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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 2008 

MINUTES 
 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Peters at 7:06 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 Chairman Robin Peters     Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

 Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

 Commissioner Frank Cunha 

 Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

 

ABSENT:  Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA. 

 

Lisa Koslowski, Sutter Creek resident, announced the upcoming County Planning Commission meeting 

which will review and possibly certify the Environmental Impact Report for the Wicklow Way Project.  

She encouraged people to read the project proposal:  The meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. tomorrow 

night. 

 

Dan Shipman. Sutter Creek business owner, Pine Grove resident, encouraged the Commission to move 

forward with the project.  He feels Sutter Creek and Amador County need this project. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  Discussion and possible action on the 

recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort consistency with the General Plan.  

Discussion and possible action to direct staff to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, 

Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 

 

Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a brief presentation of the project prior to Commission 

discussion of the General Plan consistency and their recommendation to the City Council.  He verbally 

reviewed Government Code Sections 65454 and 65455 and the meeting focus as outlined in the staff 

report included in the agenda package.  He said the process would be interactive and reviewed the 

meeting ground rules.  He urged the Commission and public to stay focused and to evaluate interests, not 

positions and to create options that will result in win/win solutions.  He said this was not the time for 

debates, interruptions, positional bargaining or rabbit chasing.  He stressed the importance of supporting 

the end result of achieving consent. 

 

Chapter 2 – Land Use Element: 

2.1:  Comment:  Overarching goal of the General Plan.  This matter will be reviewed at a later time. 

 

2.2:  Comments. 

Commissioner Cunha:  945 acre project is the only area in the City that does not have a visually sensitive 

overlay. 
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Commissioner Kirkley:  Mass grading and oak woodland removal is not consistent. Referred to the Oak 

Knolls project and said the City has not had a project of this scale in Sutter Creek. 

 

Commissioner Peters:  Agrees with Commissioner Kirkley that mass grading and oak woodland removal 

is not consistent.  Discussed the projects’ magnitude compared to the existing size of the City.  Feels 

public spaces are misapplied.  No previous “large” project with this type of grading.  Minimize mass 

grading and preserve areas that will not be graded. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg:  Oak Knolls example of grading plan. 

 

Greg Bardini, Morton & Pitalo, clarified the goal.  He said design guidelines would be applied in the 

Tentative Map for individual small subdivisions. 

 

Mr. Hauge discussed views from public spaces and what occurs on site.  He seeks clarification of where 

views are from public roads and highways and public parks.  He referenced the Phase 1 grading as not 

substantial; however, the large lot grading is substantial.  He said language in the design guidelines would 

help address that.  He will redistribute the design guidelines at the next meeting. 

 

 

Goal 2.3:  No Comments. 

 

Policy 2.1:  Comments. 

Commissioner Kirkley:  Exceeds 1994 General Plan assumptions.  Phased approach of the project. 

Mr. Hauge:  There is no General Plan policy that limits the amount of development that can occur in a 

year.  He read the policy with respect to land use saying 3,000 units could be built on this project vs 

1,300.  He said a Specific Plan change would require a General Plan update.   

 

Commissioner Cunha:  Agrees with Commissioner Kirkleys’ finding. 

 

Commissioner Peters:  What does growth management mean?  He suggested that Policy 2.1 language be 

removed as the sentence does not provide clear direction.  Research into what the current statement means 

in 94 General Plan EIR.  Mr. Hauge will look into this for further clarification. 

 

Policy 2.2, In-filling: 

Commissioner Kirkley discussed the inventory of un-built/undeveloped lots.  He recommended they be 

included in the existing planning area outside of the GRR project.  He wondered if there was another 

subdivision to the west.  He said portions of this project are inconsistent with this.  He has an issue with 

leap frog development.  He has no problem with commercial.  Mr. Hauge said the Golf Course project has 

previous approval and zoning designations have been established.  Density is not guaranteed. 

 

Policy 2.2, Findings, 3.:  Change to read:  “3.  The eastern portion of the Project site has an approved 

plan for a golf resort; expired development rights.” 

 

Policy 2.3:  No comments. 

Policy 2.4:  No comments. 

 

Policy 2.5:  Must be consistent with General Plan. 

 

Policy 2.6 – Does not pertain to Gold Rush Project. 

Commissioner Kirkley said it is more intent for industrial jobs etc.  Diversity in community. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Linda Raymond, Sutter Creek, Chairman for open space and grading.  She is concerned about the amount 

of grading within this project.  Be real cautious.  She does not want to lose the sense of the hills. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, discussed VSA 2.2 and the EIR.  She was under the impression that homes 

would not be seen along Ridge Road and requested one story homes along this area. 

 

Craig Conrardy, Sutter Creek, said Al Bozzo has an up-to-date housing inventory. 

 

Susan Bragstad, Amador City & Sutter Creek, feels Policy 2.1 and 2.2 are inconsistent as they exceed 

growth assumptions of the 1994 General Plan and would be considered leap frog development. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, discussed Policy 2.5 (Page 4) on the Draft EIR discussion stating 

adverse traffic impacts.  He referenced Page 16-1 as significant impacts and feels Policy 2.5 does not 

meet the project and is inconsistent. 

 

Andy Farenwald, Sutter Creek, said growth, as discussed here, links to quality vs quantity.  Make it 

desirable.  He said the overall process is exhausting.  In fill discussion is not pertinent to the project. 

 

Chapter 3 - Conservation & Open Space Element: 
 

Goal 3.1:  Overarching goal. 

Commissioner Peters referred to the 2.2 discussion saying they should mesh. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said nobody wants mass grading.  The field trips were helpful to see the difference 

between contour grading and mass grading. 

 

Policy 3.1: 

Commissioner Peters:  Referred to 2.5 comments.  The General Plan may be internally conflicted. 

 

Open Space: 

 

Policy 3.3: 

Commissioner Cunha discussed 30% slopes.  He questioned if the Planning Commission could find 

consistency with a hardship finding.  He recommended no construction on any slope 30% or greater and 

review of all lots 30% or greater. 

 

Mr. Hauge reviewed the purple graphic.   

 

Mr. Bardini showed the large lots that will be affected. 

 

Commissioner Peters does not have any issue with slopes greater than 30%.  He feels it is an art form to 

build on a slope.  He said the General Plan language forever condemns the City to review.  He likes the 

Specific Plan 2 language which limits the grading to 25% of the lot area for un-forrested slopes in excess 

of 30%.  He recommended to not adopt the applicants language change but to adopt Specific Plan 2 and 

the finding that staff has recommended, elimination of the last few words in Finding #1 “and to prevent 

the grading of the slopes to less than 30 percent.”, and the elimination of Finding #5. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley agreed. 
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Policy 3.4, Finding #3: 

Commissioner Cunha said all phases should be consistent with the finding.  He recommended rewording 

Finding #3 to not refer to the Specific Plan. 

 

Commissioner Peters said the project has not made a significant attempt to adhere to this policy.  Mass 

grading plan (in EIR) Village L&K (western portion of the project) shows complete removal of all 

vegetation for ¼ mile.  Village E2 and E3 Lot 5 in one direction there is over a ¼ mile of wholesale 

grading and another where all vegetation is removed for ¾ mile.  He said it seems no effort has been made 

to be consistent with 3.4. 

 

Mr. Bardini discussed the use of natural screens vs. sound walls. 

 

Commissioner Peters requested to maintain a sense of open space. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the project maintains 300 acres of open space and the golf course.  He will return Policy 

3.4 to the Commission after the discussion on Chapter 6. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a five minute break at 8:52 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:58 p.m. 

 

Assistant City Manager Sean Rabé confirmed the next meeting will be held on October 1, 2008. 

 

Policy 3.5: 

Commissioner Cunha does not want houses on the ridge lines.  He recommended a 15’ VSA from public 

spaces.   

 

Commissioner Peters doesn’t think this will help.  He asked to return this matter with additional findings 

that are clear. 

 

Commissioners Cunha and Peters expressed different concerns and requested additional visual 

simulations and/or photos. 

 

Mr. Bardini asked for clarification on specific perspectives such as from the Hwy. 49 By-pass and Ridge 

Road.  Commissioner Cunha said from within the project looking out and 15’ above ridgelines. 

 

Water Resources, Objective 3.1:  No comment. 

Policy 3.6:  No comment. 

Policy 3.7:  No comment. 

Policy 3.8:  No comment. 

 

Air Quality, Policy3.9, 3.10, 3.11:  No comment 

 

Geology and Mineral Resources, Policy 3.12, 3.13:  Not applicable. 

 

Soils, Erosion Control and Grading, Objective 3.2:  City has not implemented. 

Commissioner Peters:  Reduce grading. 

 

Vegetation, Wildlife, and Fisheries. 

 

Policy3.14:  Pay DFG fees.  No further comment. 
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Policy 3.15:  Commissioner Cunha referred to MM12-3 and questioned why the ratio was lowered.  He 

said the 3-1 ratio changed to 2-1.  He asked Mr. Hauge to confirm this.  Mr. Bardini said the ratios are 

currently being negotiated with the Department of Fish and Wildlife.  Mr. Hauge referenced the EIR 

which says 3:1.  Commissioner Peters asked if the City had to specify a ratio.  He suggested rewrite the 

text with language to meet the Army Corps of Engineers guidelines and omit the ratio. 

 

Policy 3.16:  No comment as it is an existing state regulation that must be complied with. 

 

Policy 3.17:  No comment. 

 

Policy 3.18:  Mr. Hauge to provide another map to the Commissioners.  He mentioned clustering in order 

to protect drainage swales. 

 

Policy 3.19:  Commissioner Cunha said the staff recommendation changes the impacts to trees.  Changed 

to 6” to 5” and 25% or more of canopy drip changed to 35%.  He said DFG recommends the tree area be 1 

½ times the diameter.  He recommends consistency with DFG.  Mr. Burrell will bring this matter back 

after review. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the tree inventory is required prior to grading.  He anticipates this will be going on very 

soon for Phase I development. 

 

Mr. Burrell discussed the sampling provided by Osterling which indicates 4 – 4 ½ feet at no significant 

difference.  He discussed the ties to the final grading plan.  He said individual parcels may retain trees; 

however, there is no way to determine that at this time.  He said it would be clearly documented on the 

grading plan.  He said the Professional Standard is at 4 ½ feet. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said there is a seven year monitoring plan for reforestation; however, the 

mitigation does not state what will occur. 

 

Mr. Burrell said it would follow state guidelines.  He referenced the Draft EIR which has a bullet point 

list of performance standards to achieve 100% at year four. 

 

Commissioner Cunha wondered what other areas would be suitable for planting and blue oaks are 

measured at 2’ DBH. 

 

Mr. Burrell said 55 acres is only an estimate and includes quantities that might be restored. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley requested stating how far apart (17-20 feet) they would occur. 

 

Mr. Burrell said the final mix will determine density.  He feels 17-20 feet would be the maximum density 

with 17’ on center to resemble a natural pattern. 

 

Commissioner Peters discussed grading.  He questioned if the project relies too heavily on mitigation due 

to the elimination of the concept of preservation and the oak preservation policy of the City. 

 

Policy 3:20:  No comment. 

 

Energy Conservation 
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Policy 3.21:  Commissioner Cunha discussed project connectivity to downtown Sutter Creek, schools, 

Martell etc.  He feels the City has an opportunity to connect these areas at this time.   
 

Mr. Hauge referred to the Conditions of Approval or Mitigation Measure to the determine linkage areas. 
 

Commissioner Strandberg questioned the Commercial core.   
 

Mr. Hauge said the Specific Plan identifies the commercial core with a grocery store, hair shop, beauty 

store, STP (gas station/convenience type store) etc. 
 

Commissioner Kirkley asked if there would be a bike lane to Costco.  He feels there are no jobs available 

to keep people from driving long distances to shop.  He said mitigation of vehicular traffic will not pan 

out for this project as it is inconsistent for a bedroom community. 
 

Commissioner Cunha referred to Rancho Murieta’s use of golf carts which could be similar in order to 

provide access to Sutter Hill and downtown Sutter Creek.  He referred to Policy 4.19 regarding 

interlinking biking and trail network. 
 

Mr. Hauge will return with linkage recommendations. 
 

Policy 3.22 & 3.23:  No comments. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 

Lottie Tone, Sutter Creek, feels the problem is that there is no school in the development.  She feels kids 

bicycling to Sutter Creek/Jackson/Ione is not feasible.  She encouraged review of secondary impacts. 
 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, feels LOS C or better is acceptable; however the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report Phase I indicates all LOS will drop to D or F.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report 

recommends 12 new traffic signals.  He questioned fair share improvements.  He said pursuant to the 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, improvements are not feasible.  He recommended to reduce the 

development size to gain compliance with 1994 General Plan. 
 

Gwen Sterrate, Hwy 16, said the language in the Conservation and Open Space Element leaves the project 

inconsistent with the goal with a loss of 15,439 trees.  She recommended the project be redesigned to 

prevent the loss of heritage oaks and a determination of the habitat value over time. 
 

Tom Infusino suggested a modification of Policy 3.3 because the issuance of a Variance to create lots is a 

bad practice. 

He discussed Policy 3.3 of 30% greater slopes.  Regarding Policy 3.2 he said it may be time to create a 

new Grading Ordinance now, before project approval. He said the project will destroy 23% of swales and 

will not maintain ALL swales.  He feels Energy Star compliance is not significant for solar access. 

 

The meeting was continued to October 1, 2008 resuming on Chapter 4 with new materials distributed on 

Chapter 6. 

 

Commission Cunha questioned the automobile reliance reduction.  Mr. Hauge said the 1994 General Plan 

outlines 9,000 additional persons that are already anticipated for. 

 

Commissioner Peters reminded to make note to readdress public issues. 

 

ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at 10:17 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 1, 2008 

MINUTES 
 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 6:36 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

 

ABSENT:  Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1.  PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA:  None. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  (Continued from September 22, 

2008).  Discussion and possible action on the recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf 

Resort consistency with the General Plan.  Discussion and possible action to direct staff to 

prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Gold 

Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and 

Subdivision Map. 

 

Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a brief presentation and meeting ground rules and 

began review with Chapter Four - Circulation. 

 

Goal 4.1:  No changes. 

Policy 4.1 – 4.4:  No changes. 

Policy 4.5:  No changes. 

 

Objective 4.2.:  Commissioner Kirkley said this should be amended based on the project 

providing traffic signals. 

 

Policy 4.6:  No changes. 

Policy 4.7:  No changes. 

 

Objective 4.4:  No changes. 

Objective 4.5:  No changes. 

 

Policy 4.8:  No changes. 

 

Policy 4.9:  Greg Bardini, Morton &Pitalo, said there are 4,000 average daily trips (adt) on the 

collector streets and the project exceeds the adt by 100.  He said a better location is needed for 

these 21 lots and their conflict with the General Plan.  He recommended providing a different 
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type of access.  He feels with the average driveway at 200’ spacing cars will not back out but 

will turnaround in their respective driveways.  He said there is no planned access with red zones 

and the matter could be addressed with the small lot tentative map. 

 

Commissioner Peters recommended residential lots should not have access and addresses the 

matter during the tentative map process. 

 

Mr. Hauge recommended giving the small lot developer the opportunity to bring it forward that 

way. 

 

Commissioner Cunha likes the staff recommendation.  He feels it covers it. 

 

Policy 4.10:  No change. 

The additional shoulder will be provided for emergency use. 

Commissioner Cunha suggested additional wording to encourage connection of the whole 

project with Sutter Creek and Martell.  Mr. Hauge indicated the ACTC bicycle and pedestrian 

plan would be reviewed and the gaps would be closed. 

 

Policy 4.11:  Due to a conflict with the General Plan the Commission cannot move forward on 

this item.  Mr. Hauge will return this matter with a couple of different options for Commission 

review with expanded findings. 

 

Policy 4.12:  Pathways are off of the street and bicycle and pedestrians travel ways are together. 

Mr. Hauge will add to Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan to codify it along with future General Plan 

updates to include this alternate language. 

 

Policy 4.13:  Mr. Hauge recommended access off of Hwy. 88 and to leave easements open for 

future access.  He said it should be made clear that the Hwy. 88 access will be built and 

operational prior to Phase 3 and 4 as a safety issue requirement. 

 

Policy 4.14:  Refer to Policy 4.11.  Commissioner Peters (referring to Mitigation Measure 1.4)  

disagrees.  He feels it compels the City to make a finding that the grading retains contours.  He 

said the applicant is already proposing something very different.  Mr. Hauge will return with 

other options. 

 

Policy 4.15:  No change. 

Policy 4.16:    No change. 

 

Policy 4.17:  Return with recommendation of Lots P & O. 

 

SP-8:  Commissioner Peters feels this is not a solution. 

 

Objective 4.7:  No change. 

 

 

Policy 4.11 & 4.12:  Mr. Rabé indicated the ACTC Transit center is within a half mile of the 

project and mentioned the Sutter Creek ride share program.  Mr. Hauge will highlight this again 

when it returns for review. 

 

Policy 4.13:  No change. 
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Policy 4.14:  Commissioner Cunha said the project should connect with the City. 

 

Policy 4.15:  Commissioner Kirkley recommended discussion of the addition of a Hwy. 49 

connection at Valley View.  Commissioner Cunha recommended safe crossings at Valley View 

and connectivity of the project with Sutter Creek. 

 

Policy 4.16 & 4.17:  No change. 

 

PRIMARY POLICY:  Mr. Hauge reviewed the discussion on additional access onto Ridge Road 

and the bicycle trails.  He said further discussion is needed to identify where linkages occur. 

 

Objective 4.9:  Commissioner Cunha said there is specific language in the General Plan that 

relates to this and in lieu fees.  The matter needs further exploration as it is applicable.  Mr. 

Hauge will research this further. 

 

Policy 4.21:  No changes. 

 

Circulation Element Map:  No changes. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, reviewed her perspective of the driveway situation onto the streets, 

drive through driveways, and tree mitigation out front.  She said to not cross off cul-de-sacs as 

they are advantageous for families. 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, feels the cart is before the horse.  She feels mass grading is not in the 

right part of the process.  She said the General Plan accurately reflects the community desires.  

She urged the Commission to not pass mass grading at this time as it is not consistent with the 

General Plan.  She recommended this be removed from Chapter 6 as there is no defense with it 

in there. 

 

Terry Strange, Biologist, recommended a General Plan update to consider today’s greater 

technology in erosion control as other options are available. 

 

Chapter 5. 

 

Goal 5.1:  No change. 

 

Policy 5.1:  No change 

Policy 5.2:  No change. 

Policy 5.3:  No change. 

Policy 5.4:  No change. 

 

Policy 5.5:  No change.  

Policy 5.6:  No change. 

Policy 5.7:  No change. 

Policy 5.8:  No change. 

 

Mr. Rabé and Mr. Delp confirmed that the EDA line is a sewer line. 

 

Objective 5.4:  Not applicable. 



Agenda #3A 

Page 4 of 8 

October 1, 2008 

 

Objective 5.5:  Not applicable. 

 

Storm Drainage 

Policy 5.9:  No change. 

 

Policy 5.10:  Mr. Hauge will review the language and identify where they are and remove the 

broad statement. 

 

Policy 5.10 & 5.11:  Commissioner Peters said SP14 does not say that.  He recommended 

elimination of 100 year from discussion. 

 

Policy 5.12:  No change. 

Policy 5.13:  No change. 

 

Objective 5.6:  No change. 

 

Solid Waste 

Objective 5.7:  No change. 

 

Policy 5.14:  No change. 

Policy 5.15:  No change. 

 

Police Protection 

 

Policy 5.16, 5.17, 5.18, & 5-19:  No change. 

 

Utility Systems: 

Policy 5.20 – 5.23 (all similar):  No change. 

Policy 5.24:  No change. 

 

Funding public services: 

Policy 5.25, Objective 5.13:  No change. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS:  None. 

 

Chapter 6 – Safety Element 

Goal 6.1, Policy 6.1:  Comment:  Other geologic hazards 

 

Policy 6.2:  Be more specific in the findings language. 

 

Policy 6.3:  No change. 

Policy 6.4:  No change. 

Policy 6.5, Objective 6.1:  No change. 

 

Flooding 

Policy 6.6:  Commissioner Peters recommended removal of the last sentence in the discussion 

due to grading.  Mr. Hauge said 77% of existing swales will remain on site. 

 

Policy 6.7:  No change. 

Policy 6.8:  No change. 

Policy 6.9:  No change. 
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Policy 6.10:  Commissioner Peters recommended the addition of Cal Fire to SP-15. 

 

Policy 6.11:  No change. 

 

Policy 6.12:  Mr. Hauge will modify the Specific Plan to reflect Phase 3 & 4 will not be done 

until access in constructed.  Commissioner Cunha asked to include DA2 in staff recommendation 

for consistency. 

 

Commissioner Peters has serious issues with SP-10, MM 6.1.12.  He recommended taking a 

fresh look at this.  He feels the analysis should be more specific of where Hwy. 88 will show up.  

He said to make sure it ends up in all places.  He feels 6.1.12 should not be part of that 

discussion. 

 

Policy 6.13:  No change. 

Policy 6.14:  No change.  

Policy 6.15:  No change. 

Policy 6.16:  No change. 

Policy 6.17:  No change.  Note:  EIR states 150’ – state law requires 100’. 

 

Objective 6.3:  n/a 

Objective 6.4.  n/a 

Objective 6.5.  n/a 

 

Policy 6.18:  No change. 

Policy 6.19:  No change. 

Policy 6.20:  No change.  Note:  At time of building permits. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  None. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a 10 minute break at 8:42 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:55 p.m. 

 

Noise Element 

 

Goal 7.1, Policy 7.1:  Commissioner Kirkley commented that the mill site is close to the 

proposed project and the industrial park.  He recommended deeds on properties.  Mr. Hauge will 

add a condition in the right place in the Specific Plan.  Mr. Delp will review noise data that was 

collected to see if the mill was running then and if not adjust to the mill be operational. 

 

Policy 7.2:  No change. 

Policy 7.3:  No change. 

Policy 7.4:  No change.  Note:  Noise does not exceed three dba. 

Policy 7.5:  No change.  Note:  Noise does not exceed three dba. 

Commissioner Peters said SP15 does not apply.  Mr. Hauge said he would correct it to reference 

SP5. 

 

Policy 7.6:  n/a. 

Policy 7.7:  n/a.  Commissioner Peters discussed the Hwy. 104 corridor.  He recommended 

future discussion on gaps in oaks that provide a direct corridor from the road to the homes. 
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Policy 7.8:  n/a. 

Policy 7.9:  n/a. 

Policy 7.10:  n/a. 

Policy 7.11:  n/a. 

Policy 7.12:  No change. 

Policy 7.13:  No change. 

 

Objective 7.1:  n/a. 

Objective 7.2:  n/a. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, reviewed Figure 8.2 of the DEIR on sound/noise levels between 

1:30 pm and 9:00 pm.  She wondered how these can be relied upon.  She referenced Policy 7.2 

which applies only to backyards of Single Family Residential (SFR) saying it should apply 

anywhere on the property and not just to SFR. 

 

Chapter 8 – Historic Element 

 

Policy 8.1:  No change. 

 

Policy 8.2:  Commissioner Cunha urged preservation of the tombstone rock outcropping at Hwy. 

88 and Hwy. 104.  Mr. Hauge said they will be identified in order to specify where they will 

remain. 

 

Policy 8.3:  Identify grinding rocks. 

 

Policy 8.4.  Commissioner Kirkley recommended dozer operators be properly trained for 

unidentified sites.  Mr. Hauge will return with a recommendation if compliance can be obtained. 

 

IM 8.1 – 8.1c:  n/a. 

 

Commissioner Cunha referred to the Architectural Review Committee Guidelines for R3, R4 and 

Commericial.  Commissioner Peters said it only applies to historic buildings on site.  

 

Objective 8.2:  n/a. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  None. 

 

Chapter 9, Parks and Recreation Element. 

 

Policy 9.1:  Commissioner Kirkley discussed density. 

 

Policy 9.2 (2:32:48) n/c 

 

Policy 9.3:  No change. 

Commissioner Cunha said it is not consistent with the General Plan as shown in the DEIR at 

time.  The General Plan says one community park, possibly two.  He feels a definition is required 

as to what kind of parks are going to be built for this project.  The current plan shows two 

passive parks.  He wondered why there is not a community park in this project.  Mr. Hauge 
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referred to the proposed neighborhood parks which are not playfields.  He said there is a funding 

mechanism to build elsewhere in the city.  He said consistency would provide funding. 

 

Commissioner Peters recommended providing a definition of parks of several acres or more such 

as Minnie Provis Park and Amador High, a separate definition of neighborhood parks that serve 

the needs of neighborhood children that include playground facilities, basketball ½ courts, lawn 

areas and picnic tables, and a definition for a regional sports complex to conduct organized sport 

events including softball diamonds, lighting, seating, parking etc. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley asked about the rationale behind the fiscal analysis.  Jim Harnish, 

Mintier/Harnish, discussed the conservation and open space requirements of the Quimby Act.  

