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Ms. Choudhuri, 1 
In accordance with our signed Agreement dated February 15, 2011, we prepared this geotechnical 2 
existing conditions review of the Rincon del Rio Continuing Care Retirement Community Project 3 
(Project) based on the original Geotechnical Feasibility Study completed by LUMOS and Associates 4 
(LUMOS Report) in October 2007 (LUMOS Job Number:  7122.000). 5 
Project Location 6 
The 215-acre Project encompasses four parcels identified by the following Nevada County Assessor’s 7 
Parcel Numbers:  57-240-17, 57-240-18, 57-240-19 and 57-130-13.  The Project is located at the east 8 
terminus of Rincon Way one-half mile east of State Route 49, south of the Lake of the Pines community 9 
in Nevada County, California (Figure 1).  An aerial photograph of the Project area with the general site 10 
boundaries is shown as Figure 2. 11 
Project Description 12 
The Project, as currently proposed, includes a variety of independent and supportive living arrangements 13 
including independent living, assisted living, nursing care, physical rehabilitation, and memory 14 
impairment housing within a campus setting featuring commercial and recreational uses and 15 
transportation and a variety of other services.  The Project would provide housing for approximately 415 16 
residents within 345 attached and detached housing units.  The Project would be clustered and would be 17 
limited to a 40-acre envelope located on the western half of the site with the remaining approximately 170 18 
acres to remain as undeveloped open space.  The Project proposal also includes recreational elements 19 
such as walking trails, pedestrian bridges, community gardens, aquatic fitness center, and outdoor sports 20 
courts (e.g. tennis, volley-ball, etc.).   21 
Site Conditions 22 
On June 17, 2001, ACE staff completed a visual site reconnaissance of the Project and we generally 23 
concur with the existing conditions as described in the LUMOS Report.  ACE observed the following:  24 

A. The Project site features varied topography, including rolling hills with somewhat flatter terrain in 25 
the central area.   26 

B. Based on the USGS topographical map, elevations within the site range from about 1,300 feet 27 
above mean sea level (msl) near the Bear River to approximately 1,700 feet above msl near on the 28 
eastern side of the site (Figure 3).   29 

C. The Project site is currently sparsely developed.  Current development includes: 30 
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i. An existing single family residential structure located near the southwest corner of the 31 
Project site.   32 

ii. The Combie Aqueduct (Magnolia Ditch) traverses the western half of the Project as 33 
shown on Figure 2. 34 

iii. A large pond is located in the central portion of the Project.  The pond surface area is 35 
about 2-1/2 to 3 acres. Water in the pond is retained by an earthen dam about 300 feet in 36 
length and up to about 30 feet in height.  37 

D. The Bear River generally flows east to west along the approximate southern boundary of the 38 
Project.   39 

E. The site is generally covered with foothill oak and pine woodlands and seasonal grasses.   40 
Regional Geology 41 
We concur with the description of the regional geology (Sierra Nevada Geologic Province) included 42 
LUMOS Report that the site is located within the “Foothills Fault Zone” of the Sierra Nevada Geologic 43 
Province.  The Foothills Fault Zone is generally located between the cities of Folsom and Oroville and is 44 
bound on the east by the northward trending Melones fault zone and on the west by the northwestward 45 
trending Bear Mountain fault zone.   46 
Faults in the immediate vicinity of the Project within the Foothills fault zone are generally considered 47 
inactive and are not considered a seismic source for the Project.  Seismic sources that are likely to 48 
produce ground shaking at the site are located more than 40 miles away, however, a full analysis of the 49 
seismic design parameters is beyond the scope of this review and should be performed during the design 50 
level geotechnical investigation. 51 
Site Geology 52 
We generally concur with the description of the site geology included LUMOS Report that the site is 53 
dominated by Paleozoic to Mesozoic age mafic metavolcanic rocks covered by a relatively thin veneer of 54 
soil. 55 
Numerous rock outcrops are located throughout the site.  Rock outcrops as shown in Figures 4.2 and 4.3 56 
are indicative of massive unweathered rock that can present significant excavation difficulty during 57 
construction (e.g., grading and underground utility installation, etc.). 58 
Soil 59 
We concur with the general USDA-NRCS soil descriptions.  Within the foothills soil formation is 60 
strongly influenced by the underlying bedrock (parent material).  Both the Boomer soil and Sobrante soil 61 
are generally neutral to slightly acidic.  The depth to contact with weathered bedrock generally varies 62 
from about 1 to 4 feet but may be greater.  The actual depth to bedrock within construction areas should 63 
be determined during the design level geotechnical investigation.   64 
Erosion hazard within a soil series is dependent on both the soil grain size characteristics and slope.  We 65 
expect that exposed soil on the site pose a medium to high erosion potential when disturbed. 66 
Based on the physical description of the soil, we expect the expansion potential to be low to medium.   67 

