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LETTER 284: ART MARINACCIO, REPRESENTING NUNGESSER TRUST, THE BAER 
FAMILY AND CORA WHITE 

Response to Comment 284-1 (GP): The oral requests referred to by the commenter are 
documented in Table A-3 of Volume 3 of the EIR (Appendix C.1 of this Response to 
Comment document contains a revised version of this Table). Also, please refer to Response 
to Comment 51-56, which takes in the request on behalf of Cora White.  

The commenter’s preference for the 1996 General Plan Alternative as it applies to his clients’ 
parcels is noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors as they deliberate the General Plan. Please refer to Master Response 8.  

Response to Comment 284-2 (GP): The commenter’s accounting of the historic treatment of 
this parcel-specific request and the suitability of including this parcel within the Placerville 
Community Region will be considered by the decisionmakers. 

The commenter has requested that, at the very least, the 1996 General Plan Alternative land 
use designation, Low Density Residential (LDR), should be adopted for the subject parcel 
(APNs 051-140-06, 67, 68, 69, 79, 77, and 78). That alternative does not include the parcels 
in the Placerville Community Region, which the commenter is also requesting. The parcels 
are designated LDR (4) and Rural Lands (RL) (2) in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 
"Plus" Alternative. The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative contains policy 
direction to limit all residential subdivision to a maximum of four parcels (Policy LU-1b). This 
affected the assignment of land use designations under that Alternative. All six parcels are 
designated RL in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  For the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, in general, growth was directed into the Community Regions and 
Rural Centers.  Any increase in density in the Rural Regions would circumvent that goal.  
Assignment of the RL designation is not inconsistent with surrounding land uses.  Please also 
refer to Master Response 8.   

Regarding joint planning with the City of Placerville, recognizes the importance of maintaining 
dialogue regarding how development in the County may affect the City and vice versa, is 
recognized. The No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives include direction to 
coordinate with entities such as the City of Placerville (Policy 2.2.2.5). For the Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, the EIR assigns a 
mitigation measure to address the subject of County-City interaction (Mitigation Measure 5.1-
1).  Please refer also responses to Letter 129. 

Response to Comment 284-3 (GP): The commenter supports the retention of the LDR 
designation for his client’s parcels (APNs 060-031-03, 36 [was -23], 37, 38, 39, 40, and 41 
[was -29]), as contained in the 1996 General Plan Alternative. The parcels are designated 
Natural Resource (NR) and Rural Lands (RL) in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative.  The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative contains policy 
direction to limit all residential subdivision to a maximum of four parcels (Policy LU-1b). 
This affected the assignment of land use designations under that
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Alternative. The parcels are designated NR in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative.  
For the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, in general, growth was directed into the 
Community Regions and Rural Centers.  Any increase in density in the Rural Regions would 
circumvent that goal.  Assignment of the NR designation is not inconsistent with surrounding 
land uses. 
 
Response to Comment 284-4 (GP): The commenter requests the Low Density Residential 
(LDR) designation within an identified Community Region for APNs 090-070-12 and 090-220-
05, 24, and 26. The request is included in the 1996 General Plan Alternative.  Under the 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, the parcels are designated LDR, RL and 
NR. That alternative contains policy direction to limit all residential subdivision to a maximum 
of four parcels (Policy LU-1b), which affected the assignment of land use designations under 
that Alternative.  Under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, the parcels are 
designated LDR and RL.  For the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, growth was 
directed into the Community Regions and Rural Centers, which were generally more limited in 
size and extent. The subject property was not included in the Shingle Springs Community 
Region. Furthermore, the LDR designation is not permitted in Community Regions. Note that 
one of the parcels referenced by the commenter, 090-190-01, is not owned by the landowner 
he represents in this comment. That landowner has submitted a parcel-specific request (see 
Letter 232). 
 
Response to Comment 284-5 (GP): As the commenter notes, the Planning Department and 
Planning Commission undertook an extensive review of site specific requests during the 
previous General Plan process (which ended in January 1996 with adoption of a General 
Plan). Those requests granted by the Planning Commission and included in the final Land 
Use Diagram adopted in 1996 are all included in the 1996 General Plan Alternative and thus 
were considered as part of the Land Use Diagram. A detailed review process for those parcel-
specific requests not granted during the previous examination, was not undertaken.  This 
does not preclude the owners of parcels falling into this category from repeating their requests 
to the decisionmakers during the current General Plan process. 
 


