
CITY OF ANGELS
PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES

Regular Meeting of Thursday, April 14, 2022
City of Angels Fire House

1404 Vallecito Road
Angels Camp, California

CALL TO ORDER
Vice-Chairman Gordon called the meeting to order at 6:02 P.M. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

Commissioners Present: Vice-Chairman Gordon, Commissioner Moncada, 
Commissioner Klerk, and Commission Whittle

Absent: Chairman Broeder

Staff Present: City Planner Amy Augustine, Deputy City Clerk Alicia Smith 

AGENDA APPROVAL
Approval of Regular Agenda for April 14, 2022.

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER WHITTLE, DULY SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
KLERK, AND CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE THE REGULAR MEETING AGENDA FOR 
APRIL 14, 2022. 

MINUTES APPROVAL
Meeting minutes for March 10, 2022.

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER KLERK, DULY SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
MONCADA, AND CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE MARCH 10, 
2022, MEETING WITH THE FOLLOWING CHANGES:

F. Commissioner Klerk suggested connecting the sidewalk gap from Napa Auto to 
O’Reilly Auto.   Staff noted that this is “in the works.”
H. Commissioner Klerk suggested Code Enforcement procedures. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Vice-Chairman Gordon opened the Public Comment at 6:06 P.M. 

Item Discussed:  None
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Vice-Chairman Gordon closed the Public Comment at 6:07 P.M.

PRESENTATION

1. PRESENTATION, PUBLIC INPUT, AND RECOMMENDATIONS:   Sierra 
Business Council.   Draft Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan measures for the City 
of Angels.  Draft measures primarily address these topics:  Energy, 
Transportation, Solid Waste, Water, Wastewater and Wildfire.  

City Planner Amy Augustine welcomed Sierra Business Council (SBC) who presented 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan Measures Draft including Project Overview, Agenda, 
and Timeline via Zoom. 

NOTE:   At this time, the internet connection became unstable.   A cell phone was used 
to allow those on Zoom to listen in and respond.  

They noted a survey and pre-recorded presentation will be launched approximately April
25, 2022, and will close on 5/16/22. An Open House is scheduled for May 12, 2022, 
from 5pm – 6pm.  The Climate Action Plan (not yet drafted) will be reviewed by the City 
prior to adoption.  An additional category was added to the traditional list of Greenhouse
Gas Reduction measures for Wildfire which may be thought of as carbon sequestration. 
Tonight’s objective is to obtain Planning Commission and public feedback on the 
following Draft Measures:

General:   Planning Commission asked if there will be a section in the Plan identifying 
potential grants and funding sources for these programs. SBC responded.

Renewable Energy: Planning Commission asked if PG&E Clean Energy Portfolio 
including Melones energy use is it reflected in this section?   SBC responded yes, the 
inventory accounted for PG&E renewable energy under current and forecasted 
conditions.

Education and Outreach: Planning Commission suggestions:  neighborhood 
meetings, consider where to go for outreach, consider outreach to various age groups 
and differences in outreach methods

Existing Buildings: Planning Commission noted dual benefits of retrofitting buildings – 
save energy and save money for residents.

Transportation: Planning Commission discussed the need to address the use of golf 
carts and include them in the zoning code.

Solid Waste:  Planning Commission discussed the need to have buy-in from the solid 
waste handlers to meet the proposed reduction measures. 
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Water and Wastewater: Planning Commission discussed use of reclaimed water and 
need to add infrastructure for it to be viable.   Reverse osmosis proposed as a method.  
Harris & Associates (a member of the SBC team) noted that this may be used on a 
microscale but is less effective on a grander scale where tertiary treated reclaimed 
water is the more accepted practice. Suggested adding verbiage to keep up with new 
energy technologies.

Wildfire (WF-1): Planning Commission suggested adding the California Conservation 
Corps (CCC) to the list of partners.

PUBLIC HEARING

2. Resolution 22-12: Site Development Permit 64 South Main.  M.A.C.T Native 
American Museum  - Mariposa, Amador, Calaveras, and Tuolumne (M.A.C.T.) 
Health Board, Inc.  by John Alexander.  12,060± square feet, two-story 
administration and cultural building with outdoor cultural park,  roundhouse, bark 
houses, public bathrooms, on a 0.7± acre site zoned Community Commercial 
(CC).      Murals with traditional Native American dancers in ceremonial dress will
be painted fronting SR 49.  The project includes a recommendation to the City 
Council to allow extending a long-term lease for a portion of City property 
adjacent to the site for continued parking.   Assessor’s Parcel Nos:  058-015-004,
058-015-003 (Existing administration and dental clinic), 058-015-011 (Portion of 
City parking lot).

