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May 20, 2010

Tom Dougherty

Associate Planner

El Dorado County Planning Services
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Re: Draft Initial Environmental Checklist/
Mitigated Negative Declaration
Z07-0033/PD0Q7+0020/TM07-1448/McCann Subdivision

Dear Mr. Dougherty,

Please be advised that the Mother Lode Union School District has significant concerns regarding multiple
aspects of the above mentioned project.

Please refer to all items outlined in the attached letter submitted to you from our attorney, Atkinson, Andelson,
Loya, Ruud & Romo. The District expects that the letters comments and requests be fully and satisfactorily
addressed by the El Dorado County Planning Services.

Sincerely,

Tim Smith
Superi d _iﬁéﬁ’_/.a___,
perintendent ’
Ca: b --
Cc: El Dorado County Supervisors Knight, Nutting, Sweeney, Briggs, Santiago W M
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AND FIRS CLASS MAIL

Tom Dougherty :
Associate Planner '
E! Darado County Planning Services '
2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

The Motlier Lode Union School Distriot sppreciates the oppurtunity to rvicw and
comment upon the sbovo-referenced documqnu (collectively “1EC/MND"™). Please be advised
that the District has significant concems ing multiple uspects of the projcct. In addition,
ﬂwDisﬁclbeliwulhcmulﬁ' is and dise included do not adequately suppon El Dorado

County Planning Services® ( ) conclusion that the project could not huve a significant
effect on the environment. It is the District’s position that a comprchenvive envivonmental
impact report (“ETR™) is appropriate to fully hﬂm and detcrming the potential environmental

impacts of the project.

Because of the project’s close kimity 1o two schools, inclulding the District's
Charics Brown Elementary School, the District has an obligation to its students and the public w
easure any impacts from the project on its siaff, facilitios, and leaming cavironment are

thoruughly cvaluated and mitigated. An el school is a particularly sengitive use and, as
such, potential impacts must receive the utnolh scrutiny.

Ihe District submits the following comments and reyuests that they be fully addressed by
the EDCPS. The District expressly reserves its right to make further commeents and/or expand on
the below comments in the future.
| 8 Far s

Courts subject negutive declmbom to considerablc scrutiny because they act w

09-0906.J.1
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rceminate the cavironmental sevicw process. EIRg, on the other hand, receive greater defercace.
A ncgative declaration is only appropriatc there is no substantial evideace in light of the
whole record that an impect may vceur. In other words, an BIR is required if substantial
cvideaoe in the rcoord MN.MWM:FMUHmﬁedMYMRMasiWM impact.
Under CEQA. “substantial cvidence™ ine fact, 0 reasonahle sssumplion predicated upon
fuct, ur expert upinivn supported by fact. MND does not constitule substantial evidence
adequate to defeat a fair argument that the project may have a significamt effect on the
environment. Accordingly, an FIR should !be prepared before the project is considercd for

approval.

. AirQuality:

Jt is the District’s opinion that tHe mitigation mcasures ansociated with project
construction impacts on air quality would nat be adcquale o protect the students and stafY of
Chatles Brown School. Given its closs proximity to the project site, the Charics Brown Schowl
should be considered a scasitive receptor 0 gir pollutants, including fugitive dust. The District
would like to know the specific measures 10 be taken to contvol fugitive dust coming trom the
project xite.  Also, what assurarice can he to the District that dust from the project site
will nut creute 8 nuisance on Charles Brown School? A mitigation measure is necessary to
addvess the safety of children and staff of Charles Brown School. This should include
regtrictions on grading during times that is in scssion. Dlease note that if therc arc any
visible plumes of dust coming off the project & that impact the Schoul. the City will be ootified
by the District, with a request to abatc this suisaacc.

What forms of air monitoring will thf projeot include during grading, and then during
oporation of the projoct? Will any be implcmented 10 wam the public of potential
hazards with ruspect 10 air quality during co ion or operation of the projcct? Finally, the
IC/MND should include a comprehensive discussion of the health sisky associated with
exposure (o particulate emissions, with application to the project.

M. Trassportation/Traffic:

‘Yhe IEC/MND bricfly discuxses rvad improvements near and adjscent to the Charles
Brown School, but does not address traffic impacts on the Charles Brown School resulting from
the proposed project or any measures to ¢ these impacts. How will traflic patterns in the
area he impacted hy the project? Will co ction impact cxisting rvads or intersections?

There exists at least one other project {Jongordon) being considered north of the current
projoct that will impact the samc resources ad the current pruject. Other projects, especiully in
conjunction wilth the current projest. will [create additional road congestion.  Thus, the
cumulative impact must be considered.

09-0906.J.2
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{

Due to the lack of discussion of tmfﬂc impacts on the Charles Brown School, a fuir
argument existr that the cumulative impacts of this and othcr projects will lower relevant levels
of service near the schoo), creating a significait impact.

V.  Aesthetics:
With respect to light and glare, the TRC/MND presumes thut any Mu\ impacts cun be

mitigated by including “design features, namély directional shiclding fur street lighting, parking
lot lighting, and ather significant lighting sourccs, that could reduce the effects from nighttime
lighting.” However, the recommanded mifightion mcasurcs arv inadequate becausc they fail to
include a mitigation study. A mitigation shuuld be conducted to allow decision makers to
know the true extent of the potantial project lij and glare impacts.

V. Nehe

The scction pertaining to noise does sufllciently discuss potontind localized impacts.
For example, what impsct may be expected af the Charles Brown School? In addition, the level
of noisc associated with codstruction may disuh the Charlcs Bruwn School’s learning
cavirooment. How effectively hax the projm for construction nvise addreased the ncarby
school environment? This potential impact § Id bo cvalomted. The District requests thal the
school schedule he taken into account when construction activitics ure planned.

VI.  Utilities And Servies Svstems:

The District is concerned about any ilities that may be construcied within or adjacent v
the Project that potentially could create & pro em for the District. Title 5 of the Califotnis Code
c»fkephﬁmnqulmumm&mth ated within 1500 feet of a high-pressure natural

gaslh\e(mindmmmm)drasow Ario line. A high-pressure water linc would also be
problematic. The IEC/MND should address the kinds und size, if any, of the new unilities
planned as part of the project. .

Vil. Ceosclwvion:

The District is conecrncd that approvil of the project may result in signilicant impacts
which arc not cvalusted or mitigated by the proposed CFQA documeuts. ‘There is inadequatc
evidence in the administrative record sqapnrting a finding that the projest will not result in
significant v(Tects on the environment. Withot appropriate analysis und mitigation measurcs, an
EIR must be preparcd before the project can be approved.

09-0906.J.3
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The District looks forward to mcci?iug a response to these comments. The District
rescrves its right to supplement these comments and provide udditional comments in the future.

Very truly yours,

ATKINSON, ANDELSON, LOYA,
RUUD & ROMO

G = ™ —&Z.
I'ablo A. Tagre

By

PAl/drs
cc:  Shunda Hatm, Superinterlent
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