He said fees and dedications are included in the Development Agreement.  He said there is a 

distinction between policy and the Conditions of Approval (COA). 

 

Tracey Towner-Yep, Director, Amador County Recreation Agency (ACRA) said the $8,000 

collected by the City for each dwelling unit is based on the Regional Master Plan and the ACRA 

project list for existing needs.  She said currently there are no future growth projections.  She 

discussed AB1600. 

 

Mr. Hauge indicated that one cannot charge new growth with deficiencies in the existing City.  

He will seek clarification from the City Attorney on this matter and the ability to separate the fee 

in the Development Agreement to cover deficits. 

 

Objective 9.3:  Commissioner Peters questioned what the park requirement is per resident.  Mr. 

Hauge said the General Plan accommodates future growth and the land use plan indicates the 

addition of 9,000 more people.  He said the discussion language should be changed as the 

Community Park is not as defined in the General Plan. 

 

Commissioner Cunha agrees with Ms. Towner-Yep and feels it would be appropriate to provide 

funding for community parks if they don’t want them on-site.  He asked that the City Council be 

provided a copy of the letter from ACRA. 

 

Mr. Harnish said the project does not propose a community park within it.  He said if the City 

specifies one then the project would be redesigned to accommodate one.  He discussed 

provisions of fees and dedications.  He said the Conditions of Approval may or may not include 

more on-site parks or direct the placement of an off-site park. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley would prefer that a park be off-site.  He discussed open space vs 

parkland. 

 

Mr. Harnish said community parks are passive parks due to the number of oaks on site. 

 

Commissioner Peters said Objective 9.3 gives him heartburn.  He discussed minimized traffic.  

He feels a site is needed within the boundary of the project for a community park.  He would like 

to know if the City Council has other ideas or if additional negotiations are in progress. 

 

Mr. Hauge discussed drawing a Nexus for parks that are part of the specific plan and fees and 

dedications that are included in the Development Agreement.  He recommended sending this 

item to the City Council for concurrence.  He feels confident that the applicant can bring back 

some options for their review and will work with the City Attorney on the matter.  Mr. Rabé will 

discuss with City Manager Rob Duke for his input. 
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Policy 9.4:  n/a 

Policy 9.5.  n/a 

 

Objective 9.1:  n/a. 

Objective 9.2:  Note:  Quimby funds. 

Objective 9.3:  Note:  In lieu fees. 

Objective 9.5:  n/a 

Objective 9.7:  Note:  Circulation Element will address gaps in ACTC Master Plan. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Ray Brusatori, Sutter Creek, feels the Commission has made good points.  He said Quimby 

provides 5 acres per 400 persons for a total of 20 acres.  He said the Development Agreement 

fees should purchase the park and impact fees should provide for park maintenance. 

 

Tracey Towner-Yep, Director, Amador County Recreation Agency (ACRA), discussed AB1600 

and compounded deficits.  She said the Agency charges fees to use existing facilities.  She said 

there is an immediate need for a community park.  She referred to neighborhood parks as 3-5 

acre sites, not ¼ acre.  She said a Community Park is 10-15 acres and a Regional Park is over 15 

acres.  She said passive parks cannot be used by the community.  She said the Financial Analysis 

contains a typographical error and should say $160 not $60.  She said a ¼ acre rose garden 

would be nice and reported ¼ acre TOT lots get heavily vandalized while maintenance is easier 

on large parks.  She recommended the Recreation Element be more defined before this project 

can move forward.  She asked if the City can afford to maintain it.  She explained community 

park development (no including land costs) at 6% for recreational uses (not golf course); 

however, costs remain unknown on this project due to size, amenities, and private facilities such 

as a tennis club or swimming pool. 

 

Mr. Hauge indicated the next meeting would provide opportunity for review of the Housing 

Element and continue with answers on previous issues. 

 

3. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT - Meeting Schedule – Review. 

 

Mr. Rabe presented and reviewed the upcoming meeting schedule as included in the agenda 

package. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:24 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 27, 2008 

MINUTES 
 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

Dan Shipman said the Gold Rush Ranch project means jobs for people in downtown businesses and the 

like.  He sees this project as an opportunity.  He expressed his supports of the project. 

 

Michael Melligan, Sutter Creek resident, supports the Gold Rush Ranch project.  He urged attendees to 

acknowledge and stress the important strides and development that the applicant has made along the 

way.  Open space designation.  Free school site.  Tennis courts, nature trails and positive attributes of 

the project.  He feels these are important as negative environmental impacts of the project.  He 

appreciates local developers.  He said Amador County and Sutter Creek hold tourism as a commodity 

to this area and the project would enhance this.  

 

Tom Ruby, Sutter Creek, said the project provides opportunity for new residents to enjoy our 

community.  He supports the project.  He said it will not affect downtown traffic except for increased 

tourism which brings increased sales tax revenues to downtown.  He feels the project is smart growth.  

He encouraged the Commission to move on and approve this project. 

 

Ed Swift, Sutter Creek, gave a positive vote in support of the project.  He discussed project benefits of 

Transient Occupancy Taxes, sales taxes, property taxes, and a new school site.  He said people of 

Sutter Creek will not know it’s there as the only view of the project will be from Hwy. 88 coming into 

Sutter Creek.  He feels the project is only a plus for Sutter Creek. 

 

Mike Branell, Sutter Creek, Church Street resident, reinforced what Ed Swift was saying.  He said you 

cannot stop development.  He said new east side development would come through Sutter Creek and 

feels that west side development would not have that same impact.  He is a proponent of the project. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  Discussion and possible action on the 

recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort consistency with the General Plan.  

Discussion and possible action to direct staff to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Gold Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, Zoning 

Ordinance Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 
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Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a brief presentation in order to catch everyone up to date 

on the status review process of the project.  He said tonights’ focus will conclude the October 1, 2008 

discussion on the Consistency Analysis, project modification recommendations, and the Draft 

Recommendation to City Council on the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

 

Mr. Hauge said the discussion will begin answering previous consistency questions, the General Plan 

consistency approach, and review the process for each General Plan element.  He said the Commission 

will reach conclusions for each goal or policy.  He explained that it will be an overall iterative process.  

He said the Commission has reviewed through Chapter 2-9 and tonight’s focus is on Housing Chapter 

10. 

 

Begin review of Housing Element, Chapter 10 (beginning on Page 63 of 70): 

 

Policy 1-1:  No change. 

Policy 1-2:  No change. 

Policy 1-3 and 1-4:  Discussed together as they are similar. 

 

Commissioner Peters cited General Plan (GP) policies that encourage a mixed use in new 

development.  He said the industry is currently near 10%.  He feels the applicant lacks effort to provide 

to the industry standard.  He said the policies are not very consistent.  He would like a mix of 10% 

rather than the 3-4%. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley also said it to be inconsistent with the GP.  He said the 1994 GP is interspersed 

throughout the community.  He wondered what affordable housing is and suggested perhaps in the 

$350,000 and up range.  He feels the project will create elite type housing and due to cost people will 

commute out of the area for work. 

 

Commissioner Peters said if approved the city would be out of balance again with affordable housing 

numbers.  He suggested focus on maintaining the balance. 

 

Commissioner Cunha agrees with Commissioners Peters and Kirkley.  He feels the project is far off 

the mark of 10%.  He feels the recommendation is even shy with a minimum of 5% and a maximum of 

10%.  He said it is hard to pinpoint without the small lot subdivision map.  He said the Commission 

needs to be careful with this policy as it could create future developer issues.  He stressed the 

importance of wording being very precise.  He feels stronger language is needed.  He doubts the rental 

ability of the proposed 66 second unit dwellings.  He feels they will become guest housing. 

 

Commissioner Peters said it is unfortunate that the City did not pursue more diligently inclusionary 

housing in the new housing element as it was adopted without it.  He feels it should be adopted as a 

matter of policy from here forward. 

 

Commissioner Olson discussed his familiarity with second units.  He feels renters of secondary units 

become second class citizens.  He feels the second units will become guest/family houses and not 

rental units.  He said people will have their relatives for weekend getaways and kids that come home 

from school and the like.  He feels there needs to be 900-1,200 sq.ft. housing in this project that people 

can afford and not bigger homes.  He thinks the Commission needs a better feel for smaller units.  He 

said the 4,000-5,000 sq.ft. homes are currently being abandoned due to economic times. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg agrees with the other Commissioners, especially Cunha’s comments.  He 

would like to know what they will look like and needs a better idea of what the end result will be. 
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Commissioner Cunha recommended language in the Development Agreement (DA) to include funding 

for affordable housing and low income housing. 

 

Greg Bardini, Morton &Pitalo, said it is included in the agreement.  He said the current proposal is for 

66 attached and 64 second units.  He said there is also an affordable by design unit (as described in 

Page 2 Mr. Hauge’s memo) as revised 4-1. 

 

Based on the conversation, Mr. Hauge will return with an additional recommendation on the matter. 

 

Policy 1-5:  No changes. 

Policy 1-6:  Is consistent.  No issues.  No changes. 

Policy 1-7:  No changes. 

Policy 1-7:  No changes. 

Policy 1-8:  No changes. 

Policy 1-9:  No changes. 

Policy 1-10:  No changes. 

 

Policy 1-11:  Commissioner Cunha is concerned that 112 acres of designated Light-Industrial zoned 

property will be lost forever.  He said the 1994 GP identified this area as a huge tax revenue source.  

He feels it is not inconsistent; he just has a problem with not replacing it with income producing 

property.  He feels the City should look for replacement land for this use. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley agrees with Cunha and added that the City lacks commercial/industrial 

development. 

 

Mr. Hauge will return with recommendations.  

 

Policy 1-12:  No changes. 

 

Goal HE-2. 

Policy 2-1:  Commissioner Peters said a similar solution is necessary to the discussion on Policy 1-3, 

1-4, and 1-5. 

Mr Hauge will provide. 

 

Policy 2-2:  Ongoing. 

 

Policy 2-3:  Commissioner Peters commented that the City should not make concessions to the GP 

consistency.  He discussed low income profitability.  He said they sold the quickest and came out well 

with sales.  He discussed community programs, 1
st
 time home buyer programs and grants.  He said the 

pricing worked well with the programs.  Mr. Hauge will revisit this policy based on earlier comments 

from Commissioner Peters and will quantify the type of housing being discussed.  Commissioner 

Cunha asked to strike “smaller homes on smaller lots” and specifically identify where they will be built 

and how many are required. 

 

Policy 2-4:  No change. 

Policy 2-5:  No change. 

Policy 2-6:  No change. 

Policy 2-7:  No change. 

Policy 2-8:  No change. 

Policy 2-9:  No change. 
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Policy 2-10:  No change. 

Policy 2-11:  No change. 

Policy 2-12:  No change. 

 

Goal HE-3: 

Policy 3-1.  No change. 

 

Goal HE-4: 

Policy 4-1:  No change. 

 

Goal HE-5: 

Policy 5-1:  No change. 

Policy 5-2:  Ongoing activity. 

 

Goal HE-6: 

Policy 6-1:  No change. 

 

Goal HE-7: 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned “Quality”.  He said it is hard to determine what that means.  He feels 

it does not mesh with the goal.  Commissioner Strandberg questioned the meaning of “community 

integrity”.  Mr. Hauge said it is consistent with the community throughout the City, not two separate 

cities. 

 

Policy 7-1:  No change. 

Policy 7-2:  No change. 

Policy 7-3:  No change. 

 

Policy 7-4:  Commissioner Peters said the project is concentrated in one corner and the Housing 

Element talks about the current City.  He asked to specifically address the location. 

 

Policy 7-5:  No change. 

Policy 7-6:  No change. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Kathy Allen feels that mixing in low income housing is good as it reduces crime and clustered 

bungalows work well.  She feels the City should look at performing a house/jobs ratio similar to what 

the County is doing.  She said the current ratio is really bad countywide.  She stated Castle Oaks just 

reduced prices on their homes.  She questioned if the new anti-sprawl law has to be considered in this 

project review.  Mr. Rabé said the anti-sprawl law (SB375) is applicable to metropolitan planning 

areas and is not applied to rural planning areas.  She commented on down zoning of industrial to 

residential.  She feels the City should maintain as much industrial zoning as possible.  She said the 

County General Plan does not have a high speed internet connection which is needed to increase the 

house/job ratio. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, applauded the Planning Commission for their efforts related to 

work force housing. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, discussed secondary housing.  She said it is allowed in the bay area, 

however, the maximum size is 1,000 sq.ft.  She questioned Policy 1-7 which she feels would take away 



Agenda #3A 

 

October 27, 2008 

Page 5 of 6 

financial barriers on the development of secondary units.  Mr. Hauge explained the wording of Policy 

1-7. 

 

Susan Bragstad, Sutter Creek, commented that the housing element seems contradictory for 

development outside the City. 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, commented on mitigating the mix of housing somewhere else.  She 

discussed the school, parks, and off-site trip ends.  She said trips will not upgrade roads.  She said 

money can be received by the City without upgrades to existing facilities and roads. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a five minute break at 8:35 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:46 p.m. 

 

Mr. Hauge provided some typical grading examples that have occurred in Sutter Creek: 

Bryson Cottages, Approved 2008 

Crestview 1991 (oak trees were saved) 

Golden Hills Estates Approved in 2002 and 2006 (areas of mass grading) 

Pine Wood Apartments 2003 

Sutter Crest Estates 1991 (all pads/minimal grading, built on contour) 

 

Mr. Hauge stressed the importance of consistency.  He said Mr. Burrell will discuss oak tree mitigation 

that has been approved by various groups.  Commissioner Kirkley remarked only small projects have 

been completed since 1991.  He referenced the Lincoln Mine Center project where they identified only 

a couple trees for removal.  He said the project looked good on paper; however, the end result was 

disappointing.  He said mitigation monitoring lacks on city projects due to the lack of staff.   

 

Trevor Burrell provided a presentation on oak mitigation as presented in the agenda package as the 

Recommendations for Preparation of Final EIR Memorandum, dated October 22, 2008, beginning on 

Page 11 of 17.  He reviewed inventory removal, affected and preserved areas and tree measuring 

criteria which is based on the size of the tree.  He referred to blue oaks as very slow growing.  He said 

Osterlings’ report can be used for estimating what would happen if a loss should occur on this site.   

 

Mr. Burrell said oak trees (blue oaks) are relatively fire resistant; however, this would vary based on 

fuel connection.  He said they can survive scorching and sprout back.  Seedlings will sprout after a fire.  

Restoration site seedlings should be watered for the first year with weeds controlled at a low height.  

Roots are created during the first couple of years.   

 

His next main point was how to determine when trees are adversely affected.  He provided a diagram 

showing this.  He said the drip line increased to 35%.  He discussed pre and post construction 

inspections which would be used to determine tree health.  RPZ=Root Protection Zone and calculation 

of the RPZ is based on the DBH.  He said there are too many variables and very few data points to 

provide an industry standard; however, younger trees are more resistant to construction issues.   

 

Commissioner Cunha said he would like a monitoring plan for each tree included in the RPZ and feels 

killed trees should be replaced. 

 

Commissioner Cunha feels the planting ratio of 1:1 is unacceptable; however, 2:1 would be acceptable.  

He encouraged the concept of paying for trees to discourage developers from removing trees.  Mr. 

Burrell said the 1:1 ration is the minimum and off-site habitat resource is hard to find.  He feels land 

should be preserved in Sutter Creek and Amador County and that seedlings are not a mitigation. 
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Mr. Burrell discussed the California Oak Woodland Foundation who was very pleased with the 

outlined approach.  They discourage replanting due to uncertainty and risk.  He said it would take 50 

years for a blue oak to become a 5’ tree. 
 

Commissioner Strandberg commented that conservation easement land is expensive. 
 

Commissioner Kirkley agreed with Commissioner Cunha’s comments.  He questioned design impacts 

that would avoid oak tree impacts along with roads and the like that could minimize these impacts.  He 

referred to the recent Hwy. 49 Bypass CALTrans project example where most of the planted trees are 

now dead.  He asked for Registered Professional Forester examples of successful projects.  He said oak 

replanting on a mitigation plan should be determined to be successful from the start.  He wondered if 

the level of planting is a mitigation measure that can be monitored over the long term. 
 

Mr. Burrell said lessons were learned on the Rancho Murietta project to provide checks and balances 

on this project. 
 

Commissioner Peters said Mr. Burrell needs specific direction on the performance standards.   
 

Commissioner Cunha stated Policy 3.19 is very definitive.  He feels the project does not even come 

close to meeting this requirement and is inconsistent with the General Plan.  More work is need to 

provide consistency with the General Plan.  He said the RPZ should be monitored.   
 

Commission Olson said terms are very general as grading plans have not even been seen.  He feels it is 

very difficult to determine at this time without seeing some sort of overlay map. 
 

Mr. Burrell provided an overall recap (as shown in Figure 3) of the acres of Oak Woodland Preserved 

and Restored under MM 12-2 at build out.  He said a performance bond could be utilized. 
 

Commissioner Cunha asked where the 1:1 ratio originated.  Mr. Burrell said the project applicant 

indicated that the original application did not include any replanting/replacement/monitoring plan.   
 

Mr. Hauge said he does not feel the Commission is getting the point on this issue as there are two 

separate plans.  He said approximately 330 acres will be used for planting.  Commissioner Cunha said 

the land should be within Sutter Creek or Amador County. 
 

Commission consensus to remove the 1:1 language. 
 

Mr. Hauge asked for guidance from the Commission on the grading based on prior approvals.   
 

Commissioner Kirkley said roads should be on ridges and the flat areas should be for houses.  

Commissioner Peters recommended simulation of the Crestview and Sutter Crest examples.  

Commissioner Kirkley said Sutter Crest exemplifies grading and road lay out as the roads follow the 

ridges. 
 

Mr. Hauge said stated the approach to Wednesday’s on consistency, grading, and oak tree completion 

along with ACTC map compliance and parks.  He said the secondary impacts are still to come. 
 

The next meeting is scheduled for November 5, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:21 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 2008 

MINUTES 
 
 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:12 p.m. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 
 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

Liz Tone, Sutter Creek, said she gets the impression that the City is dragging its feet; however the 

completed application was submitted less than a year ago.  She feels things are actually moving along 

well and looks forward to the final Planning Commission recommendation by February 2009. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  Discussion and possible action on the 

recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort consistency with the General Plan.  

Discussion and possible action to direct staff to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Gold Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, 

Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 

 

Continued discussion on the Consistency Analysis.  Mr. Hauge provided a brief presentation on the 

continued project review process.  He recommended that if items come up that do not relate to the 

consistency portion, they be placed on a list for review at a later date.  He reviewed tonight’s topic and 

ground rules. 

 

Commissioner Peters came up with a few extra items that were not included on Mr. Hauge’s list. 
 

 Policy 6-12:  Hwy. 88. 

 Policy 7.1:  Noise. 

 Policy 8.2:  Tombstone rocks. 

 Objective 9.2:  Parks and Recreation. 
 

He said there would be public input at the end of each group and the Planning Commissioners 

comments would be heard by the group. 

 

Greg Bardini, Morton/Pitalo, with assistance from Jim Harnish, Mintier/Harnish, provided a 

PowerPoint presentation on the General Plan Consistency Analysis, grading, oak preservation, and 

visual aspects of the project including grading zones and exhibits, pruning recommendations and 

construction around trees.  He said the wetlands have been surveyed and included an exhibit of 
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wetland swales and preserved swales.  He said the visible ridges will be included as an exhibit in 

Chapter 6.  He said the tank will be screened from the Hwy. 49 bypass.  Mr. Bardini’s presentation has 

been included in the meeting file of this date for later reference. 

 

Ralph Osterling, Applicants’ Consultant, provided a discussion on oak trees.  He said success of 

planting oaks can be problematic if not done properly.  He provided a visual displays discussion that 

included photographs from University Cooperative Extensive @ Browns Valley (Marysville/Grass 

Valley area) and shared their results.  He said in 10 years the trees reached10 feet in height and the 

trees were irrigated for three years and maintained for weed control for five years.  He said with weed 

control, mulching, and irrigation growth is successful. He said blue oak saplings produced an 11 year 

old tree that reached 15 feet tall.  Screening was used at the base for rodent control.  He said valley 

oaks, grown from acorns at 11 years old reached 25 feet.  These are all good examples of proper 

planting. 

 

Mr. Osterling referred to the Caltrans Hwy. 49 Bypass project as having problems.  He has not seen it.  

He provided photographic examples of poor survival and growth due to no maintenance.  He said vole 

damage eats off the outer bark which kills seedling.  He said there is a need for screening and without 

weed control the grasses will beat the root of the acorn to the water supply. 

 

Commissioner Questions: 

 

Commissioner Cunha questioned examples of plantings in the Mother lode area. 

 

Mr. Osterling did not have specific examples; however, referred back to the 8 year old coast live oak.  

He feels Browns Valley is a very comparable representation. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley wondered about the cost.  Mr. Osterling said the cost is dependent on the 

irrigation plan.  He said it is approximately, $75 per tree, plus maintenance and monitoring. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg questioned why someone would plant trees and not maintain them.  Mr. 

Osterling said the follow-up on specifications and inspection of monitoring is critical, especially in the 

first few years.  He said these costs are paid for by the applicant and they should provide annual reports 

to the City.  He referred to tree tagging/numbering which is GPS located and mapped.  He said a 

database is good and proves that accuracy is maintained, although follow up maintenance is a must.   

 

Mr. Hauge led the discussion on the General Plan Consistency Evaluation Unresolved Policies. 

 

Goal 2.1.:  No Comment. 

 

Goal 2.2.:  Commissioner Peters questioned how the City would implement the Staff recommendation 

and #2b and #3.  Mr. Hauge explained that mass grading will still show in the EIR, however, grading 

will be removed and handled separately with the Large Lot and Small Lot Subdivision Maps allowing 

for the product to then adjust accordingly when brought forward 1, 5, 10, 20 years down the line.  Mr. 

Hauge said the grading plan with the Small Lot Subdivision Maps should emulate the natural grade.  

He said performance standards are needed. 

 

Commissioner Peters recommended including the language used in Goal 2.2 in order to allow 

compliance with the intent of the General Plan and would lead to discussion in Chapter 6. 
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Commissioner Olson asked to add “discourage tabletop grading”. 

 

Commissioner Peters summarized the discussion: 

 Eliminate all terms related to mass grading. 

 Incorporate language of Goal 2.2.b. 

 Add natural oak preservation into grading language. 
 

Commissioner Cunha likes the wording of grading of large lot subdivisions.  He likes less grading and 

natural preservation. 

 

Mr. Bardini will incorporate his comments into mitigation. 

 

Commissioner Peters said the EIR addresses the reality of a mass grading approach.  Mr. Hauge said 

language will be included as mitigation in the FEIR.  Mr. Bardini cited competing mitigation.  Mr. 

Hauge said once adopted, it will be included and implemented in Chapter 6 of the Specific Plan.  He 

said there is no desire to have dueling documents.  The Specific Plan will be approved along with the 

Subdivision Map, General Plan Amendments, Zoning Amendments and the Development Agreement. 

 

No further comments on Goal 2.2. 

 

NOTE:  Cross reference recommendations on all policies. 

 

Goal 3.1.  Mr. Hauge said this is an overarching goal.  He discussed habitat restoration and the 2:1 

ratio in adjoining or local areas.  He discussed the visual quality, planting and preservation.  He said 

10% of trees need to be maintained on large lots along with 30% of the project that will be maintained.  

Trees will be clustered in subdivisions.  He discussed the “inches” method which is based on the 

number of inches that are removed from the large lot.  He said the key is that there are two mitigations; 

one for habitat and one for preservation. 

 

Policy 3.4:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  No changes. 

 

Policy 3.5:  Commissioner Cunha requested a VSA study.  Mr. Hauge indicated Chapter 6 provides 

language that will be consistent. 

 

Policy 3.5, Background, pp 6-43-6-44, change to read:  “There are two parcels within Gold Rush 

Ranch and Golf Resort that contain visible ridges; being defined as ridges that are seen from a public 

area; Lot 5 (Village E.3) and Lot 2 (Village B).  For these two villages no structure shall rise more than 

15 feet above the crest of the visible ridge.” 

 

Policy 3.18:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  Reference Policy 2.2. 

 

Policy 3.19:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  Specify 5” and above to be consistent. 

 

Policy 4.11:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  No changes. 

 

Policy 4.14.  Policy reviewed and discussed.  No changes. 

 



Agenda #3A 

November 5, 2008 

Page 4 of 6 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: GRADING, OAKS, VISUAL RESOURCES 

 

Toni Linde, Sutter Creek, complimented the Planning Commission on a good job.  The document 

language can be clearly understood 10 to 20 years from now.  She remains uncertain of the term “to the 

extent feasible”.  She questioned who would hire the arborist, the applicant or the City.  She feels light 

pollution was not discussed enough.  She encouraged down lit lighting.  She questioned preservation of 

the tombstone rocks and Goal 2.1 regarding current levels of public services and facilities.  Mr. Hauge 

said trees will be cared for by the applicant and they are addressed in the Development Agreement.  He 

said night lighting is addressed in the EIR and there are currently no General Plan policies. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, questioned tree replanting and protection.  Trevor Burrell explained that a 

site suitability study must be conducted for oak tree planting.  He discussed protected ridge lines and 

the 15’ height restriction. 