City Planner Amy Augustine presented the new project.

Discussion:
Commissioner Whittle requested the plan include a maintenance plan for the round 
house. an electrical vehicle charging station and possible solar carport (based on the 
presentation just completed).   Staff responded that roundhouse maintenance could be 
incorporated into Condition #7g and/or #34.   He indicated that his recommendation was
not to sell the parking lot, but to continue with a lease.

Staff stated that the City Council would make the decision related to a long-term lease 
or sale of the property, but she would pass along the recommendation.   She asked if 
other Planning Commissioners wished to weigh in.   None responded.

Vice-Chairman Gordon opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. 

Speakers:
John Dunlap for John Alexander.    He noted that Dr. Cooper had received baskets as 
payment from Native Americans for services and had donated them to MACT.   These 
baskets, including “life baskets” would be on display in the museum.   

Greg Pires, the project’s Modesto Architect, noted that the roundhouse would be 
constructed of “faux” bark and had a life expectancy of 25 years.
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Vice-Chairman Gordon closed the public hearing at 7:15 p.m.

Commission Recommendations:
The commissioners expressed support for the project.

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER KLERK, DULY SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
WHITTLE TO APPROVE RESOLUTION 22-12 WITH RECOMMENDED CHANGES. 
AYES:   VICE-CHAIRMAN GORDON, COMMISSIONERS MONCADA, KLERK AND 
WHITTLE.  NOES:  NONE.  THE MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO APPROVE 
RESOLUTION 22-12 WITH THE RECOMMENDED CHANGE TO CONDITION 7(g) 
RELATED TO ONGOING ROUNDHOUSE MAINTENANCE. 

3. Resolution 22-13:  Variance 195 Rocky Ridge, Assessor’s Parcel Number 058-
036-016 by Gary D. and Lorraine Haddock.  Variance to reduce the required front
setback from 20 feet to 13± feet to allow an existing carport to remain within the 
required 20-foot setback in a Single-Family Residential (R-1) zoning district.

City Planner Amy Augustine introduced the project noting that it had originated as a 
code violation. In response to the City’s Notice and Order to Abate, the landowner had 
contacted the City to address the violation and was informed that only a variance could 
allow the carport to encroach into the setbacks.

Staff noted that a variance required a finding that there is something unique about the 
property.  In this particular case, that would be the presence of three, 20-foot setbacks 
(two fronts and a rear setback plus a 5-foot side setback).   Most neighboring properties 
have a 20-foot front, a 20-foot rear and two 5-foot side setbacks.  Therefore, the 
Commission could make a finding of special conditions related to the property and staff 
was recommending approval.

Staff reported that 11 responses had been received with 9 neighboring properties in 
support of the variance and one opposed.    Those in favor stated they found the 
structure neat and attractive and removed vehicles from the roadway.    The landowner 
in opposition disagreed and found the structure unattractive.   Staff noted that a second 
letter of opposition had been received from Ron Davis and was e-mailed to the Planning
Commissioners in advance of the meeting and copies were available for the public.  
That letter expressed concerns related to setting a precedent for others to do the same.
 
In response to the neighbor’s concern related to appearance, conditions of project 
approval included painting the home to match the carport, maintaining landscaping 
(trees already were planted to screen the carport), and securing a building permit.    
Staff also noted that the City is drafting an ordinance to require double-fees for building 
permits issued in response to a code violation.

Discussion:
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Commissioner Whittle  noted that he’d measured from the back of the curb and it 
measured closer to 8.5 feet than 13 feet from the property line unless the edge of the 
pavement wasn’t the property line.   Staff responded that the edge of the pavement isn’t
necessarily the property line, but that the Planning Commission could recommend a 
smaller setback if they felt it should be less.    He asked who owned to the back of the 
curb if it wasn’t the property owner?   Staff noted that, in this particular case, the original
subdivision developer-maintained ownership of the roadways; but that the back of the 
curb was not necessarily the property boundary.     
Commissioner Moncada asked if carports typically require a building permit.   Staff 
responded that this carport exceeded 120 square feet and, therefore, required a 
building permit.   She noted that this is an ongoing issue.   Retailers selling pre-fab 
structures often inform buyers that no building permit is required without actually 
checking.

