 

I2. Intersection #4, Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way 
As shown in Table 10, this intersection operates at LOS F during the PM peak‐hour without the 
project, and the project contributes more than 10 peak‐hour trips to the intersection during the 
PM peak‐hour. This is a significant impact.   
 

I3. Intersection #5, Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd 
As shown in Table 10, this intersection operates at LOS E during the AM peak‐hour without the 
project,  and  at  LOS  F with  the  addition  of  the  proposed  Project. During  the  PM  peak,  the 
intersection operates at LOS F and the project contributes more than 10 peak‐hour trips to the 
intersection during the PM peak‐hour. This is a significant impact. 

 

Roadway Segments 
None. 

 

Mitigation: 
 

Intersections 
M1.  Intersection #2, Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd 

The significant impact at this intersection during the AM and PM peak‐hours is mitigated by the 
County’s recently completed Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Project #73151. As shown in 
Table 12, this mitigation measure results in the intersection operating at LOS E during the AM 
peak‐hour and LOS C during the PM peak‐hour. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 
 

M2.  Intersection #4, Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way 
The significant impact at this intersection during the PM peak‐hour can be mitigated by adding a 
two‐way left‐turn lane along Green Valley Road in the immediate vicinity of the intersection. The 
addition of a two‐way left‐turn lane would provide a left‐turn lane for westbound left‐turning 
traffic and would allow for vehicles making a northbound left‐turn movement to clear eastbound 
traffic and wait for a gap  in westbound traffic. As shown  in Table 12, this mitigation measure 
results in the intersection operating at LOS C during the PM peak‐hour. Therefore, this impact is 
less than significant. 
 

M3.  Intersection #5, Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd 
The significant impact at this intersection during the AM and PM peak‐hours can be mitigated by 
restricting  the  southbound  left‐turn movement. This  restriction  could be achieved by either 
constructing a median along Green Valley Road or by constructing an island along the Chartraw 
Road approach. As a result of this turn restriction, those vehicles originally making the subject 
southbound  left‐turn  would  be  rerouted  to  the  Green  Valley  Road/Malcom  Dixon  Road 
intersection  (Intersection  #6). As  shown  in  Table  12,  this mitigation measure  results  in  this 
intersection (Intersection #5) operating at LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak‐hours and 
no other intersections are adversely affected by the reroute. Therefore, this impact is less than 
significant. 
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Table 12 – Intersection Levels of Service – 
Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Mitigated Conditions 

 

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS

NT 98.7 F 98.9 F

NT + PP 102.2 F 105.2 F

NT + PP (Mit) 60.1 E 33.9 C

NT 1.5 (43.6 NB) E 1.0 (50.4 NB) F

NT + PP 1.6 (46.6 NB) E 1.1 (54.7 NB) F

NT + PP (Mit) 0.8 (22.0 NB) C 0.5 (24.2 NB) C

NT 2.8 (48.3 SB) E 3.7 (54.1 SB) F

NT + PP 1.5 (71.2 SB) F 2.1 (93.8 SB) F

NT + PP (Mit) 2.6 (27.6 SB) D 1.3 (14.3 SB) B

NT 0.4 (22.7 SB) C 0.1 (12.4 SB) B

NT + PP 0.4 (22.9 SB) C 0.1 (12.5 SB) B

NT + PP (Mit) 1.6 (34.9 SB) D 0.6 (31.2 SB) D

NT 2.0 (7.3 WB) A 1.2 (7.4 WB) A

NT + PP 1.8 (7.3 WB) A 1.1 (7.4 WB) A

NT + PP (Mit) 5.1 (9.0 SB) A 3.2 (9.1 SB) A

NT 3.5 (8.9 EB) A 2.9 (8.7 EB) A

NT + PP 4.1 (9.1 EB) A 3.6 (8.8 EB) A

NT + PP (Mit) 4.8 (9.3 EB) A 4.1 (9.1 EB) A

ID Intersection Control
AM Peak‐Hour

Analysis Scenario+
PM Peak‐Hour

2
Green Valley Rd @ El Dorado Hills 

Blvd/Salmon Falls Rd
Signal

Bold represents unacceptable operations.

  + NT = Near‐Term (2025), NTPP = Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project, Mit = Mitigated

 *  Side Street Stop Controlled (SSSC) intersections are reported with the intersection delay followed by the worst approach's delay.  The reported LOS corresponds to the 

worst approach.