 

Commissioner Peters said Page 10 of 35, regarding slopes of 66% would be discussed in the future.  

He said they were told houses would not be seen from Ridge Road.  He feels mitigation is lacking.  H 

wondered if single story homes would be along Ridge Road. 

 

Tom Infusino, commented that the 15’ above ridge line requirement does not equal a natural 

environment.  He said Policy 4.11 does not provide enough detail and does not support a finding.  He 

questioned when will we get the detail and would this be included in the EIR & Mitigation monitoring 

Plan.  Mr. Hauge explained the Specific Plan and Mitigation Monitoring Program that will be a tool of 

the City. 

 

Gwynn Skerrit, Amador County resident, agreed with Commissioner Cunha’s comments.  She feels, 

10% avoidance should be higher.  She recommended obtaining a conservation easement now.  She said 

more detail is need in the CEQA feasibility decision making tree.  She questioned if there is adjacent 

acreage available.  She said the study should be done now instead of later.  She questioned DBH at 48” 

and Commissioner Cunha said the DBH is at 54”.  She encouraged review of the standards as the 

California Oak Report standard is 2’ above ground level, not at breast height. 

 

Carla Bowers, Volcano, likes that there are so many people talking about oaks tonight.  Amador 

County Oak Woodlands Conservation Group.  She applauded the Planning Commission for their 

efforts.  Look at the tourist draw of the oak woodlands and their scenic perspective.  She feels the oaks 

are a very important economic source for the viability of our County.  She encouraged the purchase of 

property along the corridors that people will see and not out in places people do not go.  She said 

conservation easements should be purchased with mitigation dollars to divide Sutter Creek and 

Amador County.  She said the northwest side of property will not be seen, however, property along the 

bypass would be good. 

 

Susan Bragstad, Sutter Creek property owner, questioned how much 20 acres for mitigation will cover.  

Commissioner Cunha explained that the smallest area of purchase would be 20 acres. 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, expressed confusion about tree planting.  She is concerned that new trees 

will not be planted.  She has problems with anything above the ridgelines.  She feels detailed 

mitigation and monitoring is necessary.  She has concerns related to funding of monitoring and 

grading.  She said once grading has occurred you can’t rebuild.  She discussed the “oops” factors.  She 

questioned penalties and deterrents within any of the mitigations. 
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Mr. Hauge said grading plans would be reviewed on an individual basis and requires enforcement by 

the City.  He suggested bonding as a way to address this. 

 

Commissioner Peters recommended beefing up enforcement.  He feels it would be a good thing to 

remind the City Council as this matter is not dealt with at the Planning Commission level.  Mr. Hauge 

will add this item to the City Council “to do” list. 

 

Terry Strange, Biologist, discussed off-site oaks and the County General Plan.  He said the Golden 

Vale 800 acres project area is off limits.  He discussed an 800 acre area north of Stoney Creek; but 

outside the City limits.  He wondered where the mitigation land will take place.  He said the County 

wants to develop land outside of city limits.  HE said there would be NO leap frog development. 

 

Carla Bowers, questioned acreage.  Mr. Burrell said the total at build out would be 403 acres with a 

balance of 514 acres.  Commissioner confirmed to her that the project will be phased.  Mr. Burrell 

confirmed the land has to be obtained prior to grading permit approval. 

 

Policy 3.21.  Project is consistent with County plan.  Commissioner Kirkley said it is assumed that 

people will use bicycle and pedestrian trails for daily business.  He does not understand this concept.  

Mr. Rabé said the opportunity is important and provided the Amador County Transportation 

Commission (ACTC) reasoning for bicycle and pedestrian trails. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg asked to eliminate “walkable” community as he feels it does not work. 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed to Commissioner Cunha the project will connect to the Transit center. 

 

Commissioner Olson said it is deadly to mix bicycle and people paths.  Mr. Hauge referred 

Commissioner Olson to review the Specific Plan for the recommendation.  He said the Class I trails are 

separate. 

 

Commissioner Peters said this matter will be brought back under the Specific Plan review. 

 

Mr. Bardini said there have been discussions with ACTC and Valley View Drive will be extended to 

the transit center to further minimize auto traffic to transit center. 

 

Policy 4-9:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  No changes. 

 

Policy 4-17:  Policy reviewed and discussed.  No changes. 

 

Policy 4-10*:  Policy previously determined to be consistent with staff recommendation. 

 

Policy 4-14*:  Policy previously determined to be consistent with staff recommendation. 

 

Policy 4-19*:  Policy previously determined to be consistent with staff recommendation. 

 

Policy 4-20*:  Policy previously determined to be consistent with staff recommendation. 
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Objective 9.7:  Policy previously determined to be consistent with staff recommendation.  Tie together 

Measure 9.7A.  9.7B. 

 

Commissioner Peters added 6-12 (page 49 of original staff report).  Policy previously determined to be 

consistent with staff recommendation.  Note:  Mitigation is tied to phasing. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT - CIRCULATION: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, supports smart growth.  She feels references to “walkable” community 

should be removed. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy.  Discussed Policy 3.21 and limits of traffic congestion.  He said 

the number of units in this project eliminates limitation of congestion and is therefore not consistent 

with the General Plan. 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek said the pathways will extend the personality of Sutter Creek to the new 

areas.  She feels useful pathways that are pleasant to walk on are needed.  They should be inviting 

walkways.  She said they are needed initially for future connection. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said people will drive to the Gold Rush project to use their trails.  He said 

parking areas will be needed. 

 

End of public comment. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said a traffic analysis is needed.  He said it is hard to determine consistency 

without an analysis. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the impacts have been reduced in the EIR and there is no mitigation due to desire.  He 

said you do not want an eight lane Hwy. 88 and a six lane Hwy. 49.  He said the General Plan review 

would provide the interpretation. 

 

Tom Infusino, discussed the basics of Planning 101. 

 

Commissioner Peters provided an overview of the traffic analysis and General Plan consistency.  He 

thanked Mr. Hauge and staff for doing a great job. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:07 p.m. 

 

(Note:  This meeting will be continued to Monday, November 10, 2008 in the Community Building, 

33 Church Street.) 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 2008 

MINUTES 
 
 

 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Robert Olson 
 

ABSENT: Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1.  PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA:  None. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  Discussion and possible action on the 

recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort consistency with the General Plan.  

Discussion and possible action to direct staff to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Gold Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, 

Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 

 

Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a brief presentation to orient everyone on the status of the 

Project.  He described the Project review process, Specific Plan Approval, and the EIR Certification.  

He said the focus of the meeting will be unresolved policies and topics not specific to the General Plan 

(GP) Consistency that will be placed on a “to do” list.  He reviewed the ground rules and the approach 

of the Planning Commission, staff, applicant, and public discussion prior to Planning Commission 

conclusions on each goal and/or policy.  Specific review of grading, visual, and oak tree impacts will 

also be conducted.  He said the next meeting is scheduled for Monday, November 24, 2008 and the 

results will return in the form of two recommendations.  One would be the Project is consistent with 

the General Plan (GP) or the other would find that it is consistent with the EIR incorporated with the 

General Plan to provide consistency. 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed to Commissioner Cunha that review of design standards would occur in Chapter 

6 of the Specific Plan. 

 

Assistant City Manager Sean Rabé said the Fiscal Analysis had been deemed complete by the City 

Council although revisions to the fiscal study were still in question.  He said the matter will be 

discussed at the next city team meeting.  He will check on the status of this and return answers to the 

Planning Commission prior to Planning Commission discussion on the Development Agreement. 

 

Discussion began on Parks and Recreation, Policy 9.1.  Jim Harnish, Mintier-Harnish, concurred with 

the recommendation.   
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Goal 9.1 Policy 9.1 Objective 9.4 and IM 9.4:  Commissioner Peters previously asked for clarification 

on consistency and fees.  Mr. Hauge said fees for Quimby and Amador County Recreation Agency 

(ACRA) would be charged separately.  Mr. Rabé indicated ACRA fees would be paid back to the City 

for city specific projects in the Master Plan. 

 

Commissioner Peters identified nine neighborhood parks.  He recommended at least one park in 

EACH of Lots 9, 10 and 11, 12.  In addition, he recommended the “EACH” be included in Specific 

Plan-18. 

 

9.4c:  Commissioner Cunha feels ¼ acre is too small.  He recommended a minimum of ½ acre should 

be followed.  He recommended the addition of a funding mechanism for park maintenance.  He 

suggested a recommendation from the Planning Commission. 

 

Commissioner Olson said we will not end up with a usable park if a local park is fenced with only 

residents having keys which would lock off the park from public access.  He would like these parks 

defined as City parks. 

 

Mr. Harnish discussed General Plan language.  He said the Gold Rush Ranch proposal includes all 

parks to be city parks which will be turn-keyed over to the City and they will not have fences.  He said 

the Development Agreement provides for financing of Public Services for park maintenance.  Mr. 

Hauge will confirm that the Specific Plan includes this language. 

 

Commissioner Cunha stated Bryson Park to be 1 acre.  He wants certainty that all parks will not 

require extensive grading.  He reiterated the need of a ½ acre minimum for parks.  He would like to see 

four or five decent parks in this project.  He recommended a neighborhood park on each lot plus a 

couple of others. 

 

Mr. Hauge will add this matter to the “to do” list. 

 

Policy 9.2, from the previous meeting:  Mr. Hauge confirmed to Commissioner Peters it was found to 

be consistent. 

 

Objective 9.2: 

Commissioner Cunha referred to the 1994 General Plan that speaks of the need for parks; however, 

fourteen years later there are still no parks or a regional sports center.  Mr. Hauge said the project 

contributes on a pro-rata basis to this process with 9.2. 

 

Objective 9.3. 

Commissioner Peters said there are two community parks.  One has a drainage swale running through 

it and the other twelve acre section has Stoney Creek running through it with two side drainages.  He 

feels this makes suitable open space, but it does not meet the intent or vision of the General Plan for 

community parks.  He feels a community park dedication should be included in the project. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the applicant and city are looking for a community park site whether within the site or 

within the City.  Mr. Rabé said two different park sites are being considered at this time.  Both are 

outside the project but near it.  He said the Commission should weigh the pros and cons of a 

community park side within the development or on site that better serves the Sutter Hill area. 

 

Commissioner Peters feels the need comes from within the project.  Said the ongoing negotiations 

could dissolve at any time and urged the Planning Commission to take a cut and dried approach to the 
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matter.  He said the 1994 General Plan intent was that new community parks would be provided by 

dedications.  He said the dedication must be required within the project, although the City Council may 

make a different determination.  He feels the Planning Commission does not have enough information 

at this time to find it consistent. 

 

Mr. Hauge will bring more information back to Planning Commission for further review. 

 

Commissioner Olson said he would much rather have a smaller lot with a really nice park.  He 

provided San Jose as an example showing park areas thrived while non-park areas did not.  He said 

nice places should have nice parks. 

 

Commissioner Cunha recommended joining the park with the Pedestrian/Bike plan.  He said the City 

need money to build a park and the City is real bad at getting things done.  He said Quimby dollars 

could purchase and build it.   

 

Mr. Hauge will bring this matter back to the Development Agreement. 

 

Mr. Harnish urged the Commission to separate Quimby and in-lieu fees as these fees are in addition to 

what the General Plan requires.  He feels it should be addressed in the Conditions of Approval (COA) 

or the Specific Plan as it is not a General Plan consistency issue. 

 

Commissioner Peters provided a hypothetical example whereby the project dedicates parkland of 8.8 

and 12.3 in two separate parcels which meets the General Plan standard but the sites are difficult to 

build on.  He prefers dedication of appropriate sites. 

 

Mr. Harnish would like a different location. 

 

Commissioner Cunha referred back to Goal 9.1 and said we must plan for what we need and it must be 

consistent with the General Plan when Sutter Creek will double in size.  He thing 20 acres is suitable 

for neighborhood parks.  He said Quimby fees would be paid at Small Lot Subdivision Map Approval. 

 

Mr. Harnish said it is consistent with Goal 9.1 and will provide a broad range of recreational 

opportunities for the community.  He said the details still need to be worked out in the COA and SP.  

He feels the SP and COA can be fine tuned to address this issue.  He said the SP recommendation is 

that there should be a modification of dedications and content thereof. 

 

Mr. Hauge recommended toresolve this issue at the DA stage but for the Commission to let the City 

Council know their feelings now. 

 

Commissioner Olson feels this should be in the writings now.  He referenced the San Jose, Willow 

Glen as a project example saying it was laid out so well 60-70 years ago and now the new subdivisions 

are turning into slums.  He said Quimby Act dollars now does not go that far 10 years from now.  He 

feels we need a usable facility and not a cliff side park with a fence. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg feels they project should “provide” and not just “put up” money 

 

Commissioner Peters said he would like to see a recommendation that “in order to be 

consistent…..within the project site dedication of land that is adequate and appropriate”.  Keep it 

simple.  He said the TTY recommendation is 15 acres in size. 

 



Agenda Item #3A 

November 10, 2008 

Page 4 of 7 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, questioned which LU map was the most current.  She suggested bringing 

current maps to the meeting. 

 

Ray Brusatori, Sutter Creek, said the Planning Commission was dialed in real good.  He feels 8 & 12 

are not community park material.  He referenced Page 21 of 35 at 15 acres.  He said Quimby requires 5 

acre/5,000 people.  He feels it should say a community park. 

 

Linda Raymond, Sutter Creek, co-wrote the 1994 General Plan.  She questioned if the Golf Course was 

for the community or the residents. 

 

Mr. Harnish confirmed the Golf Course would remain a public golf course. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, agrees with Commissioner Peters that it is not consistent with 

9.3.  He feels discussions outside of consistency are not consistent. He stated this as a large project 

which exceeds the 20 year life of the General Plan. 

 

Commissioner Cunha asked to define neighborhood park, community park, etc. in the General Plan. 

 

Mr. Hauge will return recommendations to the Commission on November 24, 2008. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a five minute break at 8:23 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:33 p.m. 

 

Mr. Hauge continued with review of GROWTH and the LAND USE ELEMENT. 

 

Policy 2.1: (text read by Mr. Hauge) 

Commissioner Peters asked for comments or concerns.  He recalled the Planning Commission took a 

strict reading of the “growth management” phrase with respect to other General Plan language.  He is 

satisfied that it is now consistent. 

 

Policy 2.2:  (text read by Mr. Hauge) 

Commissioner Peters asked for comments or concerns.  He seeks comments from Commissioner 

Kirkley as he is most concerned with matter.  Mr. Kirkley comments will be forthcoming. 

 

Policy 2.2, Findings, #3:  Commissioner Cunha asked to remove this item.  Mr. Hauge confirmed 

removal. 

 

Policy 2.5:  Mr. Hauge stated that it is consistent.  Commissioner Peters feels it is an overarching goal.  

He recommended saving this matter to last and verification of consistency with 2.2. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg questioned the ability for the project to be fiscally sound.  Mr. Hauge 

reiterated that is important to bring this back to the Planning Commission to advise the City Council of 

inconsistencies. 

 

Chapter 8 – Historic Element 

 

Policy 8.2.  Tombstone Rocks.  Add to “to do” list. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Lindsay Way, Sutter Creek, questioned if a hotel company was aching to come in to the project or if 

the developer would call on them.  Commissioner Peters said the applicant proposes a 60 unit hotel.  

Mr. Harnish said the project has a 60 room hotel with 300 timeshare units.  He said there has been no 

hotel user found at this time and no suggestion that the City would not receive the full Transient 

Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, commented that Page 24-35, Policy 2.1, contained numbering issues. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, regarding Public Health and Safety, Objective 5.12, 6.10 and 5.6 

questioned if the City has these plans in place.  He suggested if they did not it would be inconsistent.  

Regarding Policy 2.2 In-fill he referred to his October 27, 2008 letter.  He agrees with Commissioner 

Kirkley’s assessment that it is not consistent.  Regarding Policy 2.5 annexation he questioned the “no 

negative impact on city or citizens” wording.  He said the Development Agreement does nothing to 

solve light pollution, green house gases, and noise and is inconsistent. 

 

Housing Element. 

 

Policy 1-3.  (Staff Recommendation text read by Mr. Hauge). 

 

Mr. Harnish said the General Plan goal/policy encourages a mix and that each housing type is not 

required to be included in all subdivisions.  He feels the Commission is micro-managing the project.  

He said the affordable housing programs provide that 15% of housing units are affordable by design 

which would total 200 units on site and there would be a housing trust fund.  Costs would be only $800 

per house over the initial construction of lots over 700 sq.ft. and there are also agreements to the real 

estate transfer tax, whereby each sale would generate a transfer fee for affordable housing.  He said 

there are 70 units on smaller lots with smaller units; however the lot size has not been settled. 

 

Table 2-6 in the DEIR shows a mix of uses: 

 

30 are mixed use 

70 are affordable by design 

64 second units 

66 attached residential units 

and 2 acres that will be dedicated to the City for the construction of additional affordable housing of 

30+ units per acre. 

 

Commissioner Cunha likes small cottage style homes and would like this included with other options.  

He feels the current project does not meet Policy 1.3. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg wondered if the 64 second units were included in 66 attached residential 

units. 

 

Mr. Harnish addressed Commissioner Cunha’s concern over second units.  He said Housing and 

Community Development (HCD) requires that they are addressed in the Housing Element and that 

second units are an easy way to provide additional units in the City.  They did not calculate the 

percentage of rental properties.  He provided the Mountain House example of a 6.5% minimum which 

is most popular as they may house family members.  Some are rentals, some are family members 

which is widely accepted and commonly used throughout the state. 
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Commissioners Peters and Cunha like Staff’s Recommendation. 

 

Commissioner Olson discussed a bedroom community outside of Washington DC where the second 

units are not utilized as affordable housing because they are used for family visitations.  His San 

Leandro example cited second units used as repair shops, storage, etc.  He feels second units work 

great in theory, but there is currently a meltdown due to foreclosures.  He has concerns over rental 

housing mixed within a subdivision. 

 

Commissioner Peters thanked Mr. Olson for his comments and thinks his recommendation is good.  He 

feels affordable should be specified and elaborated upon.  Mr. Hauge will confirm the definition in the 

Housing Element and the housing mix should be discussed in the Specific Plan. 

 

Commissioner Olson addressed the minimum requirement of 64 seconds units or “equivalent” units in 

the Specific Plan and feels the applicant should be given more flexibility. 

 

Commissioner Cunha is not happy with the percentage listed in the recommendation.  He cited 10% as 

the State percentage.  He would like to specify whether or not second units will fall under the state 

percentage and the percentage might need to be adjusted in order to accommodate this.  He said 1 & 2 

are included in the current housing element and he is good with this. 

 

Commissioner Peter feels this meets the intent regarding distribution, affordability, and variety.   

 

Consistency issue resolved. 

 

Policy 1-11:  OK 

 

Goal HE-2, Policy 2.1:  OK  

 

Policy 2.3:  OK. 

 

Goal HE-7, Policy 7.4:  Percentage to match Policy 1.3 and STRIKE:  “of the small lots within each 

village”. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Lindsay Way, Sutter Creek questioned if cottages would be at the rear of the house.  She said there is 

no guarantee they will be rented and therefore should not be considered in the percentage. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, questioned the maximum number of units allowable.  Mr. Hauge replied 

that everyone could have one.   She wondered how many 7,000 sq.ft. lots are in the project.  Mr. 

Bardini said there are 900 to 1,000 parcels and they are not required to have their own sewer hook-up.  

Mr. Harnish said these lots are within Phases I – IV.  She also questioned the size of secondary units. 

 

John Motto-Ross, Sutter Creek, feels if the secondary units are rented they should pay a separate hook 

up fee, pay a separate monthly rate, and have their own address.  He said this is a City Council issue.  

He commented that school impact fees must be paid on construction of 500 sq.ft. 

 

Mr. Harnish said he is unfamiliar with City regulations; however City regulations would be adhered to 

and new standards would not be set. 
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Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, provided a comparison of the Goals and Policies. 

 

Mr. Harnish discussed the non-profit, Mercy Housing project as a comparison. 

 

 

Mr. Hauge provided of recap of the evenings discussion. 

 

Mr. Rabé said that City Attorney Dennis Crabb would attend and upcoming meeting to provide the 

Fiscal Presentation and Development Agreement to the Planning Commission.  He said the 

Development Agreement would be an interactive process. 

 

Commission Peters disagrees that Mr. Crabb should attend the meeting and feels a memo, included in 

the agenda packet, would be fine.  He recommended relaying to the Council that the fiscal impact 

analysis is foundational to the General Plan consistency analysis and it has not been availed to the 

Planning Commission.  He feels an update is needed. 

 

Mr. Rabé said this matter will discussed at the next City team meeting. 

 

Chairman Peters asked for this matter to be placed on the November 24, 2008 agenda.  Mr. Hauge said 

if possible, it will come back. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:06 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted; 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 24, 2008 

MINUTES 
 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
 

ABSENT: Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, discussed the 2003 and 2004 documents and questioned the multiple 

phases of annexations and sphere of influence.  Planning Consultant Anders Hauge said the City 

annexed 600 acres and there are 333 acres remaining to be annexed on the northwest side of the 

property. 

 

Mr. Weatherly questioned necessary pre-zoning prior to annexation.  Mr. Hauge confirmed pre-zoning 

would occur after approval of the Specific Plan and also requires Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCO) approval. 

 

Mr. Hauge discussed General Plan Designations and Agricultural Zoning (AG).  He said the land to be 

annexed is currently in the County and zoned AG and the pre-zoning, with annexation, will change the 

zoning; however, the zoning designation has not been determined at this time.  Mr. Weatherly will 

meet with Mr. Rabé tomorrow to seek answers to his additional questions.   

 

Holly Ensley, 21 year Amador County resident.  She encouraged the Commission to support the Gold 

Rush Ranch (GRR) project.  She feels the project has exceeded the communities’ expectations.  She is 

pleased that the school district has been acknowledged by GRR developers and feels it will provide a 

good education for Sutter Creek students.  She supports the GRR school site, fire station, and 

contributions toward additional fire staff.  She said she lives in Crestview Estates where there are 

several elderly residents and feels fire protection and medical needs for older residents is important. 
 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT:  Discussion and possible action on the 

recommendations for Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort consistency with the General Plan.  

Discussion and possible action to direct staff to prepare the Final Environmental Impact Report.  

Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, 

Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 

 

Mr. Hauge provided a short presentation prior to the continued discussion on the General Plan 

Consistency.  He reviewed the projects’ consistency with the General Plan.  He said the Planning 

Commission could make recommendation by adoption of a resolution to prepare the Final 
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Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).  He said the applicant would provide a presentation on Specific 

Plan Chapter 6.  He said the City Council will be made aware of the Commissions’ discussion.  He 

stated the tentative upcoming meeting schedule of December 3 and 8, 2008 and January 12 and 26, 

2009.  He said the FEIR release date (subject to change) as January 19, 2009 which will be circulated 

for 10 days. 

 

The page by page discussion began. 

 

Page 1-2.  Goal 2.2, Commissioner Peters:  Add a new 2a (and renumber remaining) to read: 

 

“2.a. Grading throughout the Specific Plan area shall be minimized where ever possible and mass 

grading is strongly discouraged.”  This is consistent with the 1994 General Plan. 

 

2.a. is now 2.b. 

 

2.b. is now 2.c.  Create broader term for “large lots”.  Also remove “of the site and the City of Sutter 

Creek” and replace with “Gold Rush Ranch”. 

 

Change the Findings section to read:  “Findings:  With the recommended modification of the Gold 

Rush Ranch and Gold Resort Specific Plan Vesting Large Lot Subdivision Map the Project is 

consistent with General Plan Goal 2.2 because the Project clusters development and minimizes grading 

to minimize alteration to the scenic and natural beauty of the existing skyline, prominent hillsides, 

riparian corridors, and other topographically sensitive features in the City.” 

 

Page 6, Policy 2.5, FINDING, fourth line:  Commissioner Peters recommended adding “net” prior to 

“negative impact….” 

 

Page 11, Policy 3.3, #1:  Recommendation to strike “depending on whether the amendments to Policy 

3.3 are adopted” and also strike “b.” in its entirety. 

 

Page 13, Policy 3.4 Findings, #2 to read: 

2. The Project will retain oak trees in each large lot subdivision parcel in a pattern similar to the 

distribution and density patterns of the existing woodland. 

 

Also, add to the Findings section a reference to the language in Goal 2.2. 

 

Page 15, pp 6-45-6-47 “Lotting, street layout……” last sentence to read:  “Exceptions may be granted 

based on recommendation of the City.” 

 

Page 17:  66% slope:  Add this topic to the “To Do List” in order to provide recommendation. 

 

Page 21, Policy 3.15, Staff Recommendation:  Add to the “To Do List” recommendation to come at 

end of discussion and revision of Attachments C & D. 