Commissioner Whittle asked if the work had been performed by a licensed contractor 
and how, if a building permit is secured now, could the integrity of the slab or retaining 
wall be determined.  Staff stated that the building permit process would determine the 
license status of the contractor.   Staff stated that she deferred to the applicants to state 
whether or not they’d photographed any of the building process and if those photos 
might be used in support of a building permit.

Commissioner Whittle stated that he’s at odds on this one.  He appreciated that they 
wanted to keep things nice; but going through a variance could encourage others to do 
the same--not having a building permit and then asking for a variance.

Commissioner Klerk asked about the code violation.   Staff stated a complaint was 
received, a letter was sent and the applicants responded to the City and asked how they
should proceed.

Commissioner Whittle asked if the Planning Commission’s decision today could be 
appealed to the City Council.   Staff responded “yes,” that the appeal had to be filed 
within 10 days of the decision.

Vice-Chairman Gordon opened the public hearing at 7:35 p.m. 

Speakers:
Lorraine Haddock, parcel owner, spoke in support of the variance.   She stated that her 
and her husband had  taken photos through the construction process of the cement 
work.  They had not put in the slab with the intent of adding a carport.   She stated 
they’d originally intended to use a tarp, but felt it wouldn’t look good.   They had 
attempted to secure an off-site storage unit but could not get one.   They didn’t want to 
store the boat on the street, so they’d started looking at sheds.   They had lived at the 
location just over one year.

A company installed the carport.   They’d purchased that particular color intending to 
paint the house a similar grey color.   Because of the size of the carport, they’d selected
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fast growing trees and planted them so it would look nice.    They felt they were 
improving things.

She stated that they had to pay a hefty fee for the variance application and agreed that 
they would paint the house a similar color and maintain landscaping as screening.  She 
said they were not trying to make things look bad.   She noted that, if asked to tear 
down the carport, they would likely sell the home.  

She asked if, per Staff’s proposed condition, if approved, would the house have to 
exactly match the carport color or could it be close to the same color.   Staff responded 
it could be close to the same color.

Ron Davis spoke in opposition.   He stated that he needed to correct staff on her 
presentation where she’d tried to paint a picture of “Oh my God” there are setbacks of 
20, 20, and 20 feet.   All the lots in the subdivision have 20-foot front and back setbacks.
Corner lots have 20, 20, and 20-foot setbacks and staff made it sound as if the 
applicants were being mistreated.   He noted he’d built the house and lived in it for 12 
years and developed the lot.   He stated that the landowners knew what they were 
doing was wrong and went ahead and did it and hoped no one would notice—that we all
know you need a permit for a structure like that.   They should have done their due 
diligence and at least checked with the City to see if a building permit was needed.   He 
stated that the nine speaking in favor likely wanted to do the same thing, but what about
the others that had to drive by and look at it?   It is an albatross.   It sets a precedent for 
others to disregard City ordinances and fail to get a building permit then ask for a 
variance.   Now the landowners want forgiveness.   

Staff asked if anyone online (Zoom) wanted to make comments.   Seeing no one, she 
turned it back to the Chair.

Vice-Chairman Gordon closed the public hearing at 7:50 p.m.

Commissioner Whittle stated that now that he understood the landowners did not own to
the back of the curb, are the conditions requiring landscaping to be placed on someone 
else’s property?    Staff stated no.   The landscaping is on the landowner’s property.

Commissioner Klerk asked if the area where the landscaping is planted is within the 
setback, but on the landowner’s property.    That you can put landscaping in a setbacks,
but not a structure.   Staff confirmed that this is correct.

Commissioner Whittle stated looking at the photo, if the property line isn’t at the back of 
curb, is the landscaping on the subject property?  Staff stated that the landscaping is on
the subject property which extended to the back of curb at the very least.

Commissioner Whittle asked for clarification on the resolution which states allowing an 
encroachment of 7 feet into the front setbacks, aren’t we talking about the side setback?
Staff responded that no, in fact, this property has two front setbacks which is the basis 
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for the variance—the property doesn’t have a front and side, but two fronts—on both 
Thistle and Rocky Ridge.     Commissioner Whittle stated that he understood the two 
fronts.   Staff noted that stating it is the Thistle frontage and the Rocky Ridge frontage 
might help to clarify.

