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LETTER 293: JOHN B. WILBANKS, AICP, RRM DESIGN GROUP, REPRESENTING 
G-3 ENTERPRISES 
  
Response to Comment 293-1 (GP): The information regarding the physical setting of the 
subject parcels (APNs 109-010-09, 10, 13, and 14 and 109-020-04, 05, 06, and 20) and 
their suitability for residential development is noted for the record and will be considered 
by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during General Plan deliberations. 
It should be noted that APN 109-020-17, which the commenter identifies as belonging to 
his client, does not appear in the Assessor’s current records. The parcel was deleted in 
1995 and the subsequent “paper trail” does not correspond to any of the properties owned 
by United States Intermodal, which is the listed landowner for the other parcels. 
   
Response to Comment 293-2 (GP): The commenter’s request to identify the subject 
parcels as Low Density Residential (LDR) was not included in any of the General Plan 
alternatives. In the 1996 General Plan and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternatives, seven of the eight parcels are designated Rural Residential (RR)/Rural 
Lands (RL).  The remaining parcels is designated Open Space (OS) in the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative and Natural Resource (NR) in the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" 
Alternative.  In the 1996 General Plan Alternative, the designations are the same as the 
current General Plan; no changes were made. 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.  Under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, all eight parcels are 
designated RL. For this 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. 
 
The commenter observes that surrounding properties are identified as LDR. It should be 
noted that much of the area referred to by the commenter is within the Marble Valley 
Development area, for which a development agreement and tentative subdivision map 
have been previously approved. The LDR designation of those parcels included in the 
Marble Valley Development area represents the approved densities under the 
development agreement and tentative map. 
 
Response to Comment 293-3 (GP): The commenter’s primary preference for the 1996 
General Plan Alternative and secondary preference for the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative are noted for the record, as is his opposition to the Roadway Constrained Six-
Lane "Plus" Alternative. It is assumed, based on the contents of the letter, that the 
commenter would not support the Land Use Diagram associated with the No Project 
Alternative. While that alternative uses the same diagram as the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative, restrictions associated with the No Project Alternative would prevent any 
future subdivision. 
 
Response to Comment 293-4 (GP): The commenter’s opinion that the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative fairly designates the subject properties, with the exception of APN 109-
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020-04, is noted for the record. APN 109-020-04, which was previously owned by the 
Federal Government, carries the designation of Open Space on the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative Land Use Diagram.  In the No Project Alternative and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives, the designations are the same as the current General Plan; no changes were 
made. 
 
Response to Comment 293-5 (GP): In the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, the 
land use designation of the subject APN 109-020-04 is consistent with other parcels in the 
vicinity. In this alternative, there is a “band” of Rural Land (RL) between the Marble Valley 
area and existing LDR associated with the Cameron Park area. One of the goals of the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative is to lower densities in the County’s Rural 
Regions.  This was accomplished by identifying areas, such as the one in which this 
parcel occurs, as RL. 
 
Policy LU-4c is intended to prevent the expansion of Community Regions and Rural 
Centers simply because infrastructure may be present.  It is recognized that some areas 
have public water and sewer service but they may be outside of identified Community 
Regions and Rural Centers. Other factors that may influence the existence of Community 
Regions and Rural Centers and their boundaries include, but are not limited to, policy 
direction of the decisionmakers, availability of services, existing uses, parcel sizes and 
distribution, potential environmental impacts, and topographic features. 
 
Response to Comment 293-6 (GP): The subject parcel (APN 109-020-04) is identified 
as Natural Resources largely because of policy direction provided in Policy LU-1b. That 
policy limits all residential subdivision to a maximum of four parcels (Policy LU-1b), which 
affected the assignment of land use designations under this Alternative. Please also refer 
to Master Response 8.   
 
Response to Comment 293-7 (GP): The commenter may provide additional comments 
at hearings before the Planning Commission and before the Board of Supervisors. Target 
dates for the hearings are February for the Planning Commission and late spring 
(distributed throughout April, May, and June) for the Board of Supervisors. Currently, it is 
anticipated that there will be six hearings before each decision-making body. Please refer 
also to Response to Comment 67-13. 