 

Page 22, Policy 3.18:  Add reference to findings of Goal 2.2.  Add clustering reference.  Insert 

reference to Goal 2.2 to minimize mass grading and General Plan Consistency of clustering for 

preservation. 

 

Page 25, Staff Recommendation, Attachment B, Mitigation Measure 12-2:  Add to “to do list”. 
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Page 25, Staff Recommendation, c.:  Add to “to do list”. 

 

Page 26-27:  Commissioner Peters referenced his November 5, 2008 meeting notes where there was 

discussion about the projects position to the Transit Center and Martell triangle.  He asked to add this 

discussion to the findings section. 

 

Page 31:  Commissioner Kirkley, in his written comments, expressed concern that the Commission is 

not able to review the traffic study prior to the FEIR.  He asked that the Commission have a chance to 

review before completion.  He said it is due November 26, 2008 (Wednesday).  Mr. Hauge confirmed 

the matter will be discussed in open session with the Commission.  Bob Delp, ESP, said the staff 

review will be included in the Wednesday edition and the final study would be presented to 

Commission in mid-December 2008.  Mr. Rabé cited Fehr & Peers as a top ranked traffic firm and 

does not know what the Commission could add to their report.  The Planning Commission requested 

the traffic impact summary.  Mr. Hauge said there would be a presentation in mid-December 2008. 

 

Page 36, Policy 4.11:  Commissioner Strandberg said this policy “cannot be confirmed”.  He doesn’t 

want any vague stuff.  Mr. Hauge said the presentation of the night is on Chapter 6 which will become 

the Performance Standards. 

 

Top of Page 37, Policy 4.11:  To read:  “See recommendations for Goal 2.2 that minimize grading”. 

 

Page 39, Policy 4.14, Staff Recommendation:  To read:  “See recommendations for Goal 2.2 that 

minimize grading”. 

 

Page 40, Policy 4.14, #4:  To read:  “Prior to approval of small-lot subdivision maps, the Project shall 

demonstrate that neighborhood streets are curvilinear and the grading plan retains existing contours to 

the greatest extent possible.” 

 

Pages 47-52:  Pages are misprinted.  Please correct. 

 

Page 55, Goal 5.1, EIR Discussion (Table 5-3, p. 5-31):  Add this item to the “to do list”.  Note:  This 

should be consistent.  Mr. Rabé will provide flexible language. 

 

Page 92, Objective 9.3, Staff Recommendation:  Discussion that sites T & U are not acceptable as they 

do not meet the definition of a “Community Park”. 

 

Page 93, Objective 9.3, Findings:  Change “several acres or more” to “15 net acres or more”. 

 

Page 95; Policy 1-3, Findings:  Add to the end of the sentence “with the recommended modifications 

to the General Plan”. 

 

Page 96, Policy 1-5, Findings:  Add “with the recommended modifications to the General Plan”. 

 

Page 97, Policy 2-1, Findings:  Add “with the recommended modifications to the General Plan”. 

 

Page 98, Policy 2-3, Discussion:  Remove “Low income homeownership is not feasible given current 

market conditions.” 

 

Page 102, Policy 7-4, Staff Recommendation:  Remove the following text: 
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“Mitigation Measure 4-1(3), page 4-13. 

3. Affordable-by-design residential units on Lots, 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, and 12 shall be similar 

(within 10 percent) to the proportion of total non-custom single-family detached residential 

units within that large lot compared to the total number of non-custom single-family detached 

residential units within the Project. 

SP-19.  “Include provisions for affordable-by-design residential units on lots 1,2,3,5,6,9,10, 11 and 

12 at a minimum of 5% and a maximum of 10%.” 

 

Note:  Be certain to modify MM 4-13 and SP-19. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a five minute break at 8:28 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:35 p.m. 

 

Attachment A – No review. 

 

Attachment B – Revised text of Attachment A.  Modified text will be made part of FEIR. 

 

Page 105, 12-2(1):  General Plan Consistency issue: 

Add to language above numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 to:  “Encourage within two miles of Sutter Creek”. 

 

Mr. Hauge said this can be further refined and/or defined with the intent to incorporate this into the 

Specific Plan.  Discussion continued on the infringement on natural growth of the community.  He said 

staff has not looked at the implications of this type of policy.  Commissioner Peters said to maintain a 

nexus between impact and mitigation. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg feels #4 should be eliminated as it is punitive.  He said some incentive is 

needed to keep it local.  He feels this is a consistency issue. 

 

Commissioner Cunha does not see the difference and feels it must be consistent with the Sutter Creek 

General Plan.  He feels it is too light for all project.  He said the Mitigation Measure only requires six 

trees per acre retention.  He said it does not add a huge amount, roughly 100 acres. 

 

Commissioner Peters suggested to not remove #4.  He said the ratios make him nervous and he is 

hesitant to increase the ratio. 

 

Mr. Hauge would like to study this more for consistency with the EIR.  He said the policy should be 

dealt with during project review. 

 

The Planning Commission will review this again once Mr. Hauge has reviewed.  They encouraged 

lands for oak woodland within two miles of Sutter Creek.  Note:  Add this matter to the “to do list”. 

 

Page 106 – Tree retention: Add to the “to do list”. 

 

Commissioner Peters discussed the tree retention portion and the 30% focus.  He said it has overlooked 

the 20% credit and he has a problem with this as it is not consistent with the intent of the General Plan.   

 

Discussion of preserving 20%.  Need tree survey to determine. 

 

Change:  “up to 20%” to “up to “10%” and “A net retention requirement of at least 10%” to “A net 

retention of at least “20%”. 
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Change on Page (listen to tape) 2:04:00 

 

Attachment C – Page 110. 

 

Mr. Hauge provided a verbal history behind the changes and the Corps of Engineers requirement 

recognition.   

 

Commissioner Peters recommended to include language that indicates “….unless otherwise prohibited 

by other regulatory agencies.” 

 

Page 112:  Add to first paragraph:  “unless otherwise prohibited by other regulatory agencies”. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek discussed the oak land exchange. 

 

Gwen, Amador County, discussed the slow growth rate of oak trees.  She questioned why the DBH 

was still in the text.  She said the area to protect around tree is based on DBH and if the trees are not 

protected they will be lost.  She said she is confused on the status of the wastewater treatment plant 

upgrades. 

 

Commissioner Peter suggested sticking with the industry standard as blue oaks may be different.   

 

Mr. Hauge said the standard breast height is 4.5’.  He said the Oak Foundation is comfortable with the 

policy as it is written. 

 

Mr. Rabé explained the development obligation is still to provide a tertiary treatment plant. 

 

Tom Infusino, Foothill Conservancy, referred to a letter he sent a month ago regarded adoption of 

resolution.  He read from his letter Item #1, #2, #3.  He discussed the County Wicklow project.  He 

said additional information is needed on water needs.  #4 he feels a total cost is needed for 

improvements and the like.  He feels an analysis is critical.  #7 he feels the school fee is not sufficient 

to satisfy the impact and that actual costs must be identified.  He discussed Alternatives and suggested 

to direct staff to conduct stake holder meetings and to direct the EIR consultant to quantify many 

issues.  He feels the growth inducing impacts must be quantified and the DEIR does not meet the 

requirements.  He recommended directing staff to develop a Mitigation Measure plan, with standards, 

timelines, consequences, and the hiring of a consultant to monitor which would be paid by the 

developer.  Finally, he discussed his GP consistency issues.  He said, the Project as proposed, it is not 

consistent with the City’s 1994 General Plan.  He recommended directing staff to work with the 

developer to modify the plan to ensure consistency.  He discussed Policy 3.5, 3.10, Implementation 

Measure 5.6.  He feels this breaks the peace treaty of the General Plan.  He recommended if findings 

indicate it is consistent with the General Plan that the risks should be defined to the City Council.  He 

said he would like to be part of the “alternative” group although he has not been called on. 

 

Commissioner Peters said the Commission would not let the consultant blow off comments received 

on the DEIR. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT ENDED. 
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Mr. Hauge proceeded with the adoption of the Resolution. 

 

Commissioner Cunha and written comments from Commissioner Kirkley voice concerns of traffic 

issues.  Commissioner Cunha commended staff. 

 

Motion by Cunha, to approve the Resolution, as presented.  Commissioner Strandberg had a few 

questions.  Motion withdrawn by Commissioner Cunha. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg said he has significant issues related to traffic and fiscal impacts.  He is 

concerned of proceeding with missing these two final parts. 

 

Mr. Hauge said current traffic information has been given and discussed.  He said if not as previously 

presented, re-circulation of the DEIR will be necessary to receive comment.  He said the Resolution 

provides the consultant to move forward to address concerns outlined in the consistency analysis.  He 

said the Fiscal portion remains that the project will not have a negative impact on the community.  He 

said Mello-Roos cannot be determined at this time. 

 

Mr. Rabé said an updated fiscal study is being prepared.  He said home price adjustments, mello-roos, 

etc. will be reviewed; however, the Project must pay for itself.  He said the matter would return to 

Planning Commission for a Resolution before moving on to the City Council. 

 

Motion by Commissioner Cunha, seconded by Commissioner Strandberg, to adopt the Resolution 

Recommending Preparation of the Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort Final Environmental Impact 

Report, as presented.  Motion carried 3-0-2.  (Ayes: Cunha, Strandberg, Peters.  Noes: None.  Absent: 

Kirkley, Olson.). 

 

Mr. Hauge indicated the Chapter 6 presentation would be at the next meeting.  He said the “to do list” 

will continue as a work in process. 

 

Commissioner Cunha recommended removal of items from the Memo date September 16, 2008 that 

have already been addressed. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 3, 2008. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 9:53 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted; 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2008 

MINUTES 

 
Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 
 

ABSENT:  Commissioner Robert Olson (Mr. Olson arrived at 8:55 p.m.) 
 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

Chairman Peters asked to have the meeting minutes brought to a current status. 
 

1.  PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA:  None. 
 

PLANNING MATTERS 
 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT 

 

Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a verbal outlined of the focus of the meeting as described 

in the Agenda. 
 

a. Presentation by Amador Water Agency representative on Water Supply Assessment. 
 

Amador Water Agency (AWA) representative John Griffin provided a presentation and discussed the 

Water Supply Assessment. 

 

He confirmed to Commissioner Cunha the county’s growth of 2.9% was included through 2030 and 

beyond.  Commissioner Cunha also asked when AWA will stop providing raw water for the golf 

course to Gold Rush.  Mr. Griffin said he did not have the answer for that; but will ask for a water 

balance study, etc. in order to make that determination. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned if the average home uses 1 acre foot of water per year.  Mr. Griffin 

said AWA estimates .5 acre foot as the average and that 1 acre foot would be peak all year long. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned if Gold Rush would be nearly 10% of the water rights.  Mr. Griffin 

said it was closer to 8%, but that assumes no reclamation; however, his estimate is when that is online 

it will only be about 6% of the water supply.  

 

Commissioner Cunha said 20 years is not that long of a look anymore and wondered what else AWA 

was looking at.  Mr. Griffin said AWA is closely following General Plan updates and trying to 

estimate, at full build out, what the demand will need to be.   He said they are looking at expanding 

their water rights and reclamation opportunities. 
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Commissioner Kirkley questioned if even under drought conditions, AWA still felt confident they 

would have enough water.  Mr. Griffin said YES as they are one of the first straws.  AWA has looked 

at the late 1970’s drought when water was low in the Mokelumne River and said AWA water rights 

represented only 1/10
th

 of the flow. 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned AWA on if they consider Gold Rush a planned project based on if 

they would supply either right, at or a little more than water rights allow for.  Mr. Griffin said if the 

Project doesn’t have a Conditional Will Serve than it is not a planned project.  A project must have a 

Tentative Map in order to get a conditional will serve which is only good for two years. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg said someone had come in four weeks ago (Condrashoff) with a very 

elaborate study and questioned where did he go wrong. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said ratepayers get concerned if you approve a big project, and didn’t get it 

right, then they get stuck paying the difference. 

 

Mr. Griffin said it would be between the financial manager and the general manager.  A Conditional 

Will Serve is a one shot deal and has to be processed in an “a through z” manner in order to determine 

a certain amount of reserved capacity. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS. 

 

Tom Infusino:  His key concern is that it’s great to look at averages, but people don’t live in averages, 

they live month to month.  He said the issue is going to be how to meet peak demand in July.  He 

discussed reclamation and more water rights.  He said what we think is missing in the DEIR needs to 

not only look at supply and demand, but sources of supply, their potential impacts, and mitigations.  

He said if there is a need for additional storage, reclamation, conservation these impacts aren’t 

generated out of thin air and the potential locations, impacts, and mitigations must be developed.  He 

said demand management also has impacts.  He suggested cutting agricultural water out of the 

equation.  These matters would have impacts.   He urged the Commission to direct the consultant to 

look at these matters in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). 

 

Bart Weatherly: Casinos, worried about water for industrial uses.  He said the DEIR says AWA will 

provide raw water for 2 years.  He feels we need to take care of the people that are here now, first. 

 

Mr. Griffin:  Reiterated a two year maximum of the Conditional Will Serve.  He said if the project is 

using a raw water line after conversion of the pipe from raw to treated water it will need to change it 

over.  He said the items that Mr. Infusino brought up are already covered in the DEIR under Section 

5.2.10 which talks about impacts to Tabeaud.   He said Mr. Infusino is right, that once we go over 30 

CFS, we will need to evaluate those impacts – but right now, we are fine.  Eventually there will be a 

project that pushes us over that limit. 

 

b. Fiscal Study review. 

 

Assistant City Manager Sean Rabé gave a presentation on the Fiscal Study. 
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Commissioner Kirkley asked if the Community Facilities District (CFD) be voted out when there are 

enough people to make that happen.  Mr. Rabé will discuss this matter with City Attorney Dennis 

Crabb are report back to Commissioner Kirkley. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT/QUESTIONS: None. 
 

c. Discussion of the Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort Community Design and 

Performance Standards, Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, Zoning Ordinance 

Amendments, and Subdivision Map. 
 

Greg Bardini, Morton Pitalo, gave a presentation on the Community Design and Performance 

Standards, Specific Plan, General Plan Amendments, Zoning Ordinance Amendments, and the 

Subdivision Map. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said this document should be updated to reflect all of our discussions over the 

past couple of meetings.  He is concerned that the Commission not spend 4/5 more meetings going 

over this when they have already reviewed this information. 

 

Mr. Bardini said a lot of this document was prepared prior to the General Plan Consistency. 

 

Mr. Hauge said we are making recommendations on what needs to be done and are using this 

document as a basis or recommended that it could be rewritten and available by the meeting on the 

12
th

. 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned if someone should rewrite this to incorporate what we want and who 

and when would be tasked, and when would the specific plan be revised to reflect what the 

Commission wants.  He wants to come to the point where the Commission hands over a complete 

recommendation on the project to the Council.  He doesn’t want to submit a document that is a 

recommendation from the Commission that doesn’t reflect what the Commission discussed. 

 

Mr. Bardini said most of what has been presented is consistent, with a few exceptions. 

 

Commissioner Cunha questioned if the City should be the one looking over architectural guidelines or 

not. 

 

Commissioner Peters said City Manager Rob Duke said that the City should maintain some measure of 

control over it, but not so much as taking the requirements for downtown and applying them in Sutter 

Hill, but having some control.   He said the City and developer will get together and work out a new 

Specific Plan recommendation which will be given to the Commission on January 12.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Chairman Peters confirmed to Sharyn Brown that comments would be able to be made on a rewritten 

Specific Plan. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:00 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, MARCH 23, 2009 

MINUTES 
 

 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:11 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

Robert Denton, Carpenters Union, Sutter Creek, endorsed the project.  He said it was a great opportunity 

to create local jobs.  He encouraged the Planning Commission to endorse this project. 

 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, provided written comments from the last meeting.  A second major 

concern to him is the “fair share” issue.  He wondered how much that is going to cost him.  He 

wondered when the later documents would come forward.  He wants to make sure that funding is in 

place for the golf course if not else is built first. 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed receipt of Mr. Weatherly and Mr. Cunha’s comments on the Specific Plan. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT. 

 

Mr. Hauge provided a brief project review on the status of the Errata Sheets and the Revised Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).  He said the Errata Sheet items will come forward as “follow-

up” items for discussion at a later meeting.  He provided a list of Planning Commission and public items 

for discussion. 

 

Commissioner Peters identified the three documents distributed at the meeting as the Specific Plan 

Comments received from Commissioner Cunha and Bart Weatherly and the Errata Sheet dated February 

23, 2009 that includes Commissioner Strandberg’s comments. 

 

Bob Delp, ESP, explained the RDEIR process.  He said the RDEIR was re-circulated for traffic only 

issues.  He said comments will be received until the end of day on May 5, 2009 with a Public Hearing 

scheduled for April 27, 2009.  He said that all comments would be responded to in the Final EIR (FEIR).  

Planning Commission comments and questions will be reviewed prior to the Public Hearing on April 27, 

2009. 
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The focus of tonight’s meeting will be to review and provide direction on Specific Plan Attachments A – 

K, the Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments. 

 

A. Continued review of Specific Plan Attachment C, beginning on Page C-1, through 

Attachment K. 

 

The Commission continued their review of the Specific Plan Draft, Chapter 3, Page A-42 – Trails. 

 

Page A-48 – Discussion:  Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEV) use same lanes as golf carts.  There is 

no separate infrastructure for NEV use that does not allow for golf cart use.  Mr. Rabé said it appears 

that they are shared lanes.  Commissioner Peters said they are golf cart lanes first and if NEV’s can co-

exist that is OK. 

 

Page A-49, 5.3, fourth bullet:  .  Commissioner Peters commented that it produces lots of parking 

spaces.  Mr. Hauge said it should be tied to the number of trails not the number of acres and the 

language would be modified accordingly. 

 

Page A-51:  Commissioner Peters wants a separate section for sound walls construction configuration, 

setbacks, and everything.  Mr. Hauge referred him to Section 6.4 that has been added. 

 

Commissioner Peters provided a general comment on zoning code and fences height.  He wants to make 

sure this document is consistent with the zoning code. 

 

Mr. Hauge said it would remain in the Specific Plan but would provide reference to the City code.  

Commissioner Peters asked Mr. Hauge to compare the zoning code with the wall and fence issues 

shown in this document.  Mr. Hauge will compare and contrast but keep the text here in order to 

reference the City code for specifics. 

 

Page A-66, 8.3.2, first sentence:  Commissioner Cunha said 15’ is way too close as the current minimum 

is 25’.  He said it must be consistent with the City standard.  Commissioner Peters suggested removal of 

the sentence, however, the rest is OK. 

 

Page A-65, 8.1, last bullet:  Conflicts with page A-51.  Must make them consistent. 

 

Page A-66, 8.3.3:  Commissioner Peters suggested that better wording is needed for “Pre vs Post 

construction runoff”. 

 

Page A-67, 8.3.4:  Commissioner Cunha suggested an additional bullet to include the use of story poles 

on visible ridges.  Mr. Hauge said that currently if building application conforms to code it is approved.  

Commissioner Cunha would like to provide the neighbors with a chance to comment.  Commissioner 

Peters referenced Page 3-9, IMM 3-3-3 which discusses ridgelines.  He asked to include a condition that 

applies to all small lot maps and prohibited construction.  Mr. Hauge said he will add language from 3.4 

and bring forward to the Commission with additional conditions to small lot subdivision to address this 

and also include the new language in Section 8.3.4.  Commissioner Cunha asked to incorporate wording 

of “scenic ridgeline development”.  Mr. Hauge will also beef up the language in Section 8.3.4.  Upon 

further review it was determined that Section 8.3.4 would be removed as the matter is covered in Section 

9.3 on Page A-68. 

 

Page A-67, 8.3.5:  REMOVE. 
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Page A-69 – Add text to deal with retention of existing vegetation.  Mr. Hauge will work with the 

applicant for new wording to address the Commissions preference to maintain existing vegetation and 

new plantings to achieve the desired result. 

 

Page A-71:  Refer to March 23, 2009 document at Page 5 of 7 for comments on this topic. 

 

Add 10.3 Community Park. 

 

Page A-73, 11.1:  Commissioner Cunha recommended that at least one member of the City’s 

Architectural Review Committee or the Development Review Committee to be on the Gold Rush Ranch 

Architectural Review Committee.  Mr. Hauge suggested identifying the member as a “city appointee”.  

Mr. Hauge referenced the language in the Specific Plan which will carry forward to any developer that 

purchases any large lot without coming forward for additional approvals from the Planning Commission. 

 

Page A-77, 9:  Add “d”.  To require the developer to go to the city to obtain a building permit. 

 

Section 11.3, 3:  Delete.  Refer to City Sign Ordinance. 

 

Section 11.3, 4:  Commissioner Strandberg requested to remove “at the time” and replace with “prior to 

the”. 

 

Public Comment on Attachment A: 

 

John Otto, Sutter Creek, Paragraph 9.3 Ridgelines recommended wording of “Surround structure “with” 

vegetation”. 

 

Toni Linde, Sutter Creek, discussed “ridgelines” and feels there is a need to be extremely sensitive about 

this.  She discussed the Sutter Creek Visions Committee meetings where participants were given green 

and red stickers on matters they liked and didn’t like.  She said “no houses on ridgelines” received an 

abundant amount of red stickers.  She recommended the use of story poles which are widely used in 

other places.  She feels a visual display is important.  She suggested using the Architectural Review 

Committee (ARC) for the entire city limits of Sutter Creek.  Commissioner Peters explained that the 

City does not have that ordinance in place and that architectural review is only required for development 

in the Commercial, Industrial, and Multi-Family Residential zones.  He said the City Council does not 

want the ARC at all; however, a City wide discussion has not occurred yet.  He said the City Councils’ 

current direction is to consolidate the three ordinances into one set that can be applied city wide and 

once combined, the city will also adopt language that addresses the notion of an ARC. 

 

Ms. Linde said she doesn’t want cookie cutter houses.  She provided input on soundwalls (Page A-51, 

6.1, fourth bullet).  She said eight foot soundwalls screams a “gated community look”.  The Commission 

asked Mr. Hauge to create a new section and provided him some guidelines.  Ms. Linde suggested the 

use of trees and hedges in place of eight-foot sound walls. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, said eight-found soundwalls are not needed.  She feels story poles are 

important.  Commissioner Peters said a mechanism must be in place to use the information gained with 

the use of story poles.  Ms. Brown said that owners will usually comply with neighbors’ wishes.  She 

feels that ridgelines for the town should be protected.  She agreed with Commissioner Cunha about 

having a member of the ARC/DRC on the review committee and feels this must be absolutely clear. 
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Jim Harnish, Mintier Harnish, commented on story poles.  He said his experience is that they are 

connected to discretionary permit approval and referred to Commissioner Kirkley’s comment that the 

City has nothing to tie it to. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a short break at 9:05 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 9:15 p.m. 

 

B.  Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 

Discussion began at Attachment B - Tab 7. 

 

Page B-1 & B-6-3.1:  REMOVE all references to Single Family Residential (SFR) and return to original 

wording of “areas to be developed”.   

 

Page B-7, top bullet:  REMOVE. 

 

Page B-6, 2
nd

 paragraph:  Increase ratio to 3:1 (acre) 

Page B-6, #4:  Add “preserve as close to Sutter Creek as possible”. 

Mr. Rabé said a map is being prepared to show what was available within two miles of Sutter Creek. 

Commissioner Cunha requested preservation of more trees “on-site”. 

Commissioner Peters recommended a nexus for 3:1. 

Commissioner Kirkley commented that there is no scientific nexus for 2:1. 

 

Mr. Delp reviewed the DEIR determination of the combination of on-site and off-site conservation that 

states a less than significant impact.  He said 2:1 mitigation reduced impacts to less than significant.  Mr. 

Rabé indicated that the California Oak Foundation and local foundation has signed off on this.  Mr. Delp 

also confirmed this. 

 

Mr. Harnish said that the 2:1 ratio used comes out of state law and is used as a standard.  He discussed 

the Army Corps 404 permit requirements.   He discussed prime agriculture land mitigation.  He stressed 

the big issue of the creation of leap frog development (sprawl). 

 

Commissioner Cunha said the Planning Commission recommendation and the applicant rebuttal would 

require further discussion by the Planning Commission. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said Sutter Creek is well served with open space areas around the community 

and stressed the importance of retaining open vistas and hillsides. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg suggested removal of one of the options. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said if we keep #4 he agrees with Commissioner Cunha that the ratio should be 

specified at 3:1. 

 

Commission consensus to eliminate #4 and to change #3 and adjust for being too restrictive saying #3 

must make sense.  Mr. Harnish has information on this matter. 

 

Page B3, 1.4.2:  Commissioner Peters questioned “Properly managed livestock grazing” as an 

appropriate use?  He recommended review of 3.4 and asked to make them consistent together with B4. 
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Page B5, 6
th

 bullet:  Mr. Hauge discussed what and who decides on phasing and the mechanism is place.  

Mr. Harnish said the occurances will be between Phases I & II.  He said a mechanism would be put in 

place to spread “the pain” should multiple developers be involved.  He said there will be an oak survey 

with each small lot subdivision map that will determine the number of trees for removal which will be 

the trigger for the number of replacements. 