Chair Gordon stated that this was a very difficult decision.  He always checks with the 
City to see if he needs a permit, but it is a difficult lot.   It is difficult to store RVs and 
boats and the carport is noticeable due to its size; but rocks and trees were added and 
enhanced the appearance.   Perhaps the need to store the boat might have been 
considered before purchasing the lot.  He stated he was actually more concerned with 
the appearance of the fence and the propane tank.  But, we have to look at why we 
have the ordinance, and if we should override it with a variance.  He felt is was very 
difficult and they should have checked to see if they needed a permit.

Commissioner Whittle agreed the decision was very difficult and he appreciated that 
they were taking care of their property.  He stated he’d driven around and there were 
other items in the Angel Oaks subdivision that perhaps might need looked at.   He 
stated that, if a licensed contractor was used, the contractor should have been 
responsible and checked and perhaps the landowners may have some recourse 
through the contractor.

Commissioner Gordon asked Ms. Haddock if their contractor was licenses.   She said 
yes, but not from this area.   She asked if they had come to the City, could they have 
built that structure?  Staff responded that they’d have had to secure a building permit 
and conformed with the setbacks.   If they could conform with the setbacks, the 
structure could have been installed without a variance.   She asked about other pre-fab 
buildings and the trigger for a building permit.  Staff stated it was around 100 feet.   
Commissioner Whittle stated it was 120 feet and staff concurred.

Chair Gordon noted that driving around the neighborhood there were many RVs and 
boats sticking out and agreed that the applicants had tried to make it look good. 

Commissioner Klerk agreed that the owners had done what they could to reduce visual 
impact and that there were no safety issues.   He felt the City should be out there and 
more engaged, but he was worried it could set a precedent where folks could build 
without a permit, then get a variance.   He agreed it is a tricky situation.

Ms. Haddock, from the audience, stated that it wasn’t easy or inexpensive to apply for 
the variance and wouldn’t necessarily be  precedent-setting given the cost and effort 
involved.

The Commissioner reiterated that its decision could be appealed.   Staff noted that 
variance fees were a few thousand dollars and that there is a fee for an appeal.    The 
fees for the variance are, in part, relatively high and offer some disincentive.  She 
confirmed the fees are non-refundable.
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Chair Gordon asked if anyone was ready to make a motion.    No one responded.

MOTION BY VICE-CHAIRMAN GORDON TO APPROVE RESOLUTION 22-13.   
AYES:  NONE.  NOES:  NONE.  ABSENT: CHAIRMAN BROEDER. THE MOTION 
DIES FOR LACK OF SECOND. 

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER WHITTLE, DULY SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
KLERK TO DENY RESOLUTION 22-13.  AYES:  VICE-CHAIRMAN GORDON, 
COMMISSIONERS MONCADA,  KLERK AND WHITTLE.   NOES:  NONE.   ABSENT:
CHAIRMAN BROEDER. THE MOTION CARRIED 4-0 TO DENY RESOLUTION 22-13.

PLANNING MATTERS
None

OLD BUSINESS
None
COMMISSION BUSINESS

1. Historic District Sign Sub-Committee Membership.

Vice-Chairman Gordon, and Commissioner Klerk volunteered for committee. Alternate 
No. 1 – Commissioner Whittle. Alternate No. 2 – Commissioner Moncada.

2. 2022 Planning Goals and Discussion Items: 

A. Commissioner Whittle discussed needing to do more solar within the City. 
Making the City more energy efficient. 

B. Research grants available for work needed in the City.
C. Commissioner Whittle discussed the need for freshwater wells.
D. Commissioner Whittle discussed the need to infill build on vacant lots in the 

City. To find ways to encourage building. He suggested one way would be to 
lower utility fees.

E. Commission Whittle discussed alternate way to remove project marking paint 
other than to paint over those surfaces with black paint.

F. Vice-Chairman Gordon suggested spending time at each Planning 
Commission meeting discussing creative ways to get projects moving in the 
City by having the community more involved. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS
There were no committee meetings in the preceding month.

COMMISSIONER’S REPORTS 
Commissioner Moncada noted there is a barber’s A-frame sign that hadn’t been 
reviewed.  Vice-Chairman Gordon asked about Red’s sign previously reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Commission.  Commissioner Klerk had nothing to report.  
Commissioner Whittle asked about neon signs—are they permitted or not?
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STAFF REPORTS
None

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER MONCADA, DULY SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
WHITTLE, AND CARRIED 4-0 TO ADJOURN THE MEETING.  

MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:30 P.M.

ATTEST:
           

____________________________
                              Gary Gordon, Vice-Chairman

________________________________________
Alicia Smith, Deputy City Clerk
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