4 Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way SSSC*

5 Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd

6
Green Valley Rd @

Malcolm Dixon Rd
SSSC*

7
Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @

Chartraw Rd

8
Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @

Chartraw Rd
SSSC*

SSSC*

SSSC*

Notes:

 

Roadway Segments 
None required. 

 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Peak-Hour Traffic Signal Warrant Evaluation 
A planning level assessment of the need for traffic signalization was performed for the un‐signalized study 
intersections.  This evaluation was performed consistently with the peak‐hour warrant methodologies noted 
in  Section 4C of  the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices  (CMUTCD), 2014 Edition. A 
summary of the peak‐hour warrant results is presented in Table 13.  
 

As shown in Table 13, Intersection #13 (Silva Valley Pkwy @ Gold Eagle Ln) satisfies the peak‐hour signal 
warrant with and without the addition of the proposed project. However, the proposed project does not 
cause the peak‐hour signal warrant to be satisfied at any of the study intersections.  Detailed results of this 
analysis are presented in Appendix G.  
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Table 13 – Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis Results 
 

#  Intersection 

Analysis Scenario 

Existing 
(2015) 

Existing 
(2015) 
plus PP 

Near‐Term 
(2025) 

Near‐Term 
(2025) 
plus PP 

4  Green Valley Rd @ Loch Way  No / No  No / No  No / No  No / No 

5  Green Valley Rd @ Chartraw Rd    No / No  No / No  No / No 

6  Green Valley Rd @ Malcolm Dixon Rd  No / No  No / No  No / No  No / No 

7  Malcolm Dixon Rd (N) @ Chartraw Rd    No / No  No / No  No / No 

8  Malcolm Dixon Rd (S) @ Chartraw Rd    No / No  No / No  No / No 

9  Malcolm Dixon Rd @ Allegheny Rd  No / No  No / No  No / No  No / No 

10  Salmon Falls Rd @ Malcolm Dixon Rd  No / No  No / No  No / No  No / No 

11  Silva Valley Pkwy @ Appian Way  No / No  No / No  No / No  No / No 

13  Silva Valley Pkwy @ Golden Eagle Ln  Yes / No  Yes / No  Yes / No  Yes / No 

14  Malcolm Dixon Rd @ Project Dwy    No / No  No / No  No / No 

Results are presented in AM / PM format. 
Note:  Peak‐hour warrant is satisfied if Condition A or B is met. 

 

Intersection Queuing Evaluation 
Vehicle queuing for critical movements at three study intersections (#2, #3, and #5) were evaluated. These 
three intersections were evaluated for vehicle queuing based several factors, one of which was the potential 
for vehicle queuing based on project trip distribution. The calculated vehicle queues were compared to 
actual or anticipated vehicle storage lengths. Results of the queuing evaluation are presented in Table 14. 
Analysis sheets that include the anticipated vehicle queues are presented in Appendices B‐F. As presented in 
Table 14, the addition of the proposed project adds nominal additional queuing to the study locations.   
 

Table 14 – Intersection Queuing Evaluation Results for Select Locations 
 

Intersection / Analysis Scenario  Movement 
AM Peak‐Hour  PM Peak‐Hour 

Available 
Storage (ft) 

95th % 
Queue (ft) 

Available 
Storage (ft) 

95th % 
Queue (ft)

#2, Green Valley Rd @
El Dorado Hills/Salmon Falls Rd 

WB Left   

Existing (2015) 

105 

108 

105 

88 

Existing plus Proposed Project (2015)  123  108 

Near‐Term (2025)  125  151 

Near‐Term plus Proposed Project (2025)  133  159 

#3, Green Valley Rd @
Silva Valley Pkwy/Allegheny Rd 

WB Left   

Existing (2015) 

345 

107 

345 

68 

Existing plus Proposed Project (2015)  119  69 

Near‐Term (2025)  303  101 

Near‐Term plus Proposed Project (2025)  312  104 

#5, Green Valley Rd @
Chartraw Rd 

EB Left   

Existing (2015) 