 

Page B5, 8
th

 bullet:  Modify based on previous discussion. 

Page B5, 9
th

 bullet:  Add “reviewed by the city”. 

 

Page B6 3.1, 1
st
 bullet:  Discussion by Commissioner Peters and Cunha to change SFR to “all non-

commercial” large lots.  They feel commercial should be treated differently with regard to the hotel, 

commercial, and community clubhouse parking.  Result of discussion:  Do not change to “all non-

commercial”. 

 

Page B-9, 4.3, 6
th

 bullet:  Commissioner Olson feels the language should be tighter.  Mr. Hauge 

explained that the “shall” wording is tight and is also included in the Conditions of Approval (COA) and 

the Development Agreement (DA).  Commissioner Olson would like language to refer to the “COA 

and/or DA”.  Mr. Hauge said the Mitigation Monitoring Program will be in place to address this and will 

review the additional language. 

 

Page B-9, last hollow bullet:  Commissioner Kirkley would like a definition added for “surviving tree” 

with the definition of “A tree that is four years old or greater”.  Mr. hauge will review this with Mr. 

Burrell for standard language.  Mr. Harnish said the monitor is a City employee. 

 

No further Planning Commission comments. 

 

The next meeting will begin review of Chapter 8, Attachment C. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, asked about the availability of a Conservation Map that Mr. Harnish had 

previously mentioned that would be provided to Planning Commission for comment. 

 

John Otto, Sutter Creek, discussed the proximity of oak mitigation to the City and feels it should be kept 

in the City.  He said Visually Sensitive Areas should be protected.  He agreed with the Planning 

Commission decision to strike #4 and the increase ratio outside is a good idea also. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, MARCH 9, 2009 

MINUTES 
 

 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

Ron Floyd, Sutter Creek resident of 12 years.  He is impressed with the last Planning Commission 

meeting, especially Commissioner Cunha’s comments.  He appreciates the Planning Commissions 

efforts. 

 

Susan Bragstad, Amador City resident and Sutter Creek property owner.  She asked for an explanation 

of the Mello-Roos process.  She wondered who pays bonds when homeowners walk away and if the 

voters have the opportunity to vote. 

 

Chairman Peters directed her to Rob Duke or Dennis Crabb for an explanation.  Assistant City Manager 

Sean Rabé asked her to send her questions to him via email and he would make certain her questions 

were answered.  Commissioner Kirkley said that a Proposition 218 vote could make fees go away. 

 

Tom Ruby, Sutter Creek thanked the Commissioner for their due diligence and thanked the community 

too.  He feels the project is moving forward in a positive outlook. 

 

John Motto-Ross, Sutter Creek described cries of how the project would be doubling the city size and 

how it will change Sutter Creek by creating congestion.  He disagrees because the project site is two and 

half miles away from Sutter Creek.  He said the Developer has tasty ideas and it would be a good thing 

for Sutter Creek.  He voiced his opinion on how it is going to change Sutter Creek.  He said at build-out 

Gold Rush residents would have more voting power than the current Sutter Creek residents.  He said it 

will not change downtown Sutter Creek (“the bowl”).  He questioned why it has to look like Sutter 

Creek as each subdivision currently in Sutter Creek has its own character.  He feels Gold Rush Ranch 

(GRR) will have its own character too. 

 

Bob Fyock, 310 North View Ct., Sutter Creek supports GRR and feels it is a well planned development.  

He said it will create a better way of life in Sutter Creek.  He is not concerned with paying higher sewer 

fees due to project as he feels the project will pay its own share.  He believes there will be no additional 

traffic in downtown Sutter Creek.  He is hopeful that GRR residents will bring their visitors to 

downtown to shop. 
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Mike Branell, Sutter Creek resident since 1969 off/on.  He said back then it was a walking town and 

now Sutter Creek is a bedroom community.  He said kids could not afford to stay here in Sutter Creek.  

He said he moved to Oregon and bought three houses.  He supports no growth and feels Sutter Creek 

doesn’t need this project.  He questioned water availability in Amador County.  He likes new 

development on the other side of Hwy 49 as long as it is kept out of downtown.  Good development and 

the developers are willing to work with the City.  He said the Planning Commission is making process 

and keeps looking at things again and again.  He appreciates the time the Planning Commission is taking 

in project review.  Although he feel it has to reach a point where things must move forward. 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, she encouraged the Planning Commission to provide a reminder to the City 

Council of the Mark Ross fiscal impacts related to property value changes.  She is fearful that GRR will 

drive people out of the county and the impacts of city mitigation that all residents will have to pay for.  

She has concerns related to how much it will impact the statement in the general plan that city should 

not subsidize future development. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT 

 

Planning Consultant Anders Hauge provided a brief presentation on the focus of the meeting continuing 

on the Specific Plan Chapter 3, 4, 5 and Attachment A – K.  He said he received errata sheets from the 

first meeting for review only, no discussion at this time until comments have been received from 

Commissioners Peters, Olson, Kirkley, and Strandberg.  He urged the Commissioners to submit their 

comments within the week in order to review the errata sheets at the next regular meeting.   

 

Commissioner Cunha said the errata sheets do not show Planning Commission consensus and would like 

assurance their comments are included.  Mr. Hauge said the conclusions would be shown in red text. 

 

Jim Harnish, Mintier Harnish, Project Manager, agreed with Mr. Hauge.  He said this is a complicated 

project and feels it is bogged down in details.  He suggested separating the smaller comments from the 

policy comments and to leave editorial issues for final clean up. 

 

A.  Continued review of Specific Plan Chapter 3 beginning at Page 3-14 

GRR Implementation Measure 3.5-3, Chapters 4 and 5, and 

Attachments A through K. 

 

Discussion began at Page 3-14. 

 

(IM = Implementation Measure) 

 

IM 3.5-3:  Commissioner Peters does not like the wording. 

 

IM 3-5-6:  Prior to construction within the Specific Plan area.  Need clarification.  Commissioner 

Kirkley asked where the “treatment” discussion could be found.  Mr. Hauge said he will find the 

appropriate place for this within the development agreement and will add an IM.  Commissioner Cunha 

said it should be in the Conditions of Approval as it directly relates to spray fields, tertiary treatment etc.   

Commissioner Peters agrees (insert after 3.5-14) as treatment is really an issue. 

 



Agenda Item #3A 

March 9, 2009 

Page 3 of 7 

IM 3-5-7:  Same comment.  “Prior to construction of what”.  Specify “within the SP area”. 

 

IM 3.5-8:  Impact fees.  Not applicable?  Mr. Hauge will validate. 

 

IM 3.5.11:  School impact fees.  This implementation measure has been replaced.  REMOVE this 

measure.  School agreement measure will replace this.  Impact fees and dedication of property must be 

addressed here. 

 

IM 3-5.17:  Commissioner Kirkley wondered where this measure came from.  Mr. Hauge said it did not 

come from the specific plan.  Diane Kinderman, Abbott & Kinderman, said the County formed a 

Community Facilities District (CFD) for fire.  They will consult with City Attorney Dennis Crabb to 

craft language for this and follow through with Mr. Hauge and Mr. Rabé on the fiscal analysis. 

 

IM 3.5.15:  Commissioner Peters suggested removal of “and pay the City’s wastewater fee”. 

 

IM 3.5.16:  Commissioner Peters questioned “to meet service standards”.  Mr. Hauge suggested putting 

in what the service standards are or to remove “meet service standards” as Norcross numbers can be 

inserted here. 

 

IM 3.5.3:  Water.  Commissioner Peters asked to remove the whole section.  He feels four pages is too 

long for this document.  Mr. Hauge recommended keeping estimated and daily demands and will look at 

cutting it down and perhaps make reference to Amador Water Agency standards. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said there still needs to be a wastewater treatment discussion.  Ms. Kinderman 

discussed the Wastewater Committee which two City Council members serve on.  She said a 

presentation will come very soon.  She said the water and wastewater documents will be consistent with 

the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) etc.  Commissioner Cunha said wastewater treatment is the 

elephant in the room.  He does not feel that staff should bring good planning to the Commission.  He 

would like to see it go like everything else, unbiased decision from Planning Commission to the City 

Council.  He feels that portion is being done just opposite from the rest.  He said timing is a huge issue.   

 

Mr. Hauge said wastewater treatment issues are based on funding and state laws and not just a simple 

build all now.  He said GRR will pay their fair share.  Mr. Rabé said he would provide a brief update 

and presentation to the Commission at next meeting. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said the Commission needs to make a recommendation to the City Council. 

 

Commissioner Olson said they can’t lose track of the basic idea that the city got into this to treat 

wastewater. 

 

Mr. Hauge is under the impression that the committee is working out financing matters.  He said this is 

the place to discuss the policy measure now.  Commissioner Peters agreed with Mr. Hauge.  Mr. Rabé 

said he would not have the information available for the next meeting. 

 

Planning Commission consensus:  Requested new Implementation Measure. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned if a tertiary plant is required to spray the golf course. 
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Commissioner Peters said fair share language should be in the Development Agreement (DA) and not 

IM.  He suggested keeping the language general in the Specific Plan with details in the DA.   

 

Mr. Hauge said that the IM indicates funding for treatment and tertiary treatment will be included as the 

City needs some form of assurance. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said timing must also be included.  The biggest fear is if the golf course does not 

get built.  He feels bonds/funding should be in place prior to houses being built.   

 

Mr. Hauge will re-work the language and return a draft to the Commission.   

 

Page 3-15, Table 3.3 and Table 3.5:  Add “Community Park”.   

 

Page 3-17, very last sentence:  “In the event….”should be” change to “there will be…”.  Mr. Hauge will 

review this change prior to implementation. 

 

Page 3-19, 3.5.6, Police Service:  Need generic wording “keep additional staff”.  Mr. Hauge to provide 

same language as used under the “fire” section for the guideline. 

 

Page 3-23, 3.9.5:  Change to “project developer”. 

 

Page 3-23, 3.9.1:  Commissioner Peters questioned “a site containing or providing at least….”.  He feels 

the timing should be spelled out and the need for a community park is not immediate.  He suggested 

tying it to “a number of units”.  He questioned at what point is the dedication. 

 

Mr. Hauge said he will confirm that this has been addressed.  He said the timing should be tied to being 

recorded with the large lot subdivision map. 

 

Mr. Harnish reviewed Attachment K. 

 

Page 3-23, 3.9.1, b.:  Remove “(residential custom lot areas…)”. 

 

Page 3-23, 3.9.1:  Verify street sections are reflective of this. (“….consistent with typical sections 

provided by….”) 

 

Page 3-24, 3.10.3 Housing:  Commissioner Cunha asked if the City of Sutter Creek wants to be in the 

affordable housing business?  He feels developer should put up whatever is needed.   

 

Commissioner Peters recommended striking the whole section of 3.10.3.  Mr. Hauge explained.  

Commissioner Kirkley recommended leaving the section in.  Commissioner Cunha suggested striking 

the last paragraph.  Commissioner Peters said 3-10.3 conflicts with 3-10.2 and there is no harm leaving 

it in.  Mr. Hauge will review 3.10.3 for consistency and return his findings to the Planning Commission.   

 

Commissioner Cunha said 3.10.2 is a Planning Commission recommendation.  He said 3.10.3 can be 

taken up in the Development Agreement.  He feels it is too confusing to have both of them in here. 

 

Mr. Rabé commented that 10.2 does not get subsidized housing, however it is included in 10.3. 
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Commissioner Peters recommended to leave it.  He said 3.10.3 is in addition to other measures as 

stipulated in 3.10.2.  Just remove the “A three part….” And leave the remainder. 

 

 

IM 3.10.1-2:  Make reference to the Specific Plan.  Mr. Hauge will make reference to the Specific Plan 

throughout the document. 

 

Page 3.25 Land use map:  No comments on maps. 

 

Public comment on Chapter 3: 

 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, said he will e-mail his comments to Secretary Van Voorhis to have them 

added into errata sheets.  He asked that his comments be forwarded to all Commissioners, Mr. Hauge, 

and the Assistant City Manager. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, said ridgelines are not mentioned.  She said skylines are mentioned but not 

ridgelines.  She feels ridgelines must be protected.  She asked staff to double check the design guidelines 

for “ridgelines”. She said Page 3-7 policy 3.3 only deals with unforested slopes.  She asked for this to be 

reviewed. 

 

Chapter 4.  Implementation:  Mr. Hauge provided a brief explanation of Chapter 4. 

 

Page 4-1 last one-Oak Woodlands only applies in unincorporated areas.  REMOVE. 

 

Page 4.2, Table 4.1:  Strike the word “all”. 

 

Change Amador Regional Sanitation Authority (ARSA) to City of Sutter Creek (CofSC). 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed to Commissioner Strandberg that small lots will come to the Planning 

Commission as small lot tentative subdivision maps. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the traffic section will be out soon for Planning Commission review. 

 

4.3.1 Processing:  Mr. Hauge said the General Plan always supersedes the Specific Plan.  

Recommendation to STRIKE “All, and add “General Plan” for consistency. 

 

4.4.1 Phase One, #4:  Commissioner Cunha feels this must be more specific.  He recommended stating 

the number of units specifically and not as portions.  He feels the table should be clearer.  He said 440 

units must be identified by how many units and on which lot.  He reiterated the same comment for 

commercial on each lot. 

 

Mr. Hauge will expand Table 4.2 to be more specific.  He confirmed to Commissioner Cunha that 

timing and funding is covered in the Conditions of Approval (COA).  He said the COA contain triggers 

for various projects.  Mr. Delp said timing for traffic is included before Phase I and/or before Phase II. 

 

Table 4-2:  Commissioner Strandberg said to add Community Park. 

 

Page 4-5, Phase I, #1:  Commission consensus:  REMOVE #2. 
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4.4.1 Phase I:  Mr. Hauge will expand the list to include the golf course, the Valley View Drive 

Extension, Community Park, Trails etc. 

 

Page 4-6, 1
st
 paragraph, last sentence:  Remove “or the final map”. 

 

Public Comments on Chapter 4. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, no changes. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a five minute break at 9:17 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 9:28 p.m. 

 

Chapter 5 review began. 

 

Commissioner Peters general comment on Chapter 5:  Check against existing zoning codes. 

 

Page 5-2:  Commissioner Peters does not like “raw water” definition.  He asked for this to be rewritten. 

 

Page 5-3, Townhouse:  Add “or more”. 

 

Page 5-3, Swale:  Add definition for natural swale or re-write existing text. 

 

Page 5-7:  Modify credits page. 

 

Public Comments: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, questioned Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  Mr. Hauge confirmed FAR is only 

applicable to commercial. 

 

Attachment A. 

 

Page A1, #5.  Comment change to “neighborhood” not “new”. 

 

Page A3:  Minor corrections provided by Commissioner Peters. 

 

Page A4, Section 13.0:  Should be 11.0. 

 

Section 1.2 – Reference to Figure A-1:  Either remove reference or provide better drawings and provide 

a description of these drawings.  Mr. Hauge and Mr. Bardini will re-work this. 

 

Section 1.4:  Commissioner Peters questioned why living areas are placed toward the front of the house.  

Mr. Bardini explained that it breaks the up the street-scape and provides for garage changes. 

 

Page A6,1.8:  Remove 15’ front setback. 

 

1.12.1:  Commissioner Peters said the maximum should be 12:12.  He asked to remove the 14:12 or 

16:12 references.  He said the range should be 8:12 to 12:12.  Also, add “metal” roofs. 

 

Page A10:  Add a range to “Low-pitched gable roof”.  Also, change single hung to “double hung”. 
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Page A23:  Add “Hwy. 88 connector” after “Street A”. 

 

Page A35, 5
th

 bullet:  Add “strongly”. 

 

Page A37, 2.7.2:  Add “Hwy. 88 connector” in two places. 

 

Page A40 – Signs:  Use City wide sign ordinance as signs are regulated by the City.  Amend sign 

ordinance to include Gold Rush Ranch. 

 

Page A41:  No comments. 

 

The next meeting, March 23, 2009, will continue discussion with Page A42 – 3.0 Trails. 

 

Conditions of Approval:  Note = change text size and add spacing between the lines for comments. 

 

Mr. Weatherly asked about the fiscal analysis.  Mr. Hauge said it will be run after this process and 

directed to the City Council (not the Planning Commission).  He said the City Council will validate that 

this project will pay for itself. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:14 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, MARCH 23, 2009 

MINUTES 
 

 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:11 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha     Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 

 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA 

 

Robert Denton, Carpenters Union, Sutter Creek, endorsed the project.  He said it was a great opportunity 

to create local jobs.  He encouraged the Planning Commission to endorse this project. 

 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, provided written comments from the last meeting.  A second major 

concern to him is the “fair share” issue.  He wondered how much that is going to cost him.  He 

wondered when the later documents would come forward.  He wants to make sure that funding is in 

place for the golf course if not else is built first. 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed receipt of Mr. Weatherly and Mr. Cunha’s comments on the Specific Plan. 

 

PLANNING MATTERS 

 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT. 

 

Mr. Hauge provided a brief project review on the status of the Errata Sheets and the Revised Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).  He said the Errata Sheet items will come forward as “follow-

up” items for discussion at a later meeting.  He provided a list of Planning Commission and public items 

for discussion. 

 

Commissioner Peters identified the three documents distributed at the meeting as the Specific Plan 

Comments received from Commissioner Cunha and Bart Weatherly and the Errata Sheet dated February 

23, 2009 that includes Commissioner Strandberg’s comments. 

 

Bob Delp, ESP, explained the RDEIR process.  He said the RDEIR was re-circulated for traffic only 

issues.  He said comments will be received until the end of day on May 5, 2009 with a Public Hearing 

scheduled for April 27, 2009.  He said that all comments would be responded to in the Final EIR (FEIR).  

Planning Commission comments and questions will be reviewed prior to the Public Hearing on April 27, 

2009. 
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The focus of tonight’s meeting will be to review and provide direction on Specific Plan Attachments A – 

K, the Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map, and Zoning Ordinance Amendments. 

 

A. Continued review of Specific Plan Attachment C, beginning on Page C-1, through 

Attachment K. 

 

The Commission continued their review of the Specific Plan Draft, Chapter 3, Page A-42 – Trails. 

 

Page A-48 – Discussion:  Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEV) use same lanes as golf carts.  There is 

no separate infrastructure for NEV use that does not allow for golf cart use.  Mr. Rabé said it appears 

that they are shared lanes.  Commissioner Peters said they are golf cart lanes first and if NEV’s can co-

exist that is OK. 

 

Page A-49, 5.3, fourth bullet:  .  Commissioner Peters commented that it produces lots of parking 

spaces.  Mr. Hauge said it should be tied to the number of trails not the number of acres and the 

language would be modified accordingly. 

 

Page A-51:  Commissioner Peters wants a separate section for sound walls construction configuration, 

setbacks, and everything.  Mr. Hauge referred him to Section 6.4 that has been added. 

 

Commissioner Peters provided a general comment on zoning code and fences height.  He wants to make 

sure this document is consistent with the zoning code. 

 

Mr. Hauge said it would remain in the Specific Plan but would provide reference to the City code.  

Commissioner Peters asked Mr. Hauge to compare the zoning code with the wall and fence issues 

shown in this document.  Mr. Hauge will compare and contrast but keep the text here in order to 

reference the City code for specifics. 

 

Page A-66, 8.3.2, first sentence:  Commissioner Cunha said 15’ is way too close as the current minimum 

is 25’.  He said it must be consistent with the City standard.  Commissioner Peters suggested removal of 

the sentence, however, the rest is OK. 

 

Page A-65, 8.1, last bullet:  Conflicts with page A-51.  Must make them consistent. 

 

Page A-66, 8.3.3:  Commissioner Peters suggested that better wording is needed for “Pre vs Post 

construction runoff”. 

 

Page A-67, 8.3.4:  Commissioner Cunha suggested an additional bullet to include the use of story poles 

on visible ridges.  Mr. Hauge said that currently if building application conforms to code it is approved.  

Commissioner Cunha would like to provide the neighbors with a chance to comment.  Commissioner 

Peters referenced Page 3-9, IMM 3-3-3 which discusses ridgelines.  He asked to include a condition that 

applies to all small lot maps and prohibited construction.  Mr. Hauge said he will add language from 3.4 

and bring forward to the Commission with additional conditions to small lot subdivision to address this 

and also include the new language in Section 8.3.4.  Commissioner Cunha asked to incorporate wording 

of “scenic ridgeline development”.  Mr. Hauge will also beef up the language in Section 8.3.4.  Upon 

further review it was determined that Section 8.3.4 would be removed as the matter is covered in Section 

9.3 on Page A-68. 

 

Page A-67, 8.3.5:  REMOVE. 
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Page A-69 – Add text to deal with retention of existing vegetation.  Mr. Hauge will work with the 

applicant for new wording to address the Commissions preference to maintain existing vegetation and 

new plantings to achieve the desired result. 

 

Page A-71:  Refer to March 23, 2009 document at Page 5 of 7 for comments on this topic. 

 

Add 10.3 Community Park. 

 

Page A-73, 11.1:  Commissioner Cunha recommended that at least one member of the City’s 

Architectural Review Committee or the Development Review Committee to be on the Gold Rush Ranch 

Architectural Review Committee.  Mr. Hauge suggested identifying the member as a “city appointee”.  

Mr. Hauge referenced the language in the Specific Plan which will carry forward to any developer that 

purchases any large lot without coming forward for additional approvals from the Planning Commission. 

 

Page A-77, 9:  Add “d”.  To require the developer to go to the city to obtain a building permit. 

 

Section 11.3, 3:  Delete.  Refer to City Sign Ordinance. 

 

Section 11.3, 4:  Commissioner Strandberg requested to remove “at the time” and replace with “prior to 

the”. 

 

Public Comment on Attachment A: 

 

John Otto, Sutter Creek, Paragraph 9.3 Ridgelines recommended wording of “Surround structure “with” 

vegetation”. 

 

Toni Linde, Sutter Creek, discussed “ridgelines” and feels there is a need to be extremely sensitive about 

this.  She discussed the Sutter Creek Visions Committee meetings where participants were given green 

and red stickers on matters they liked and didn’t like.  She said “no houses on ridgelines” received an 

abundant amount of red stickers.  She recommended the use of story poles which are widely used in 

other places.  She feels a visual display is important.  She suggested using the Architectural Review 

Committee (ARC) for the entire city limits of Sutter Creek.  Commissioner Peters explained that the 

City does not have that ordinance in place and that architectural review is only required for development 

in the Commercial, Industrial, and Multi-Family Residential zones.  He said the City Council does not 

want the ARC at all; however, a City wide discussion has not occurred yet.  He said the City Councils’ 

current direction is to consolidate the three ordinances into one set that can be applied city wide and 

once combined, the city will also adopt language that addresses the notion of an ARC. 

 

Ms. Linde said she doesn’t want cookie cutter houses.  She provided input on soundwalls (Page A-51, 

6.1, fourth bullet).  She said eight foot soundwalls screams a “gated community look”.  The Commission 

asked Mr. Hauge to create a new section and provided him some guidelines.  Ms. Linde suggested the 

use of trees and hedges in place of eight-foot sound walls. 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, said eight-found soundwalls are not needed.  She feels story poles are 

important.  Commissioner Peters said a mechanism must be in place to use the information gained with 

the use of story poles.  Ms. Brown said that owners will usually comply with neighbors’ wishes.  She 

feels that ridgelines for the town should be protected.  She agreed with Commissioner Cunha about 

having a member of the ARC/DRC on the review committee and feels this must be absolutely clear. 
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Jim Harnish, Mintier Harnish, commented on story poles.  He said his experience is that they are 

connected to discretionary permit approval and referred to Commissioner Kirkley’s comment that the 

City has nothing to tie it to. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a short break at 9:05 p.m. 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 9:15 p.m. 

 

B.  Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 

Discussion began at Attachment B - Tab 7. 

 

Page B-1 & B-6-3.1:  REMOVE all references to Single Family Residential (SFR) and return to original 

wording of “areas to be developed”.   

 

Page B-7, top bullet:  REMOVE. 

 

Page B-6, 2
nd

 paragraph:  Increase ratio to 3:1 (acre) 

Page B-6, #4:  Add “preserve as close to Sutter Creek as possible”. 

Mr. Rabé said a map is being prepared to show what was available within two miles of Sutter Creek. 

Commissioner Cunha requested preservation of more trees “on-site”. 

Commissioner Peters recommended a nexus for 3:1. 

Commissioner Kirkley commented that there is no scientific nexus for 2:1. 

 

Mr. Delp reviewed the DEIR determination of the combination of on-site and off-site conservation that 

states a less than significant impact.  He said 2:1 mitigation reduced impacts to less than significant.  Mr. 

Rabé indicated that the California Oak Foundation and local foundation has signed off on this.  Mr. Delp 

also confirmed this. 

 

Mr. Harnish said that the 2:1 ratio used comes out of state law and is used as a standard.  He discussed 

the Army Corps 404 permit requirements.   He discussed prime agriculture land mitigation.  He stressed 

the big issue of the creation of leap frog development (sprawl). 

