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LETTER 222: ART MARINACCIO, REPRESENTING THELMA AND LORING BRUNIUS, 
SIERRA TERRA, AND “OLD FOOTHILL SAND AND GRAVEL PROPERTIES”  
 
Response to Comment 222-1 (GP):  Based on the contents of the comment letter, it 
appears that the commenter objects to the land use designations proposed for the subject 
parcels (APNs 317-120-08, 102-150-16, and 102-150-28 [Brunius]; 105-150-25 [Sierra 
Terra]; and 102-140-51, 52, 54, 81, 82, and 83 [“old Foothill Sand and Gravel property”, 
owned by a number of different parties]) under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 
With the exception of APN 102-140-54, all of the parcels are identified as Industrial under the 
No Project, 1996 General Plan, and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives 
(APN 102-140-54 is identified as Low Density Residential (LDR) under those Alternatives). 
The Environmentally Constrained Alternative proposes the Rural Lands (RL) designation for 
all of the parcels.   
 
As noted in Responses to Comments 51-55 and 218-1, parcels outside of Community 
Regions and Rural Centers in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative cannot be 
assigned the Industrial land use designation.  Please also refer to Master Response 8. 
 
Response to Comment 222-2 (GP):  The commenter’s preference for the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative designations is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan. The 
commenter’s concern that removal of the Industrial designation for “the Quarry” (assumed to 
be Weber Creek Quarry, APNs 102-150-16 and 28 and 317-120-08) under the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative would be inconsistent with the approved 
reclamation plan is also noted. The commenter has not provided evidence that assignment 
of a different land use designation (e.g., Rural Lands or Natural Resources) under the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative would invalidate the reclamation plan. 
 
Response to Comment 222-3 (GP):  A reclamation plan is not an “entitlement”.  It 
describes a proposed end use, and requires the operator to reclaim the site to a condition 
suitable for that end use, but it does not entitle the property owner to any particular zoning, 
land use designation, or use following reclamation.  The 1996 General Plan did not establish 
any entitlements and the Writ of Mandate had no effect on the reclamation plan or the right 
to mine. 
 
Response to Comment 222-4 (GP):  The commenter requests that the lands formerly 
owned by Foothill Sand and Gravel and of Sierra Terra retain the Industrial designation. The 
request is included in the 1996 General Plan and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives.  Because these parcels are outside a Community Region or Rural Center, they 
could not be assigned the Industrial land use designation in the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative. Under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, the parcels are designated 
Rural Lands (RL).  According to Policy CO-2b of the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative, this land use designation is considered compatible with mining.  Please also 
refer to Response to Comment 221-1. 
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Response to Comment 222-5 (GP):  APN 102-150-25 is identified by the State as 
supporting an important mineral resource area. Accordingly, the resources associated with 
this parcel are protected by application of the –MR overlay designation. All of the General 
Plan alternatives respect the State’s designation by application of the overlay designation.  
Please refer to Master Response 21. 
 
Response to Comment 222-6 (EIR):  The EIR contains mitigation addressing potential 
incompatibilities between mineral resource extraction and other uses. Please refer to 
Mitigation Measures 5.1-3(a), 5.9-5(a), 5.9-5(b), 5.9-6(b), and 5.9-6(c). Mitigation 5.9-6(c) 
addresses the minimum parcel size requirements referred to by the commenter. 
 
The commenter’s preference for the 1996 General Plan Alternative designations is noted for 
the record. 
 
Response to Comment 222-7 (GP):  The parcel base used for the General Plan 
alternatives represents a “snapshot in time”. It is recognized that Boundary Line Adjustments 
and other modifications allowed pursuant to the Writ of Mandate have continued since the 
draft General Plan Land Use Diagrams were developed. Once the Board of Supervisors 
adopts a Land Use Diagram, the staff will ensure that the most recent parcel base is applied 
and that any minor corrections, such as the one suggested by the commenter, are 
incorporated into the distribution of land use designations. 
 
Response to Comment 222-8 (GP):  As noted in Response to Comment 222-1, there is a 
policy reason for removing the Industrial designation from some lands in the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative. By limiting truly Industrial operations to areas having the greatest 
level of infrastructure, the potential for adverse environmental impacts associated with the 
development of new industrial operations in the Rural Regions is reduced. Additionally, 
restricting the Industrial designation from Rural Regions would avoid land use conflicts 
between industrial users and dispersed residential uses and reducing vehicular traffic on 
rural roads. 