100 

‐ 

100 

‐ 

Existing plus PP (2015)  25  25 

Near‐Term (2025)  25  25 

Near‐Term plus PP (2025)  25  25 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010 methodology per Synchro© v9. 
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Site Plan, Access, and On-site Circulation Evaluation 
The site plan for the proposed project (Figure 2) was qualitatively reviewed for general access and on‐site 
circulation. According to the site plan, access to the site will be provided from Chartraw Road. Additional 
limited access will be provided from Malcolm Dixon Road. Turn restrictions are proposed at the Malcolm 
Dixon Road driveway by which access to and from the west  is prohibited  (emergency vehicle access  is 
maintained).  This driveway  is opposite  the planned Wilson Estates driveway with  similar  restrictions. 
Detailed  level of  service  and delay data were previously  reported  for  these access  intersections. The 
combination of these access points, as well as the on‐site circulation system appears to provide adequate 
access to/from the surrounding transportation network. 
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Evaluation 
According to Chapter 5 of the El Dorado County Bicycle Transportation Plan, Class II Bike Lanes are proposed 
for Green Valley Road, Francisco Drive, and El Dorado Hills Boulevard in the vicinity of the project site. In 
addition, Class III Bike Routes are proposed for Francisco Drive and Salmon Falls Road/Lakehills Drive north 
of Green Valley Road. A Class I Bike Path is also proposed for El Dorado Hills Boulevard, south of Francisco 
Drive. 
 

While the project will not result in removal of a bikeway/bike lane or prohibition of implementation of the 
facilities  identified  in the Plan,  it  is required to  include pedestrian/bicycle paths connecting to adjacent 
commercial,  research and development, or  industrial projects and any  schools, parks, or other public 
facilities.  The proposed project will be required to construct on‐site roadway and pedestrian facilities in 
accordance with County design guidelines. These on‐site pedestrian and bicycle facilities will connect the 
project with the proposed adjacent Class II Bike Lanes along Green Valley Road. Through this connection to 
the proposed bike lane network, the project will provide continuity with adjacent projects, schools, parks, 
and other public facilities. 
 
Preliminary Traffic Safety Evaluation 
According to the County’s 2011 Accident Location Study11, several study area sites (i.e., intersections and 
roadway segments) experienced three (3) or more accidents during a three‐year period between January 1, 
2009, and December 31, 2011. According to the Study, these sites were selected for  investigation and 
determination of corrective action(s). Table 15 provides a summary of the study area sites and their selected 
actions. 
 

Table 15 – Project Area Sites Selected for Investigation 
 

Site #  Location Description 
Accident 
Rate+ 

Identified Action 

16  El Dorado Hills Blvd at Crown Dr  0.24  None Required 

23  Green Valley Rd in vicinity of Silva Valley Pkwy  0.68  None Required 

24  Green Valley Rd in vicinity of Deer Valley Rd (West)  0.67  None Required 

Source:  Annual Accident Location Study 2011, County of El Dorado Department of Transportation, May 18, 2012. 
+  # Accidents per Million Vehicles (MV) for single sites (intersections/curves), # Accidents per Million Vehicle Miles 
(MVM) for roadway sections. 

 

                                                 
11  Annual Accident Location Study 2011, County of El Dorado Department of Transportation, May 18, 2012. 
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According to the Study, these three (3) sites “do not require further review at this time.  However, these 
sites will  continue  to  be monitored  and  any  subsequent  increase  in  the  frequency  of  accidents may 
necessitate further review and analysis.” 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based upon the analysis documented in this report, the following conclusions are offered: 
 

 The proposed project is estimated to generate 474 total new daily trips, with 39 new trips occurring 
during the AM peak‐hour, and 48 new trips occurring during the PM peak‐hour. 
 

 The proposed project is located within Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) 211 and complies with the General 
Plan  land use designation. Therefore, new Cumulative  (2035) analyses are not  required  to be 
completed as part of this study. 

 

 As defined by the County, the addition of the proposed project to the Near‐Term (2025) scenario 
significantly worsens conditions at three study intersections. All three impacts can be mitigated to a 
less than significant level. 
 