 

Commissioner Cunha said the Planning Commission recommendation and the applicant rebuttal would 

require further discussion by the Planning Commission. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said Sutter Creek is well served with open space areas around the community 

and stressed the importance of retaining open vistas and hillsides. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg suggested removal of one of the options. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said if we keep #4 he agrees with Commissioner Cunha that the ratio should be 

specified at 3:1. 

 

Commission consensus to eliminate #4 and to change #3 and adjust for being too restrictive saying #3 

must make sense.  Mr. Harnish has information on this matter. 

 

Page B3, 1.4.2:  Commissioner Peters questioned “Properly managed livestock grazing” as an 

appropriate use?  He recommended review of 3.4 and asked to make them consistent together with B4. 
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Page B5, 6
th

 bullet:  Mr. Hauge discussed what and who decides on phasing and the mechanism is place.  

Mr. Harnish said the occurances will be between Phases I & II.  He said a mechanism would be put in 

place to spread “the pain” should multiple developers be involved.  He said there will be an oak survey 

with each small lot subdivision map that will determine the number of trees for removal which will be 

the trigger for the number of replacements. 

 

Page B5, 8
th

 bullet:  Modify based on previous discussion. 

Page B5, 9
th

 bullet:  Add “reviewed by the city”. 

 

Page B6 3.1, 1
st
 bullet:  Discussion by Commissioner Peters and Cunha to change SFR to “all non-

commercial” large lots.  They feel commercial should be treated differently with regard to the hotel, 

commercial, and community clubhouse parking.  Result of discussion:  Do not change to “all non-

commercial”. 

 

Page B-9, 4.3, 6
th

 bullet:  Commissioner Olson feels the language should be tighter.  Mr. Hauge 

explained that the “shall” wording is tight and is also included in the Conditions of Approval (COA) and 

the Development Agreement (DA).  Commissioner Olson would like language to refer to the “COA 

and/or DA”.  Mr. Hauge said the Mitigation Monitoring Program will be in place to address this and will 

review the additional language. 

 

Page B-9, last hollow bullet:  Commissioner Kirkley would like a definition added for “surviving tree” 

with the definition of “A tree that is four years old or greater”.  Mr. hauge will review this with Mr. 

Burrell for standard language.  Mr. Harnish said the monitor is a City employee. 

 

No further Planning Commission comments. 

 

The next meeting will begin review of Chapter 8, Attachment C. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, asked about the availability of a Conservation Map that Mr. Harnish had 

previously mentioned that would be provided to Planning Commission for comment. 

 

John Otto, Sutter Creek, discussed the proximity of oak mitigation to the City and feels it should be kept 

in the City.  He said Visually Sensitive Areas should be protected.  He agreed with the Planning 

Commission decision to strike #4 and the increase ratio outside is a good idea also. 

 

ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, APRIL 13, 2009 

MINUTES 

 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 
Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha    Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 

 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 
 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA.  None. 
 

PLANNING MATTERS 
 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT. 

A. Continued review of Specific Plan Attachment C, beginning on Page C-1, through 

Attachment J. 

 
Planning Consultant Anders Hauge providing a presentation of the evenings meeting schedule beginning 

with Specific Plan Attachment C through J.  If time permits review will continue with the Large Lot 

Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 

Mr. Hauge discussed the errata sheet review process which will held at the next meeting, public hearing, 

scheduled for April 27, 2009.  Mr. Hauge said the Conditions of Approval (COA) will be made current 

after tonight’s discussion as they are old and out of date. 

 

Discussion began on Specific Plan Attachment C beginning on Page C1. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley asked if the preparer of the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan (WHMP) would 

be a city person or if it would be provided by the applicant.  Mr. Hauge said the Development 

Agreement (DA) provides for the hiring of city staff to do a number of things.  Commissioner Kirkley 

suggested a wildlife biologist be hired by the city to monitor this plan.  Applicant representative Diane 

Kinderman, Abbott & Kinderman, said the cost would be paid for by the developer. 

 

Commissioner Peters commented that the conditions refer to various attachments although he is not 

clear on when these items are done and which party is responsible.  As an example, he referenced 

Section 1.1, the first sentence and questioned if this applies to all villages and when does it apply. 

 

 



Agenda Item #3A 

April 13, 2009 

Page 2 of 7 

 

Mr. Hauge replied that it is applicable to the overall project prior to the Final Tentative Subdivision Map 

(FTSM). 

 

Commissioner Peters commented on the commercially zoned areas (C2) applicable to multiple areas 

throughout the project.  Mr. Hauge said that overall the WHMP must be in place prior to development of 

the small lot subdivisions. 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned who will pay for which trails stating this matter should be worked out 

up-front and that funding for improvements should be paid and by whom identified.  He feels timing is 

necessary and that timing must be specific to provide payment prior to the issuance of a grading permit 

or other permit. 

 

Commissioner Cunha questioned when the trails were to be built. 

 

Page C3.  No comments. 

 

Page C4.  No comments. 

 

Page C5.  Commissioner Peters feels that the first paragraph in 3.1should be reworded as he has 

concerns of the language being too vague.  He also suggested making reference to the map and date.  

Mr. Hauge will review the determination on wetlands specified and verify that all WHMP have been 

identified. 

 

Mr. Hauge confirmed to Commissioner Peters that he would change the language in the “hollow bullets” 

shown to include “approval of local or state agency”. 

 

Page C6.  Commissioner Peters referred to his generic written comments previously submitted. 

 

Page C7.  Commissioner Olson discussed that there are no penalties listed for inappropriate or without 

permit grading/clear cutting.  He feels there must be a reference to alert developers and/or subdividers of 

the COA and DA for consequences.  Mr. Hauge said there is language in the DA and COA and also in 

the monitoring programs and the City is responsible to implement and manage the program.  He said the 

developer must be incompliance with the Specific Plan prior to anything.  That is the City’s 

responsibility. 

 

Commissioner Peters feels a flow chart is needed as the outlined project is complicated on both the City 

and Developers end.  Mr. Hauge liked the flow chart idea and feels it will be very useful. 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned the Community Development Director approval of grading permits.  

Mr. Hauge said grading would be performed on commercial sites and small lot subdivisions. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Toni Linde, Sutter Creek, commented that the City of Hercules has a compact General Plan document.   

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, expressed her concerns related to monitoring requirements.  She feels that 

these requirements will not be met.  Assistant City Manager Sean Rabé said the monitoring program 

would be paid through an endowment.  Project representative Diane Kinderman, Abbott & Kinderman, 
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said the endowment program is currently being developed and the DA had to comply with state and 

local laws. 

 
Attachment D - Tab 9. 

 

Commissioner Peters had previously submitted his written comments. 

 

Commissioner Olson said there were no penalties for lack of compliance and questioned enforcement. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned if all facilities would be dedicated to the City and if the City would be 

responsible for maintenance. 

 

Commissioner Olson, D-2, 3
rd

 bullet, suggested strengthening the language in this bullet.  Mr. Hauge 

said these policies would be considered in the General Plan revision. 

 

Attachment E Page E-1. 

 
Commissioner Peters had previously submitted his written comments. 

 

Commissioner Cunha discussed tombstone rocks and asked for an additional bullet to address and 

protect them as they add character and historic reference.  Mr. Hauge indicated this was not part of this 

section but is addressed in the geological section.  He said the COA identifies the protection and 

maintenance of them. 

 

Commissioner Cunha suggested the insertion of wording to mention them.  Commissioners Peters and 

Strandberg agreed.  Overall Planning Commission consensus was to include wording to address this.  

Mr. Hauge will return with recommendations on where to insert this issue.  He will also review the COA 

to locate existing language. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Kathy Allen, Amador City, said there is a huge cultural resource in tombstone rocks as miners used 

them and they are a significant historic and cultural resource. 

 

Ron Floyd, Sutter Creek, wondered if there were any known artifacts.  Mr. Delp identified the grinding 

rock site and other historic resources such as the rock walls and house foundations. 

 

Toni Linde, regarding Page E2. 1.2, 1
st
 bullet, said the tombstone rocks are extremely important.  She 

said they are part of the Golden Chain. 
 
Attachment F, Page F1. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley discussed 1.0 and suggested an additional bullet to develop a fuel modification 

and maintenance plan for developed, common, and open space areas. 

 

Commissioner Peters discussed 2.0 F1, the last bullet.  He feels 10% is too restrictive and unnecessary 

and that the intent should be clarified.  He suggested the addition of about 5% and recommended review 

of current City Improvement Standards. 
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F-2, first bullet, Commissioner Olson would like to identify emergency vehicles and a reference to an 

emergency access plan. 

 

Section 3.1 F3, Commissioner Peters discussed the 1
st
 and 2

nd
 bullets.  He said the Section is open ended 

and does not identify who and when and should be more specific. 

 

3.0 last bullet and 3.1 3
rd

 bullet, Commissioner Kirkley wondered why PRC4291 does not apply.  Mr. 

Hauge will look into this language.  The last bullet needs setbacks from homes to common areas of 100’. 

Mr. Hauge said managed areas will keep fires from spreading.  Commissioner Peters said the COA 

requires 150’ clearance. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  None. 

 

Attachment G, Page G1. 

 

Commissioner Peters feels there needs to be a more comprehensive opening statement.  He suggested 

deletion of “b” – “j” as it is an exact duplication of previous writing.  He feels it would be OK to use a 

reference. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned timing.  Mr. Hauge will add language to the grading practices and 

that grading will only occur on portions that will be built.   

 

PUBLIC COMMENT:  None 

 
Attachment H, Grading Standards. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the COA has bonds in place for grading stabilization should the project be delayed. 

 

Commissioner Cunha asked if there was a condition on the small lot subdivision maps for the funding of 

trails and grading, etc.  Commissioner Kirkley said they were conditioned on phasing.  Mr. Hauge said 

the golf course is massive grading with spine roads included.  Commissioner Kirkley asked if there was 

a timed completion on the golf course phase or what happens if it doesn’t build to completion.  Mr. 

Hauge said the intention is to not grade too much and within a reasonable amount of time.  Bonding 

would be in place should the applicant go belly up. 

 

H-3 2.2, 1
st
 bullet:  Mass grading, Remove “mass” and change to “All”.  Mr. Hauge will also change the 

“should” to “shall” and remove “to the extent feasible”. 

 

H-2 bullet 6:  Add “unless directed by a geotechnical engineer”. 

 

H-2 bullet 14.  Remove “where possible”. 

 

H-3 4
th

 bullet:  Be more specific and define “expanded”. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 
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Sharyn Brown, Sutter Creek, commented on Page H-2, 5
th

 bullet.  She said the 9
th

 bullet should be 

consistent with the language in Attachment A. 

 

Chairman Peters called for a 10 minute break at 8:04 p.m. 

 

Chairman Peters resumed the meeting at 8:15 p.m. 

 

Attachment I – I-1: 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said the text seemed like boilerplate language for all golf courses.  He had no 

other comments.  Commissioner Cunha agreed.  Commissioner Olson said he has no knowledge about 

golf courses and therefore, had no comments.  Commissioner Strandberg had no comments. 
 
Attachment J: 

 

Commissioner Peters remarked that he doesn’t think this belongs in the SP and that it is a contract 

between the district and the applicant and the City has no control over implementing it.  He wanted to 

know why the district wanted it included.  Planning Commission consensus to remove it from the SP 

and also remove it from the COA for it. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said the TIS assumes no school site.  Mr. Hauge said this was correct.  

 
Attachment K:  Will be revised prior to Planning Commission review. 
 

B.  Vesting Large Lot Tentative Subdivision Map. 

 
Mr. Hauge said the new maps were distributed based on comments received from the City Engineer.  He 

continued with review of Village I on the south side.  He discussed the collector standard of Road E.  He 

discussed signals at Locomotive and Ampine.  He did not know if Road E would be a right-in / right-out 

road. 

 

Commissioner Peters said the Commission would review this again, after this review, at the Planning 

Commission meeting two weeks from now, specifically, the Road E alignment.  He said there is nothing 

he likes about Road E and it may not be consistent with what the Commission had in mind.  Mr. Hauge 

will verify the Planning Commissions direction from the consistency analysis. 

 

It was noted that the adjacent property owner was John Manikas. 

 

Greg Bardini, Morton Pitalo, will add a cross section for collector Road E. 

 

Bob Delp, ESP, said the Road E analysis was at 2,000 trips per day. 

 

Commissioner Olson suggested full size maps be made available for the public. 

 

C.  Revised Zoning Ordinance Amendments. 

February 18, 2009 final revised DRAFT. 
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18.18 shall be RSL in order to accomplish the Planning Commission’s decision to retain R1 with a 7,000 

sq.ft. minimum lot size. 

 

Commissioner Cunha feels a mixed use zone is needed. 

 

18.39 was removed because it is covered under the C2 zone. 

 

Mr. Hauge and Mr. Rabé will review the mixed-use zone to try to combine it perhaps with the MCR 

zone that was also removed.  Mr. Hauge will review the Specific Plan Land Use Plan for consistency 

and also the MRC zone language used in the Specific Plan to restrict types of uses and then apply C2 

zoning. 

 

Page 11:  Commissioner Peters suggested the addition of a definition for “Time Share Unit”. 

 

Page 15:  Change to RS. 

 
Page 21A:  Change to RSL. 

 

18.020 – B & F:  Need to add minimum lot size to this section.  Mr. Hauge will provide wording that 

makes sense. 

 

18.18.70:  Need to establish minimum and maximum lot sizes and some type of % (10%) of affordable 

housing. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said we do not need RSL until a decision is made about lot size.  He suggested 

return of this RSL chapter for Planning Commission review upon staff recommendation. 

 

Jim Harnish, Mintier Harnish, discussed lot sizes and the RSL designation. 

 

Mr. Hauge will review 18.18.20 B & F and make a recommendation on %.  He will also make a 

determination on minimum lot sizes and make sure that % and lot sizes are shown. 

 

Page 42 – OS Zone:  Add Grazing. #g:  add word “onsite” in front of trails. 

 

Page 43. 18.44.030 change to 35’. 

 

18.44.040 remove last word “net”. 

 

18.44.050 = 50% seems low. 

 

18.44.020 – permitted uses:  Remove items that are in the C2 zone (#’s  2,3,4,6).  Mr. Hauge explained 

that it can remain the way it is. 

 

Remove B 1-10.  Place at the end under Public parks so that they apply to all. 

 

Commissioner Olson suggested the addition of other recreational uses such as squash courts, horse trails, 

and the like.  Mr. Hauge will return with a revised version of R Zone and a reorganized list.  He will also 

provide revised maps of the RSL and RS zones which will include a Maintenance Zone. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT: 

 

Mimi Arata, Sutter Creek, commented on the MU Recreation District.  She said the R zone was created 

with the same problems as the MU zone. 

 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, said the Commission lost the audience and himself about an hour ago. 

 

Mr. Hauge said the next meeting, in two weeks would provide for a Public Hearing on the Revised 

DRAFT EIR including Transportation and Circulation review.  He said the May meeting would be an 

opportunity to wrap up the loose ends.  He encouraged the Commissioners to review the errata sheets 

prior to the meeting. 

 

D.  Conditions of Approval.  Not reviewed during this meeting. 

 

ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at 10:09 p.m. 

 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, APRIL 27, 2009 

MINUTES 
 

Chairman Peters called the meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

 

Chairman Robin Peters     Sean Rabé, Assistant City Manager 

Vice Chairman Cort Strandberg    Anders Hauge, Planning Consultant 

Commissioner Frank Cunha    Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 

Commissioner Michael Kirkley 

Commissioner Robert Olson 
 

Chairman Peters led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America. 
 

1. PUBLIC MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA. 
 

Augie Beltran, Carpenters Union, Sutter Creek, asked if public comment would be heard 

after this meeting. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING – Began at 7:09 p.m. 
 

2. GOLD RUSH RANCH AND GOLF RESORT.  REVISED DRAFT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR).  The Planning Commission is conducting 

environmental review of an application submitted to the City by Gold Rush Ranch, LLC for City 

approvals associated with the Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort project.  During the period since the 

circulation of the DRAFT EIR, the City has prepared a revised transportation impact study for the 

Project.  Based on the information in the revised transportation impact study, the City determined 

that certain traffic operations information contained in the June 30, 2008 Draft EIR requires revision 

and recirculation prior to the completion of a Final EIR for the project.  The project is located 

southwest of the developed area of Sutter Creek and the site is comprised of 19 individual parcels 

(APN’s 044-430-001 through -016 and 011-330-001 through 003). 

 

The Gold Rush Ranch and Golf Resort Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) preparers 

Bob Delp, ESP, Bart Rose and Dave Robinson, Fehr & Peers, were present to provide a brief 

presentation and overview of the proposed project.  Mr. Delp indicated there to be no changes to the 

project as described in the RDEIR.  Mr. Delp described the process.  He said the DEIR was circulated 

June 30 – August 29, 2008 and comments were reviewed by the City and it was decided to prepare an 

updated traffic analysis which required recirculation of the RDEIR.  The RDEIR sections were released 

on March 20, 2009 with the comment period ending on May 5, 2009.  He stated the purpose of tonight’s 

public hearing was to receive comments on the REVISED sections of: 

 Methods & existing traffic conditions 

 On-site traffic roadway volumes 

 Roadway & intersection levels of service impacts 

 Roadway improvement mitigation measures 

 Signage & unavoidable impacts 

 Component Alternative A (SR88 connection Traffic analysis 
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Dave Robinson, Fehr &Peers, reviewed the RDEIR Study Area which is county wide and includes Hwy. 

49, Hwy. 88 and the Hwy. 104/Ridge Road area and the local area including the Martell triangle with 

regard to on-site access and circulation.  Discussion continued on the existing conditions representative 

of 2007-2008, the Hwy. 49 bypass, in-field data collection and the starting point for baseline and 

cumulative condition forecasts.   

 

Mr. Robinson discussed approved and pending projects and said the Gold Rush project was developed 

with the City of Sutter Creek, Amador County, and Amador County Transportation Commission input 

which included baseline forecast approval and cumulative forecasts.  Notable local approved projects 

include Martell Business Park, Sierra West Business Park and Gold Country Plaza and a notable 

pending project is the Wicklow Way Subdivision. 

 

He discussed project trip generation and distribution including the Phase 1 and full build-out trip 

generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) rate, pass-by adjustments, internal trip 

adjustments, and overall trip distribution.  He said about 50% of trips stay in the Martell area.  He 

displayed a Trip Distribution Map (Figure 9) that showed the Cumulative Distribution. 

 

He reviewed the Traffic Operations Analysis and provided an overview of the Facilities, Methods, & 

Key locations.  He discussed planned improvements which are limited to fully funded Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP) projects such as the Hwy. 49/ Hwy. 104 right turn lanes and the Sutter Street 

Extension in Jackson.  He indicated the Level of Service (LOS) threshold in developed areas was LOS D 

and the LOS threshold outside the developed areas at a LOS C.  Without project conditions the 

operations would be poor at most locations, however, including project conditions would provide for 

project impacts at most locations. 

 

He discussed the Roadway Improvement Mitigation Measures of Phase 1 and said that mitigation 

required for Phase 1 under baseline conditions provided improvements consistent with current planning 

of the Bowers Drive/Prospect Drive realignment.  He reviewed Figure 7, which was provided in the 

handout that showed mitigated lane configurations of the baselines plus project conditions.  He indicated 

there was no need to widen from 1 to 2 lanes under the baseline scenario. 

 

He discussed roadway improvements at full build-out of the project.  He said mitigation is required for 

full build-out under cumulative conditions and that most of the improvements are consistent with the 

current planning projects of Bowers Drive/Prospect Drive realignment, a four-way intersection at Hwy. 

88/Wicklow Way Intersection, Hwy. 49/Hwy 104, Old Hwy. 49 and the Hwy. 49 Bypass.  He said the 

Hwy 49/Hwy 104 improvements are greater than expected in the CMX and that additional right-of-way 

will be needed at this intersection (Figure 12-A).  Hwy. 104 would be widened to four lanes, in addition 

to the baseline scenario and that Valley View Drive into Sutter Creek (Old Hwy. 49) requires mitigation 

to improve the cross-section to achieve acceptable levels. 

 

Regarding on-site traffic volumes and intersection configurations he discussed the existing two lane 

roads to provide LOS C or better on most project roads.  He said the direct residential access daily 

volumes at 4,000.  He discussed the Gold Rush Ranch Parkway/Road D and the creation of a 

roundabout or all-way stop at this location.  He said the side streets will stop at other key intersections. 

 

He cited the General Plan policy that direct residential access would not be greater than 4,000 vehicles 

per day.  He said segments from Hwy. 104 to Road A would exceed that threshold as well as Road B to 

Hwy. 104 (between Ampine & Hwy. 88), and Road C to the Hwy. 88 connector.  He said there is 

significant difference from the original numbers to this version due to regional forecasts.  He said key 
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internal intersections would operate at acceptable levels as side-street stop controls.  Road D & Parkway 

needs a roundabout or an all way stop. 

 

He discussed the additional roadway connections analysis of the connection to Hwy. 88 (Road B down 

to Hwy. 88) which provides emergency access and CalTrans intersection phasing and the connection to 

Hwy. 49 at Allen Ranch Road and Valley View Dr. to Allen Ranch Road which provides a lesser effect 

on on-site access issues and their effects on direct residential access and the operations at site-access 

intersections. 

 

He opened the discussion for questions from the Planning Commissioners. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley stated most of the assumptions did not include impacts to Old Sutter Creek. 

 

Mr. Robinson commented that Valley View Dr./Hwy. 49 down to Church Street in Old Sutter Creek was 

not evaluated in the Revised DEIR and was not needed to be updated as it was not included in the 

original EIR. 

 

Mr. Delp said the study area was determined by City Staff, ACTC, and CalTrans and that no comments 

received on the DEIR addressed Old Town Sutter Creek. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley said it seemed like most of the proposed mitigations were fair share significant 

and unavoidable as identified in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC).  He questioned if 

the decision would be at the Planning Commission or City Council level. 

 

Mr. Delp agreed and said the CEQA analysis concluded that there may be significant impacts that may 

not be mitigated to a significant level, therefore, making the SOC necessary. 

 

Mr. Hauge replied that the Planning Commission would be making recommendation to the City Council 

based on the concerns addressed in the environmental documents; however the Planning Commission is 

not tasked with certification of the EIR.  He asked if the environmental documents addressed the 

concerns and if so the recommendation to approve or approve with conditions would be appropriate.  He 

said the Commission could approve denial with modifications stated, but it is imperative to state 

Statements of Overriding Consideration. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley questioned community benefits and the projects’ fair share.  Mr. Hauge said the 

City has no control over projects outside of the city and reviewed overriding consideration possibilities. 

 

Commissioner Cunha stated the fair share portion bothers him.  He questioned the developer percentage 

contributions, along with contributions by ACTC, and the County and how they would be kept track of 

or if the funds would be placed into the regional fund to be used however and wherever needed.  He said 

feasible projects are fully funded, but wondered about the others. 

 

Commissioner Peters questioned if the developer contributes a fair share/pro-rata portion and some 

period of time elapses and the improvements have not been done does the money go back to the 

developer. 

 

Mr. Delp discussed the different tiers of improvements that the County has established.  Tier 1 projects 

are funded through Regional Traffic Impact Fees that are paid at the time building permits are issued 

and that beyond that in RTP or CMX provides no specific agreement for how the project will fund those 

improvements.  He said it would be up to ACTC to determine implementation.  He stated that there is a 
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requirement for an agency to use funds within a certain amount of time, he was sure what the ACTC 

policy is at this time of if it could be refunded to the developer. 

 

Mr. Robinson said AB1600 does have a requirement for reporting the use of funds to track that they are 

used on their intended purpose and that ACTC would have to place a mechanism to address these issues. 

 

Commissioner Peters said the by-pass widening came immediately to his mind. 

 

Commissioner Cunha discussed mitigation without the project being built.  He said it is not necessarily a 

fair share if it is not going to be done. 

 

Mr. Rabé said the project cannot pay more than their fair share and that the RTP provided a two tier 

method of being consistent with the General Plan and not consistent with the General Plan.  He said the 

RTP was not consistent with the General Plan and that GRR would pay 100% to fix that impact.  He 

said the City has adopted the RPT as a supplement to the Circulation Element.  He said the Traffic Study 

Impact Guidelines left them in as guidance but not as a requirement (also at the County level). 

 

Commissioner Peters referenced Page 8 of the DEIR where the RTP established a level of service at 

LOS D.  He questioned what the General Plan (GP) acceptable level of service is.  Mr. Rabé said the 

City’s GP does not specify a LOS and that it defaults to the RTP at LOS C in the unincorporated and 

LOS D in the incorporated areas.  Mr. Robinson said LOS F is attained at five seconds per intersection. 

 

Commissioner Olson said the improvements are not feasible and requested information on AB1600.  Mr. 

Rabé will provide a copy of AB1600 to the Commissioners. 

 

Commissioner Cunha questioned how the fair share percentage was determined.  Mr. Robinson said they 

used the county-wide traffic model.  He stated the model has approved and pending projects. 