68 
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Grading 69 
Site construction activities that occur in rock areas, as noted in the LUMOS, report may require pre-70 
ripping or blasting or a combination of both.  The design level geotechnical investigation should include 71 
field measurements such as seismic velocity to determine the grading characteristics of the near surface 72 
rock.  In addition, the design level geotechnical investigation should include recommendations for utility 73 
construction in rock.  Grading and utility construction in these conditions can be considerably more 74 
expensive than the same activities in areas with deep soil cover. 75 
Foundation Recommendations 76 
Based on the anticipated structures consisting of relatively lightly loaded one and two story structures, we 77 
anticipate isolated spread and strip footings will be used.  Typically, allowable bearing capacities for 78 
these types of structures in the soil conditions anticipated will be on the order of 2,000 to 3,500 pounds 79 
per square foot (ASD). 80 
Conclusions 81 
We performed our review of the existing Geotechnical Feasibility Study and have the following 82 
observations and recommendations: 83 

• The Geotechnical Feasibility Study completed by LUMOS for the Project is generally consistent 84 
with our on-site observations and our review of published geologic maps. 85 

• We recommend that upon completion of the Project planning a design level geotechnical 86 
investigation be prepared including soil borings and/or test pits, seismic survey, laboratory 87 
testing, and analysis.    88 

• Geotechnical recommendations should be based on the civil grading plan and include conclusions 89 
and recommendations for grading and construction in both soil and rock conditions. 90 

• Geotechnical design parameters (e.g. allowable foundation bearing capacity, seismic design 91 
parameters etc.) determined during the investigation should be based on the most recent 92 
California Building Code. 93 

• During construction operations geotechnical on-site testing and observation services be provided 94 
documenting that items including but not limited to grading, compaction, and footing preparation 95 
is in accordance with the design level geotechnical investigation.  96 

We strived to perform our professional services in accordance with generally accepted engineering 97 
principles and practices currently employed in the area:  no warranty is expressed or implied.  Note that 98 
our findings and opinions are based solely on research of practically available and reviewable 99 
publications.  No physical subsurface exploration was made on the Property.  More accurate findings 100 
should be developed by performing site specific exploration at the Property. 101 

102 
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If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please call and we will be glad to discuss 103 
them with you. 104 
Sincerely, 
Acacia Consultants & Engineers Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Bryan C. Yates, AICP     William Kenney, GE 
Project Manager     Principal Engineer 
 
Attachments: Figure 1:  Vicinity Map 
  Figure 2:  Aerial Photograph  
  Figure 3:  Historical Topographic Map 
  Figures 4.1 to 4.3:  Site Photos 
  Figure 5:  USGS 10% in 50yr PE 
 

Geotechnical Feasibility Study for Rincon del Rio, Lumos and Associates, Inc., October 
2007, Project Number 7122.000 

References: Geologic Map of California, Chico Sheet, John L. Burnett and Charles W. Jennings, 1965 

Geologic Map of California, Sacramento Sheet, Rudolph C. Strand and James B. Koenig, 
1965 
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