 Measure E was passed by El Dorado County voters on June 7, 2016, and became effective on July 29, 
2016. Measure E amended General Plan Policies TX‐Xa, TC‐Xf, and TC‐Xg and  included several 
“implementation” statements. At the time of this report, the Board of Supervisors (Board) had 
continued  the matter  (Resolution  149‐2016)  off‐calendar,  and  had moved  forward with  the 
implementation of the voter approved Measure E Initiative “as written and as it was before the 
voters.” Measure E specifically states (amended General Plan Policy TX‐Xa 1) that “Traffic from 
residential development projects of  five or more units or parcels of  land shall not result  in, or 
worsen, Level of Service F…” and that “All necessary road capacity  improvements shall be fully 
completed to prevent cumulative traffic impacts from new development from reaching Level of 
Service F during peak hours…” (General Plan Policy TC‐Xa 3). As such, the Vineyards at El Dorado 
Hills project is directly affected by Measure E. Accordingly, although the Board continues to work 
through  the  implementation of  the measure,  this project will be  required  to,  at  a minimum, 
demonstrate consistency with the measure’s requirements. Moreover, consistent with Measure E, 
the Proposed Project will likely be conditioned to construct all mitigations identified under both 
Existing (2015) and Near‐Term (2025) plus Proposed Project Conditions. 
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kimley‐horn.com  555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300, Sacramento, California 95814  916 858 5800 

 

Memorandum 
 

To:  Martin Boon, Orbis Financial, LLC 
 

From:  Matt Weir, P.E., T.E., PTOE  
   

Re:  Supplemental Traffic Assessment 
  Vineyards at El Dorado Hills 
   

Date:  March 9, 2017 
           
Per your request, I have prepared this memorandum to provide an informal supplemental traffic 
assessment in light of the recent denial of the Dixon Ranch project by the El Dorado County Board of 
Supervisors on February 14, 2017. You have expressed a desire to understand how the Vineyards at El 
Dorado Hills’ traffic study and its conclusions pertaining to transportation impacts and mitigations may be 
effected by elimination of the Dixon Ranch project from the forecast traffic conditions on the surrounding 
transportation network. 
 

As indicated in our previously prepared traffic study for the proposed project1, “…traffic volume estimates 
for the Near‐Term (2025) Condition were determined by interpolating selected El Dorado County TDM 
2010 and 2035 analysis results. Specifically, these volumes were achieved by estimating turning 
movements using 2010 and 2035 land use scenarios and then conducting a straight line analysis to 
establish year 2025 turning movement estimates. The difference between the resulting 2025 traffic 
estimate and the 2010 model results (the growth) was then added to Existing (2015) traffic volumes to 
establish base Near‐Term (2025) traffic estimates for this study.” 
 

It is also important to note how the Dixon Ranch project was analyzed and is understood to be reflected 
in the County’s land use and travel demand forecasts. According to the Dixon Ranch traffic study2,it was 
necessary to “re‐run the County’s travel demand model by adding an additional 294 single‐family dwelling 
units to the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) in which the project is located to reflect the addition of the 
proposed project. As such, the County’s travel demand model was updated to include the additional 294 
single‐family dwelling units within TAZ 335.” As a result of this process, it is reasonable to assume that the 
County’s land use and travel demand forecasts only include a portion of the proposed Dixon Ranch 
project (confirmed to equate to a total of 310 single‐family dwelling units). 
 

Consequently, because the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project is noted as relying on an interpolated 
volume forecast using the County’s travel demand model, and because the Dixon Ranch project was 
confirmed to have added a portion of their proposed units to the County’s assumed growth within the 
subject TAZ, it is reasonable to conclude that the forecasts used in the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills project 
incorporate the effect of only a portion (310 single‐family dwelling units) and not the full Dixon Ranch 
project. This volume condition is typical and is considered to be an appropriate representation of Near‐
Term traffic conditions for use in your project’s traffic study. 
 

In addition, we have also confirmed that the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills traffic study manually 
incorporated traffic from the surrounding, approved single‐family residential development projects 
located both adjacent to and north of the proposed project. Volume from these projects was manually 
added to the Near‐Term (2025) traffic volumes obtained through the aforementioned model 
interpolation. As a result, the traffic volume forecasts inherent to the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills traffic 
study are considered to be appropriate and are not adversely influenced by the Dixon Ranch project 
denial or the know status of the approved adjacent development projects. In summary, the impacts, 
mitigations, and conclusions of the Vineyards at El Dorado Hills traffic study are valid and accurate. 

                                                 
1  Transportation Impact Study, Vineyards at El Dorado Hills (WO#30), Kimley‐Horn and Associates, Inc., November 11, 2016.  
2  Revised Final Traffic Impact Study, Dixon Ranch (WO#5), Kimley‐Horn and Associates, Inc., June 18, 2013.  
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