 

Mr. Delp discussed the differences between the original and revised EIR.  He said they looked at the trip 

generation rates and actual volumes which were the same.  Mr. Robinson discussed the Allen Ranch 

connector as an alternative and that the analysis includes this for discussion. 

 

Commissioner Strandberg questioned when fee would be paid and if the payment of fees meant 

successful mitigation.  Mr. Delp said mitigation would be through payment of fee and that the impact 

would still exist until the improvements have been made. 

 

Commissioner Kirkley wondered if traffic was the same CEQA issue in every project.  

 

The Public Hearing on traffic only and the Revised DEIR opened at 8:24 p.m. (with no time limit for 

speakers). 

 

Chairman Peters encouraged limited redundant comments.   

 

GRR applicant representative Greg Bardini, Morton &Pitalo, said the staff presentation was good.  And 

that the applicant is in agreement w the Revised DRAFT and was anxious for public comment. 

 

Amador County Transportation Commission (ACTC) Director Charles Field reviewed the chart and map 

which shows the breakdown of the EIR (the 11 x 17 map was distributed to the Planning Commission 

and staff).  He explained the makeup of ACTC.  He said the May 20 ACTC meeting would provide 

review of this map and ACTC’s comments would be coming after the meeting.  He expressed 
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appreciation that the City revised the traffic study.  He feels the biggest problem of the project is that 

there are too many unavoidable impacts and that ACTC findings based on this document would be to 

deny the project.  He said ACTC is in agreement with the Planning Commission and the problems they 

have identified with this project (the hand out documents this further).  He said CalTrans and Amador 

County Public Works would be submitting their comments separately.  He was under the thought that 

another meeting with staff and the applicant was going to happen.  He said ACTC would be greatly 

concerned if the Commission was going to certify an EIR with this number of unmitigated impacts.  He 

feels the common sense approach would be to not certify the EIR. 

 

Mr. Fields discussed the CMX circulation mapping exercise.  He said the CMX stalled at the committee 

level.  He went on to explain how the CMX works and would work with implementation.  He said the 

payment of fees does not eliminate impact.  He said ACTC commented early and often that in 

implementing the GP was to look at Allen Ranch Road cumulative impacts plus the additional project 

with improvements.  He feels it was not addressed in the EIR and wants it brought in to it.  He said the 

Circulation Plan Element showed Allen Ranch Road to relieve the Hwy. 49 bypass, which makes good 

planning sense.  He reviewed the map including the chart description which shows short term traffic 

effects within 10 years (baseline) and the cumulative impacts of 50 years more or less. 

 

He reviewed Hwy. 49/Hwy. 104/Ridge Road intersection.  He said the current project in the CMX is to 

widen the intersection.  As shown, the CMX Martell area is in DRAFT form.  He showed details of 

Hwy. 49/Hwy. 104/Ridge Road intersection and the east bound traffic increased up to 7 lanes, and the 

west bound traffic increased to 6 lanes.  He said they needed to maintain LOS D with previous 

assumptions of this project; however the cumulative picture adds another lane (8 lanes total).  He 

questioned if the community wants 7 lanes at this intersection.  He said funding would not come for 20-

30 years.  He said the cost estimate (CalTrans/City) accepts more congestion in return for better 

sidewalks, landscaping, center median, underground utilities etc. and is the highest priority project in 

CMX, and that it would move toward being funded.  (Hwy. 49 to 7 lanes are shown in Fig. 2 on Page 

12A.)  He said grants were being sought for Hwy. 104/Bowers Drive realignment as it is a live project 

and likely to be the first one built.  His estimate for construction is $3.5 million. 

 

He referred back to the project list and said that fair share amounts will not make it.  He said approving a 

project of this magnitude that ACTC cannot prove to the public they can mitigate is of concern.  He said 

there is a legal requirement for fair share funding and that a better cooperative effort is needed.  Full 

disclosure means we will not make it. 

 

He discussed the Allen Ranch Road issue and referred to the CMX overview map for the area between 

Valley View Drive behind the pond to connect to the bypass midway.  He said ACTC has asked to 

redesign the north east portion of project in order to make this access to the parkway and the 

commercial/public use road as a north/south road and the parkway should come off of it into the rest of 

the golf course to the higher end residential portion in connection with Allen Ranch Road. 

 

Commissioner Cunha: suggested to use this format in the final EIR.  He likes funding assured 

commitments and wanted verification that Allen Ranch Road would not be a new connection to Sutter 

Creek.  Mr. Field said the connection was only to Valley View Drive and not Sutter Creek.  He said that 

CalTrans would not allow an entrance to a mixed-use site. 

 

Mr. Field said he would include his spreadsheet in ACTC’s comment letter. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT OPENED at 9:07 p.m. 
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Ray Brusatori, Sutter Creek, questioned if the RDEIR addressed school sites and community park sites. 

 

Augie Beltran, Carpenters Union, 300 Hwy 49, Sutter Creek, expressed support of the GRR DEIR and 

encouraged the Planning Commission to submit to the City Council in order to move the project along.  

He believes that mitigations and impacts have been fully identified. 

 

Kathy Allen, Sutter Creek, referred to Page 9 of the RDEIR and the list of study area intersections.  She 

suggested the addition of a couple areas such as the Hwy. 49/Hwy. 16 intersection and the Hwy. 

49/Spanish Street intersection along with the County impacts at Hwy. 88 to Kirkwood.  She also 

referenced Page 28 and Page 33 and the corresponding table.  She said there are a lot of “greater thans” 

that should be broken out.  She feels a fair share calculation rather than timing to be a better way of 

payment. 

 

Susan Bragstaad, Sutter Creek, questioned the timing of a fair share payment and who would pay the 

remaining 97%. 

 

Mr. Rabé said payment would be collected at the issuance of building permits. 

 

Sharon Hewitt, Amador Transit Project, said that 25-30 years ago there was less traffic in Amador 

County and that was the reason for moving to this county.  She feels the project creates an unacceptable 

amount of traffic to propose for our county.  She has, on behalf of the Amador Transit Project, spent a 

number of years dealing with traffic growth.  She is hoping that NEV lanes are still proposed in this 

project.  She feels this will keep some traffic off the roads. 

 

Bart Weatherly, Sutter Creek, said he will submit his written comments to Mr. Rabé.  He thanked Mr. 

Fields for his input. 

 

Chairman Peters closed the Public Hearing at 9:16 p.m. 

 

Commissioner Olson asked Mr. Rabé if the fees would be collected when the building permits are pulled 

and if this routine was followed throughout California.  Mr. Rabé said yes and that construction of pads 

would require a building permit, at which time, fees would be paid. 

 

Commissioner Cunha said they would not certify the EIR until the Development Agreement (DA) and 

the Conditions of Approval (COA) have been approved. 

 

Mr. Hauge said there would be one resolution in one package that would cover certification of the EIR, 

DA, and COA. 

 

Chairman Peters announced that all comments would be responded to in the final EIR and that the 

comment period would close on May 5, 2009 at 5:00 p.m. 

 

Commissioner Olson commented that the binders were easy to read and the presentation mechanics were 

very well done.  He enjoyed the reading and the colors were useful. 

 

Mr. Delp credited Mr. Robinson, Fehr & Peers. 

 

Chairman Peters announced the next meeting is scheduled for May 11, 2009 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

Mr. Delp encouraged Planning Commissioner comments as soon as possible. 
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Mr. Hauge said that there would be an errata sheet that responds to questions prior to the next meeting 

containing both old and new comments with recommendations.  He will be calling on the 

Commissioners directly.  He said the intent is to go through the package items one by one.  He said the 

expectation is that the errata sheet will provide recommendations of changes to the City Council.  He 

anticipates deliberations on the FEIR in June 2009.  He said there will not be a meeting on June 8, 2009; 

however, there will be a special meeting on June 17
, 
2009 with a regular meeting on June 22, 2009. 

 

ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned at 9:28 p.m. 
 

Respectively submitted, 

Mary Beth Van Voorhis, Secretary 
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STAFF REPORT 
TO:    Planning Commission 

MEETING DATE:   April 14, 2015 

FROM:    Anders Hauge, Planner 

SUBJECT:    SUTTER CREEK GENERAL PLAN 2014 ANNUAL REPORT 

ATTACHMENTS:   Yes  

RECOMMENDATION:  
The Planning Commission review the General Plan APR 2014 and recommend the City Council adopt a 
resolution accepting the Sutter Creek General Plan Annual Progress Report 2014 and transmitting the 
Report to the California Office of Planning and Research and the California Office of Housing and 
Community Development. 
 

BACKGROUND:  
Government Code Section 65400 mandates that certain cities and all 58 counties submit an annual report 
on the status of the General Plan and progress in its implementation to their legislative bodies, the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the Housing and Community Development 
(HCD) by April 1 of each year. 
 

The Annual Progress Report (APR) provides local legislative bodies with information regarding the 
implementation of the General Plan for their city or county. APRs must be presented to the local 
legislative body for its review and acceptance, usually as a consent or discussion item on a regular 
meeting agenda. Therefore, the APR should provide enough information for decision makers to assess 
how the General Plan was implemented during the 12-month reporting period - either calendar year or 
fiscal year. More specifically, APRs explain how land use decisions relate to adopted goals, policies, and 
implementation measures of the General Plan. The APRs should provide enough information to identify 
necessary "course adjustments" or modifications to the General Plan, and means to improve local 
implementation. 
 

DISCUSSION: 
Staff prepared the Sutter Creek General Plan APR for the year 2014. The Planning Commission is 
requested to review the document and make recommendations to the City Council to review and consider 
the APR for acceptance.  The Sutter Creek General Plan APR 2014 is attached.   
 

The Planning Commission is directed to focus on the following sections of the APR: 
• Section 5 - Housing Element Reporting 
• Section 8 - Priorities for Land Use Decision Making 
• Section 10 - 2014 Planning Activities 
• Appendix A – Evaluation of General Plan Implementation Measures 
• Appendix B – Housing Element Program Evaluation 
• Appendix C – Additional Content 
 

BUDGET IMPACT:  
There is no Budget Impact directly.  The APR recommends implementation of programs that may have 
budget impacts that will be addressed in each annual City budget. 
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CITY OF SUTTER CREEK 

GENERAL PLAN AND HOUSING ELEMENT  

ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORT 

FOR 2014 

 

City:   City of Sutter Creek 
 
Mailing Address:  18 Main Street 

Sutter Creek, CA 95685 
 
Contact Person:  Amy Gedney 
Title:  City Manager  
Phone:  (209) 267-5647  
E-mail:  agedney@cityofsuttercreek.org  
 
 
 
 

Reporting Period: 2014 
 
 
 
 

Submitted to: 
Department of Housing and Community Development 

Division of Housing Policy Development 
P.O. Box 952053 

Sacramento, CA 94252-2053 
 

-and- 
 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
P.O. Box 3044 

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 
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1 Introduction 
 
California law [Government Code Section 65400(a)(2)] requires jurisdictions to submit to their legislative 
bodies an annual report on the Status of the general plan and progress toward its implementation.  The 
Planning Agency, who is responsible for investigating and recommending reasonable and practical means 
for implementing the general plan or elements of the general plan, submits the annual report to the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) and the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) each year after it is endorsed or adopted by the legislative body, the 
City Council. 
 
The intent of this law is to ensure that the jurisdiction’s general plan directs all land use decisions and that 
it remains an effective guide for current and future development.  The annual report process gives each 
jurisdiction the opportunity to review Plan policies, standards and guidelines with an objective, global 
view.  The Sutter Creek General Plan includes the mandatory elements, Land Use, Circulation, Housing, 
Conservation and Open Space, Noise, and Safety. 
 
The Planning Commission and City Council oversee the effectiveness and relevancy of the General Plan, 
and its implementation activities, through this annual review.  
 
2 Table of Contents 
  

1.  Introduction 
 2. Table of Contents 
 3. Acceptance 
 4.  Measures Associated with General Plan Implementation 
 5. Housing Element Reporting 
 6. Compliance with California’s General Plan Guidelines 
 7. Date of the last General Plan Update 
 8. Priorities for Land Use Decision Making 
 9. Goals, Policies, Objectives, Standards Modified in 2014 
 10. 2014 Planning Activities 
 
 Appendix A Evaluation of General Plan Implementation Measures 

Appendix B Housing Element Annual Report 
 Appendix C Additional Content 
 Appendix D Resolution of Acceptance 
 
3 Acceptance  
 
The Planning Commission reviewed the General Plan Annual Progress Report 2014 (APR) on April 14, 
2015 and recommended the City Council accept the 2014 APR.  The City Council received the Planning 
Commission recommendation on the General Plan APR 2014 and accepted the report on April 20, 2015. 
City Council Resolution xx-xx-xx is provided in Appendix D. 
 
4 Measures Associated with General Plan Implementation 
 
The General Plan implementation measures status evaluation is provided in Appendix A and B.  In 
summary, 62 measures have been implemented and/or are on-going, 16 measures are partially 
implemented, and 12 measures have not been implemented.  Of these totals, the Housing Element has 22 
measures implemented, of which 4 are complete, and 3 measures that have not been implemented.  
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Course adjustments have been recommended for consideration during the next General Plan update.  This 
evaluation (Appendix A and B) is to be included in the General Plan Appendix, Future Considerations. 
 
5 Housing Element Reporting 
 
 

 
  
 

-

Table A

12/31/14

- 1

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction 
Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects

55+ Senior Deed Restricted

0

018-313-018

1

 

 

 

0

0

 (11) Total Extremely Low-Income Units*

* Note: These fields are voluntary

  (10)  Total by income Table A/A3     ►     ►     0

   (9) Total  of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A3     ►     ►     ► 1 0

00 1

1

 

 

No

Above
Moderate-

Income

Total Units
per 

Project

Deed 
Restricted

UnitsEst. # Infill 
Units*

01

See Instructions See Instructions

No

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Sutter Creek

MFG O

Assistance 
Programs 

for Each Development
Tenure

R=Renter
O=Owner

Unit 
Category

Housing with Financial Assistance 
and/or 

Deed Restrictions

6 7 8

Housing without 
Financial Assistance
or Deed Restrictions

Very Low-
Income

Low-
Income

Moderate-
Income

Reporting Period 1/1/14

1 2

Housing Development Information

Project Identifier
(may be APN No.,
 project name or 

address)

5a

 

 

Affordability by Household Incomes

3 4

Note below the number of units 
determined to be affordable without 
financial or deed restrictions and attach 
an explanation how the jurisdiction 
determined the units were affordable.   
Refer to instructions.

-

5
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- 12/31/14

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Sutter Creek

Reporting Period 1/1/14

Table A2
Annual Building Activity Report Summary - Units Rehabilitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant                          

to GC Section 65583.1(c)(1)

0

0

1.                 
Single Family

0

No. of Units Permitted for 
Moderate 00 0

Please note:  Units may only be credited to  the table below when a jurisdiction has included a program it its housing element to rehabilitate, preserve or acquire units to 
accommodate a portion of its RHNA whichmeet the specific criteria as outlined in GC Section 65583.1(c)(1) 

TOTAL 
UNITS

(1) Rehabilitation Activity 0 0

0 0

* Note: This field is voluntary

0

0

Very Low-
Income

Activity Type (4) The Description should adequately document how each unit complies with                     subsection (c 
)(7) of Government Code Section 65583.1

0

Extremely 
Low-

Income*

Low-
Income

0

0

3.                    5+ 
Units

0

2.                   2 -
4 Units

0

0

Annual building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate-Income Units
(not including those units reported on Table A)

* Note: This field is voluntary

(5) Total Units by Income

0

Affordability by Household Incomes

0

4.                      
Second Unit

0

7.              
Number of infill 

units*

0

6.           
Total

5.                    
Mobile Homes

0 0

00

0

(3) Acquisition of Units

No. of Units Permitted for 
Above Moderate 0

0(2) Preservation of Units At-Risk 0

Table A3
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- 12/31/14

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Sutter Creek

Reporting Period 1/1/14

 

Above Moderate

2

  

Year
6

Year
8

  

Enter Calendar Year starting with the first year of the 
RHNA allocation period.  See Example.

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability

Table B

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress

2

4

2

10

Total Units     ►     ►     ►
1

Total RHNA by COG.
Enter allocation number:  

Note: units serving extremly low-income households are included in the very low-income permitted units totals.

 

Non-deed 
restricted

4

Moderate
1

2014 2017

Year
4

Year
1

Year
5

2015

Year
2

RHNA Allocation  
by 

Income Level

Year
3

Non-deed 
restricted

Low
Deed Restricted

Very Low
Deed Restricted

 

 

 

 

9
1

 

1

Remaining Need for RHNA Period    ►     ►     ►     ►     ►     

 

Deed Restricted

2016 2018

Year
7

Total 
Remaining RHNA
by Income Level

Total Units 
to Date 

(all years)

1

2

2

2019

Income Level

Non-deed 
restricted

Year
9
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- 12/31/14

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Sutter Creek

Reporting Period 1/1/14

See Appendix C for Program Implementation 
Status.

Program Description
(By Housing Element Program Names)

Name of Program Objective

Housing Programs Progress Report  -  Government Code Section 65583.
Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, 

and development of housing as identified in the housing element.

Status of Program ImplementationTimeframe
in H.E.

Program Implementation Status

Table C
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- 12/31/14

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Sutter Creek

Reporting Period 1/1/14

A manufactured home permit was filed in 2014 for a moderate income unit within a 55+ Senior deed restricted mobile home park. The Planning Commission approved 11 moderate income senior apartment housing units 
under Site Plan review.

General Comments:
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6 Compliance with California’s General Plan Guidelines 
 
The Sutter Creek General Plan includes the seven required elements: Land Use, Circulation, Housing, 
Conservation and Open Space, Noise and Safety.  The General Plan has three additional elements: the 
Public Services and Facilities Element, Historic Element, and Parks and Recreation Element.  The City 
has reviewed the implementation measures in each of the elements to gauge the progress made in 2014 
towards implementing the General Plan, provided in Appendix A and B.  
 
7 Date of the last General Plan Update  
 
The Housing Element was amended in February 2008 and the Land Use Element, Circulation Element, 
Conservation and Open Space Element, and Noise Element were amended in January 2010.  An updated 
Housing Element is being processed for adoption in mid-2015. 
 
8 Priorities for Land Use Decision Making 
 
Through Council direction, the City Architectural Review Committee prepared the draft Architectural 
Design Standards.  The Planning Commission on September 9, 2013 recommended the City Council 
adopt the Architectural Design Standards.  The City Council conducted a public meeting on the 
Architectural Design Standards on December 2, 2013 and directed staff to return to the City Council in 
the last half 2014 to process the adoption of the Architectural Standards.  In 2014, the City Council 
directed staff to modify the Design Standards and Historic Districts boundaries and to return in 2015 to 
the City Council to adopt the Design Standards. The purpose of the Design Standards established by the 
City Council is to provide certainty and consistency for applicants wishing to make changes to their 
structure or lot.  The Design Standards provide applicants with a streamlined process by enabling staff to 
review projects with defined standards.  
 
The City staff prepared a draft update of the Sign Ordinance as directed by the Planning Commission.  
The Planning Commission conducted public meetings on the Sign Ordinance in the fourth quarter of 
2013.  The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation on the updated Sign Ordinance to the 
City Council in the last half of 2014.  The City Council is in process of adopting the Sign Standards in 
2015. 
 
The City, in collaboration with the County of Amador, is conducting the joint preparation of the updated 
Housing Element to be adopted in the first half of 2015.   
 
9 Goals, Policies, Objectives, Standards Modified in 2014 
 
The Sutter Creek General Plan goals, objectives, policies or programs were not modified in 2014. 
 
10 2014 Planning Activities  

 
Planning Activities 

• The Planning Commission has approved the Design Standards and the City Council 
intends to adopt the Design Standards in 2015.   

• The City updated its GIS mapping for the Historic Districts in 2014. 
• The City staff processed, the updated sign ordinance through the Planning Commission 

and City Council in 2014.  
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• City staff prepared the annual progress report for 2014, which was approved by the City 
Council in 2014.  

• The Historic Districts and Corridor GIS Map was updated in 2014. 
• The City staff assembled and posted various adopted guidelines, plans, and mapping, 

through the City’s website.  
• One (1) new residential construction building permit, no (0) new industrial construction 

building permits, and one (1) new commercial construction building permit was issued in 
2014.   

• Twelve (12) sign permits, four (4) site plan permits, one (1) use permit, no (0) tentative 
maps, and one (0) variance were processed in 2014.   

• No planning grants were received in 2014. 
• City activities that implement the General Plan and are referenced later in this APR 

include: 
o Sutter Creek Community Benefit Foundation - The Sutter Creek Community 

Benefit Foundation is a non-profit (501c 3) Community Foundation whose 
mission is to increase public awareness of the City's diverse history and cultural 
heritage.  The Foundation encourages private giving for public good, builds and 
maintains permanent endowments to respond to community needs, addresses 
those needs through grant making and provides an opportunity for private donors 
to make a lasting contribution to the community. The Foundation is a separate 
entity from the City, but works closely with the City to implement community 
projects.   

 The City coordinated on the design for downtown parking spaces and a 
passive park. 

 The City supported the Historic Sutter Creek Grammar School 
Restoration Project. 

 The City supported the south main parking and gold mining display 
project. 

o Central Eureka Mine Cleanup - The Central Eureka Mine is an abandoned, 
former underground, gold mine located northeast of the corner of Sutter Hill and 
Eureka Roads. The cleanup targets mine waste that contains arsenic at levels that 
exceed state health risk standards. Cleaning up the mining waste will enable 
public access to a portion of this historic site. Sutter Creek plans to develop this 
area into a park with mining exhibits. Mine waste includes waste rock that was 
brought out of the mine, and then was placed throughout the Central Eureka 
Mine area. The mine operated from 1855 to 1953.  The cleanup project was 
completed. 

o Sutter Hill Road Realignment - The Sutter Hill Road Realignment Project 
includes improvements on Sutter Hill Road between just north of Old Ridge 
Road and Ridge Road in Sutter Creek. Sutter Hill Road is a local road providing 
access from Old Highway 49/Main Street (downtown Sutter Creek) to Ridge 
Road. Sutter Hill Road meets Ridge Road at a skewed T-intersection. The 
realignment of the existing intersection of Sutter Hill Road and Ridge Road will 
be moved approximately 195 feet to the northeast. The realignment will allow for 
additional storage in both left hand turn pockets on Ridge Road. 

o Main Street Bridge Replacement Project – The Main Street Bridge Replacement 
was funded in 2012 and will be completed in 2015.   

o Badger Street Bridge Replacement Project – The Badger Street Bridge 
Replacement was funded in 2012 and will be completed by 2015.   
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General Plan Amendments 

• The City did not amend the General Plan in 2014.   
• The City of Sutter Creek began an update of its General Plan in 2012, including the 

Housing Element, but placed the process on hold until the court rules on litigation 
regarding the January 2010 General Plan Amendments “Berry vs. City of Sutter Creek 
pertaining to the Gold Rush Ranch and Resort”.  The litigation was not resolved in 2014. 

 
Major Development Applications 

• No major development applications were processed in 2014.  
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APPENDIX A  
Evaluation of General Plan Implementation Measures 

 
Land Use Element 

 
Measure 2.1:   Table LU-5, “Building Intensities Population Densities”, shows the new zones 

needed and zones that need amendment.  The City should reduce minimum lot size in 
areas where “in-filling” is desirable and services and facilities (including traffic 
circulation) are adequate. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The zoning ordinance was revised on August 15, 2005 incorporating elements from 
the 1994 General Plan, and revised on January 9, 2010 incorporating changes 
recommended in the approval of the Gold Rush Ranch Specific Plan. The zoning 
map was amended to include the Gold Rush Ranch Specific Plan.  The Zoning Code 
is consistent with the General Plan.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 2.1 to require updates, as appropriate, when the General Plan is 
modified. 

 
Measure 2.2: The subdivision ordinance should be amended to include design policies and 

guidelines, which are consistent with those, contained within the updated General 
Plan. The new Subdivision Code should contain and/or reference the General Plan’s 
planned development (pd) guidelines criteria.  

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The Gold Rush Ranch Specific Plan General Plan amendment and Zoning code 
amendment adopted in 2010 includes design policies and guidelines for the Gold 
Rush Ranch.  The City is in the process of adopting the Architectural Design 
Standards and Grading Standards.  It is anticipated that these standards will be 
processed for adoption in 2015. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Adopt the Design Standards and Grading Standards for inclusion in Volume II of the 
General Plan. 

 
Measure 2.3: Existing land use data and projections that were collected in developing this Land 

Use Element should be put on a computer spreadsheet and maintained as building 
permits, planning permits, and new developments are approved and/or constructed. 
The building inspector and planning department shall work together to assure that the 
land use data base is maintained, This database is important to the long term 
maintenance of the General Plan and the evaluation of individual projects pursuant to 
Policies 2.1 and 2.6.  

Status: Measure Implemented 
The Planning Staff began assembling land use data in a central location in 2012.  As 
each new project is processed the database is updated. The City implemented 
portions of the GIS system and database in 2013.  Fiscal constraints due to the 
economy may delay additional activity.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:    
Continue to update the land use data and projections on a project-by-project basis.  
When fiscally feasible, update and maintain the citywide GIS system to record land 
use data. 
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Measure 2.4: The purpose of the “business ombudsman” would be to develop and actively pursue 
an economic development strategy that will encourage non-polluting business and 
industry to locate in the Sutter Hill/Martell planning area and to assist 
communication between businesses and all City offices, local service agencies, the 
Council and the Planning Commission not to create expectations or “loopholes’ in 
the City requirements but to explain to and assist businesses in meeting such 
requirements. The ombudsman should be provided an administrative budget and be 
required to report on a quarterly or semi-annual basis regarding activities, progress 
and expenditures. Target date: before 2000 and ongoing. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City established a City Council/Manager form of government in 1994.  Since 
that time, the Council/Manager form of government has been adopted.  The City 
Manager fills the role envisioned by the ombudsman as proposed in the 1994 
General Plan.  The City Council has identified the economic development of Sutter 
Hill as a top four priority. The Planning Department uses  “City checklists” of the 
City’s requirements to be available to project applicants, assisting in the 
communication of City requirements and expectations. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:   
Modify Measure 2.4 to reflect the implemented City Manager form of Government. 

 
Measure 2.5: The City shall upgrade its “improvement standards” document or develop a “design 

guidelines” document to include and be consistent with design guidelines found 
within the City’s General Plan. The City’s “Improvement standards” document is 
primarily an engineering document and it is not formatted to overlap with the 
planning process. The document will need to be amended significantly to accept the 
General Plan guidelines and standards to insure its consistency with the General 
Plan. It is also possible the City would want to develop a “design guidelines’ 
document. The results of this effort could provide the development community with 
one manual regarding how to design projects for the City of Sutter Creek. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented:  
The City Engineer has reviewed the City Improvement Standards.  The City is 
processing the adoption of Architectural Design Standards and Grading Standards, 
scheduled for City Council action in the last half 2014. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:   
Modify Measure 2.5 to require annual review and appropriate updates.  Create 
separate measures for improvement standards and design standards. 

 
Measure 2.6: The City shall consider expansion of the DTC- Downtown Commercial Area. The 

City should undertake a study to determine the feasibility of expanding the DTC 
area. Factors to consider include: demand for additional retail space; types of uses 
appropriate for the downtown area; traffic circulation and parking; and maintain 
viability of the existing DTC area. 

Status: Measure Implemented.  
The City expanded the downtown commercial area in 1997 to include Boston Alley 
and Eureka Street.  To date little actual expansion has occurred on these two streets 
so there does not appear to be a market demand for additional commercial retail 
space.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:    
Remove measure 2.6 or modify the measure to support the viability of the DTC. 

 



City of Sutter Creek 
2014 Calendar Year General Plan Annual Progress Report 

 

April 2015 
Page 13 of 44 

 
Conservation and Open Space Element 

 
Measure 3.1: Several “Best Management Practices” have been described in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report on the Golden Eagle Project which should be 
considered in said master drainage plan and design standards. The master plan and 
design standards should address all cumulatively significant organic and inorganic 
pollutants. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The City adopted “Best Management Practices” in the Gold Rush Ranch Specific 
Plan. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Complete the review of the Master Drainage Plan.  Evaluate the opportunity to 
implement Best Management Practices similar to those included in the Gold Rush 
Ranch Specific Plan for the remainder of the City.  Modify Measure 3.1 to remove 
the reference to the Golden Eagle Project. 

 
Measure 3.2: The General Plan Task Force #2 initiated work on a grading ordinance in 1989. 

Engineering assistance is needed to complete the ordinance. The ordinance should 
utilize flexible density provisions consistent with the (pd), planned development 
land use designation to allow minimum lot size requirements to be increased as 
slope increases in order to reduce grading. The ordinance must conform with other 
design guidelines as well as the goals and policies of the General Plan. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The “Performance Standards” document addresses grading and is appropriate to 
satisfy this policy and implementation measure.  The Gold Rush Specific Plan 
includes grading standards. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 3.2 to require regular review of the effectiveness of the City’s 
grading standards and consider modifications as appropriate. 

 
Measure 3.3: The City Engineer should develop the erosion control guidelines that will more 

directly control wind and water erosion and the secondary impacts upon aesthetics, 
water quality, etc. The controls would be more specific than those that are presently 
contained in UBC Chapter 70. The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Oak 
Knolls Subdivision contains an extensive list of detailed erosion control measures 
that could be used in said guidelines.  

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The City reviews projects on a case-by-case basis in compliance with Project 
Review and Subdivision Review procedures.  Projects are reviewed for erosion 
control, water erosion, and secondary impacts on aesthetics.  Projects are required to 
comply with current building codes and the State of California surface Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan requirements. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 3.3 to reflect current City practices.  Revise Measure 3.3 to remove 
the reference to the Oak Knolls subdivision and correctly reference current building 
codes. 
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Circulation Element 
 
Measure 4.1:  The City Council should continue to work through the Amador Local Transportation 

Commission (ACTC) to prioritize the Highway 49 bypass for funding and 
construction.  The City and ACTC representatives should continue to work with 
Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission until completion of the 
bypass is included in the State Transportation Improvement Program. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The bypass construction was completed in February 2007, is open and is in use. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.1. 

 
Measure 4.2: A number of intersections in the Sutter Creek planning area presently meet one or 

more of the standard warrants for signals. Each of these intersections should be 
further evaluated as time progresses to determine if traffic signals should be 
installed. Installation of the signals should be programmed as long-term 
improvements only when and if fully justified. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
A traffic signal has been installed in the Sutter Creek planning area at the SR-
49/Ridge Road/SR-104 intersection. The City continues to monitor signal warrants. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.2 to require regular review of intersection adequacy. 

 
Measure 4.3a: Extend Sutter-Ione Road to Route 49. This extension will replace Spanish St (N) 

and Route 49 intersection. 
Status: Measure Implemented 

Right of way and funding constraints prevented a design that complied with this 
policy Recommended Course Adjustment.  Instead, Sutter-Ione Road connects with 
Spanish St., which connects with Historic 49.  The improvement was constructed in 
2008. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.3a 

 
Measure 4.3b: Improve Gopher Flat Road, Main Street to City Limits. The street should be 

improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk and be widened to provide two 12ft travel 
lanes, bike lanes and a center 2 way, left turn lane wherever right of way is not 
constrained by existing buildings or other factors. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The improvements along Gopher Flat/Shake Ridge Road were a condition of 
approval for the Powder House Estates project. However, these improvements will 
not extend all the way to Main Street. Right of way and funding constraints prevent 
the completion of this project between Powder House Estates and Cole St.  The City 
continues to apply for Safe Routes to School grants to complete the project and the 
City conditioned Powder House Estates to provide two walking trails through the 
project and across open space to connect the Gopher Flat Road corridor to Randolph 
St. and Cole St. 

 
Existing right of way on Gopher Flat Rd. from Meadow Crest to Golden Hills Dr. is 
being considered for a sidewalk in order to meet the spirit of this policy and 
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implementation measure.  This will be considered with the review of a future 
Powder House subdivision review. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 4.3b to reflect current policy. 

 
Measure 4.3c: Provide a walkway for elementary school children on Spanish Street. Improve with 

curb, gutter and sidewalks where not now provided, between the school entrance 
and Main Street. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
Improvements have been made up to Mahoney Mill Road, but do not extend to 
Main Street. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 4.3c when feasible. 

 
Measure 4.3d: Designate one-way streets: Hayden Alley, Keys Street, Randolph Street and Boston 

Alley. Limiting parking to one side of Randolph Street may eliminate the need for it 
to become one way.  

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
These suggestions have been vetted several times with the citizens and interest 
holders.  Thus far, size constraints with delivery trucks and school buses have 
prevented these suggestions from being implemented. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.3d to reflect feasible practices for traffic safety and circulation 
functionality. 

 
Measure 4.3e: Widen Sutter Hill Rd and Eureka-Sutter Hill Road to provide 12ft travel lanes and 

five ft. paved shoulders. 
Status: Measure Partially Implemented 

The City has applied for and been granted hazard elimination funds to complete the 
widening of Old Sutter Hill Rd. from Old Eureka Road to Ridge Road.  This grant 
also will realign the intersection at Ridge Rd. to make it safer. Construction is 
tentatively scheduled for Summer 2015.  The City limits ends at the intersection of 
Old Eureka Rd. and Old Ridge Road. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise measure to reflect the status of the improvements the time the General Plan 
is updated or remove Measure 4.3e once the road improvements have been 
completed. 

 
Measure 4.3f: Improve the N. Amelia Street and Spanish Street intersection. N. Amelia Street is 

misaligned through its intersection with Spanish Street; Realignment will require 
acquisition of right-of-way. 

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
N. Amelia Street has not been realigned.  The City Engineer is working on plans and 
grant funding for the project. In each funding round, the City has applied for hazard 
elimination funds to correct the design of this intersection.  Traffic accidents are not 
a problem at the intersection and thus the project has not been funded.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 4.3f when funding is available. 
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Measure 4.4: The Amador County Transportation Commission funded such a study in FY 92/93 
but it was not completed. The City should urge that the project be completed and 
update this Circulation Element based upon the study results. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The Circulation Element updated is on hold pending litigation settlement. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 4.4 once the General Plan update can proceed. 

 
Measure 4.5a: Improve radius of curb returns. Most intersections of side streets with Main Street in 

Sutter Creek should be improved by removing a 10-foot square section of the ten 
foot wide sidewalks on each side of an intersection and replaced the sidewalk with a 
10 foot radius curb return and handicapped ramp. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The City has completed disability-access improvements at the following locations: 

 Eureka and Main Street 
 Fifeld Alley and Main Street 
 Gopher Flat and Main Street 

The curb radii included in the implementation measure conflicts with the historic 
preservation of Main Street.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.5a to address the physical constraints and historic preservation on 
Main Street. 

 
Measure 4.5b: Construct turning and acceleration- deceleration lanes. At intersections where 

turning movements from the minor street are significant (over 100 vehicles per hour 
during peak hours of the day), the LOS can be improved by adding separate turn 
lanes for the various turning and through movements. This measure is not practical 
in the downtown historic area. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The Gopher Flat Road intersection with Main St. has been improved to this 
standard.  Church St. was evaluated for improvements consistent with this policy, 
but this standard proved to be impossible due to site constraints and the need to 
protect the history of the existing buildings in that area.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.5b to reflect standards consistent with site constraints and 
historic preservation. 

 
Measure 4.5c: Improve sight distance at intersections. At locations where accident records show 

problems due to visibility, corrective measures should be taken.  The measures 
might involve removal or lowering of plantings or fencings and in some cases the 
removal of low tree branches where buildings cannot be moved; stop signs can help 
these situations. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
All problem intersections have been remedied with the suggested solutions.  For 
example, at the intersection of Church St. and Main St., the evergreen tree in the 
island has been trimmed to a level that allows drivers to see under the branches.  In 
addition, stop signs were added to the unusual intersection at Broad St./ Mill St./ and 
Gopher Flat Rd.  Also, stop signs were added to Meadow Crest Dr., California St., 
Badger St. and Karsan Dr. The City intends to install a three-way stop on Church 
Street at Greenstone Terrace / Gold Dust Trail. 
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Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.5c to require regular review and implementation of remedies as 
appropriate. 

 
Measure 4.5d: Relocate the intersection of Sutter Hill Road eastward of its present intersection with 

Ridge Rd to provide greater safety and flow through the intersection. The relocated 
intersection will require acquisition of right-of-way. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City received a $740,000 grant for the project in 2008.  The City is currently 
negotiating for right-of-way acquisition.  The project is to be completed in 2015. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.5d once construction is complete. 

 
Measure 4.6a: Provide bus service to and from special events from local parking facilities. Charter 

bus service from the bay area and valley locations should be promoted for special 
events, which are expected to draw large crowds. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The Gold Rush Ranch project required busing for large events and committed to 
developing an ordinance requiring alternative transportation for large events.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 4.6a for the entire City. 

 
Measure 4.6b: Extend and add transit routes as demand dictates. 
Status: Measure Implemented  

Transit routes have been extended and added to meet the demands of the City’s 
population. Amador Regional Transportation System provides bus service one-
quarter mile from designated routes, effectively providing access to public 
transportation for all of the City’s residents.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation 

 
Measure 4.6c: Bus shelters and benches should be provided where demand warrants and their 

provision included as part of development approval requirements. New 
developments should provide safe locations off the traveled way for the buses to 
stop without impeding the flow of traffic. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
Bus shelters and benches have been provided with new commercial development. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Continue to evaluate bus shelters and benches and implement Measure 4.6c as 
demands warrants.  The City replaced benches with new benches along Main Street 
in 2013. 

 
Measure 4.6d: Public transit facilities (bus stops, etc) should be located near or incorporated into all 

commercial industrial project employing more than 10 people provided there is not 
an adequate existing bus stop within ¼ mile.  

Status: Measure Implemented 
Bus shelters and benches have been provided with new commercial development. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation 
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Measure 4.7a: Provide for additional home delivery of mail. The City shall encourage the postal 
service to provide delivery of mail to all existing homes and businesses. This would 
reduce the number of trips to the post office located on Gopher Flat Road. 

Status: Measured Implemented 
Downtown delivery was added in 2003 as a result of the City petitioning the U.S. 
Postal Service.  Now every home in the City home delivery is available. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.7a 

 
Measure 4.7b: The City shall encourage retail stores to provide delivery service and telephone and 

catalog shopping services. Some retail stores are instituting catalog ordering and 
delivery of goods to homes and businesses. This trend should be encouraged. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The City does not promote home deliveries; however, it is common for businesses to 
have mail order & web businesses.  The City allows UPS & FedEx to park 
anywhere reasonable to facilitate deliveries. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 4.7b to reflect City approach. 

 
Measure 4.8: The (pd) land use designation explained in Table LU-2 in the Land Use Element 

allows planned developments to include neighborhood commercial uses so as to 
minimize automobile traffic. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
Neighborhood commercial facilities are being considered in new planned 
development. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation. 

 
Measure 4.9a: As traffic increases on some City streets, parking should be curtailed where parked 

vehicles encroach into the traveled way. 
Status: Measure Partially Implemented 

Parking along Church Street at the Park was modified to curtail encroachment on 
the street. Parking on the street is an effective traffic-calming device.  In residential 
neighborhoods, safety is more important than LOS, and thus, street parking has not 
been discouraged. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 4.9a to reflect current City policy. 

 
Measure 4.9b: Enforce limited time parking restrictions in the older, historic business district. On–

street parking is important to the business community and it should be reserved for 
customers. Members of the business community should use the off-street lots. 

Status:  Measure Partially Implemented 
Time limits are enforced in a selective manner to discourage merchant and 
employee parking while encouraging customers to stay long enough to shop and 
dine.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 4.9b to reflect current City policy. 

 
Measure 4.9c: Provide adequate parking for new and old development. Off street parking should be 

required whenever new commercial buildings are constructed. Where downtown 
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businesses cannot provide adequate off-street parking, in-lieu fees should be 
charged.  These fees should go toward purchase of land and construction of parking 
facilities located within the downtown commercial district. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
New development projects are reviewed using both the General Plan and California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), both of which address parking.   City 
ordinance requires payment of in-lieu fees where parking cannot be provided. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 4.9c. 

 
Measure 4.9d: Where designated, post standard “No parking” signs on streets and alleys in 

appropriate locations to insure compliance and enforcement. 
Status: Measure Implemented 

Several of the narrower streets have no parking signs posted where parking is not 
feasible.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 4.9d. 

 
Measure 4.9e: Conduct a financial feasibility study for the installation of parking meters in the 

Commercial Business District.  The City needs to have a source of revenue for long 
term parking improvements.  Parking meter revenue can be a significant source of 
funds for these improvements. 

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
This policy has been repeatedly rejected by City Council, the Business Association, 
Interest Holders, and Citizens. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.9e based on City policy. 

 
Measure 4.9f: “Park and Ride” lots should be provided by Caltrans at locations shown on Map C-2 

in conjunction with construction of the Highway 49 Bypass. 
Status: Measure Implemented 

The Sutter Hill Transit Center, which includes park and ride lots, is operational at 
the southern end of the Highway 49 bypass. The City has worked with the Foothill 
Rideshare program to provide five (5) park and ride spaces in the South Lot. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 4.9f or modify to encourage future Park and Ride lots. 

 
 

Public Services and Facilities Element 
 
Measure 5.1: The planning department and other City representatives should carry out the follow-

up efforts with the Amador Water Agency (AWA) to insure accomplishment of 
objective 1. 

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
AWA Water Code states “The approval of the provision of water service in 
connection with any annexation of land to, or the inclusion of land within, a Central 
Amador Water Project (CAWP) entity shall be on the basis of first-come, first-
served, with the date of the CAWP entity's notice given pursuant to paragraph 26 of 
the CAWP water service contracts fixing a landowner's priority date”.  The Water 
Code was last revised on July 2, 2007. 
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Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or Modify Measure 5.1 to reflect City policy. 

 
Measure 5.2: The City Council shall urge the AWA to complete the studies necessary and adopt 

adequate rates and fees and other revenue/improvement plans. At the same time 
Council and staff shall carefully review all such increases and plans to assure they 
are fair and meet the City needs. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
Amador Water Agency has completed the Amador Water System (AWS) 
Participation Fee Study Final Report on October 3, 2007. The City Council and staff 
reviews and comments on rate/fee increase if the increases are not supported in the 
reports.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or Modify Measure 5.2 to reflect City policy. 

 
Measure 5.3: The City’s Planning Department shall urge AWA for completion of water system 

design standards and oversee their inclusion into the City’s improvements standards 
document.  

Status: Measure Implemented 
The Amador Water Agency (AWA) has adopted water system design standards.  
The City requires compliance with the AWA standards for building permits and 
project review. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:   
On-going implementation. 

 
Measure 5.4: The City could contract the sewage system capital improvement program project to 

a private engineering firm under the direction of the Council and staff. The cost of 
the project will be recouped as part of the increased revenues addresses by the plan. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or Modify Measure 5.4 to reflect current conditions and City policy. 

 
Measure 5.6  The next large development to be considered after the adoption of the General Plan 

Update that adds substantial storm runoff to Sutter Creek shall be required to 
provide for the master plan (utilize CEQA mandatory finding of cumulative effect) 
and be partially reimbursed by subsequent developments. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
New major projects fully mitigate drainage. 

Recommended Course Adjustment: 
 On-going implementation. 

 
Measure 5.7: The City of Sutter Creek adopts within its General Plan, by reference, the goals, 

objectives and programs within the County AB 939 Task Force’s Source Reduction 
and Recycling Element and Household Hazardous Waste Element. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City actively participates in the County AB 939 Task Force’s Source Reduction 
and Recycling Element and Household Hazardous Waste Element program. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:   
On-going implementation. 
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Measure 5.8a: The City should determine the feasibility of using the Sutter Creek Elementary 

School Site as a civic center and communicate with the school district about 
acquiring the site for such a facility. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
In November 2005 the City constructed a community civic center with facilities 
available for public use. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:   
Remove Measure 5.8a. 

 
Measure 5.8b: The City needs to establish a revenue plan for upgrading existing City offices and/or 

relocating offices to a new larger facility. 
Status: Measure Implemented 
 A new AB1600 study and fees have been adopted.  It became effective on April 

17th, 2008.  
Recommended Course Adjustment:  

Remove or modify Measure 5.8b to reflect current status and City policy. 
 
Measure 5.9a: Work closely with the Post Office to establish an automated postal service center at 

Sutter Hill; and expand the parking at the existing Post Office. 
Status: Measure Not Implemented 
Recommended Course Adjustment:  

Determine if the Postal Service uses automated postal service centers.  Based on 
results, either implement measure or revise to reflect Postal Service policy. 

 
Measure 5.9b: Petition the U.S. Postal Service to provide mail delivery service to central Sutter 

Creek. 
Status: Measure Implemented 

The U.S. Postal Service provides mail delivery service to central Sutter Creek. 
Recommended Course Adjustment:  

Remove Measure 5.9b. 
 
Measure 5.10: The Police Chief and/or an outside consultant should calculate the cost of facilities 

that would be needed to adequately serve projected demand and a timetable for 
which the facilities must be brought into use. The costs and time frame should be 
compared with projected revenues and, if necessary, policies or plans for obtaining 
additional revenues should be adopted by the City Council. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
A new AB1600 study & fee have been adopted.  It became effective on April 17th, 
2008. Police facilities were included in the study. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 5.10 to require regular evaluation of facilities costs and demands. 

 
Measure 5.11: The City will likely need to rely upon services of an outside fiscal consultant to 

conduct the referenced study and prepare any subsequent plan. To save costs, this 
project could be obtained with an overall budget projection analysis and capital 
improvement program as is called for under the subject heading “Funding Public 
Services”. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
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A new AB1600 study & fee have been adopted.  It became effective on April 17th, 
2008. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 5.11 to require regular evaluation of fees. 

 
Measure 5.12: The 20 year plan should be drafted by the Sutter Creek Fire District and portions 

that are relative to Sutter Creek should be adopted by the City Council. 
Status: Measure Not Implemented 

The City does not currently have a 20-year fire protection service plan. The Sutter 
Creek Fire Protection District has formed a Community Facilities District, which 
encompasses all of the properties within the City. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Modify Measure 5.12 for the City to encourage the Fire Protection District to 
maintain a 20 year plan. 

 
Measure 5.13 The City Council may designate a committee and/or staff to work on the project, 

however it is likely the services of a qualified professional with experience in the 
fiscal affairs of small government will be needed. The Citywide capital 
improvement program and funding strategy shall include a provision for the 
maintenance of open space areas that may be acquired through implementation of 
the open areas policies, objectives and guidelines contained within the General Plan. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
A Capital Facilities Fee Study was finished in early 2008. The nexus study for that 
fee study and its associated fee includes a Capital Improvement Plan for police 
facilities, fire department facilities, historical facility preservation, city hall facilities 
and City corporation yard facilities. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 5.13 to reflect current conditions and City policy. 

 
 

Safety Element 
 
Measure 6.1: Records concerning mining activities underneath the planning area should be 

collected and maintained at City Hall for reference and use by the City and 
developers. There is a good summary of mining activities in part of the City in the 
draft EIR for the Oak Knolls subdivision. This and other information should be 
compiled, labeled and indexed by the Planning Department at City Hall for ready 
reference.  

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
 
Recommended Course Adjustment:  

Implement Measure 6.1. 
 
Measure 6.2: A Flood Hazard Reduction Plan should be developed that will reduce the extent of 

flooding that threatens existing development areas within the City. The Flood 
Hazard Reduction Plan should be prepared by the City Engineer or by an outside 
consultant in concert with the master drainage plan called for in the Public Services 
and Facilities Element. At minimum, the City engineer should study the concern and 
include a list of flood hazard reduction projects to be included in the citywide capital 
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improvement program and funding strategy identified in the Public Services and 
Facilities Element. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
A Flood Hazard Reduction Plan has not been developed, however, the City has 
systematically applied for grants to eliminate flooding hazards.  The Old Sutter Hill 
hazard elimination grant corrected problems in the southeast portion of the City and 
the Broad St. grant will resolve issues in the eastern portion of the City.  The City 
required the Sutter Crest East Subdivision to resolve all flooding related problems in 
its area; Golden Hills, ibid.; Powder House, ibid; Lincoln Mine Estates, ibid.; 
Bryson Dr. Cottages, ibid.; Crestview, ibid; etc. The City will replace the Main St. 
Bridge with grant funds and this should eliminate flooding in the City Hall area.   
The City received a grant for improvement is the Badger St. Bridge is scheduled for 
replacement in 2015 that should eliminate flooding. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 6.2. 

 
Measure 6.3: Property owners in the Downtown Historic District should become organized to 

plan for and fund a program to reduce or eliminate the threat of urban fire. The City 
and/or Fire District could facilitate property owners in fulfillment of this objective 
by sponsoring educational programs as well as efforts to obtain grants, special 
districts formation or other funding mechanisms. 

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
A program to reduce or eliminate the threat of urban fire has not been planned for or 
funded by property owners in the Downtown Historic District. It should be noted, 
however, that this project has been suggested and while business owners are 
supportive of it, land owners have been resistant to the idea. The City continues to 
suggest such a program. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 6.3. 

 
Measure 6.4: The County Office of Emergency Services should complete an upgrade of the 

County’s Emergency Management Plan making the document more usable by all 
jurisdictions involved.  

Status: Measure Implemented 
The County updated the Emergency Management Plan in August 2006.  This plan is 
in compliance with the requirement of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.  The 
City has a plan available at City Hall and works with the State Office of Emergency 
Services. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or Modify Measure 6.4 to reflect the current status and City policy. 

 
Measure 6.5: Coordinated interagency emergency drills should be conducted on a regular basis 

especially in hazard areas identified in this plan. 
Status: Measure Implemented 

The Office of Emergency Services conducts one or more drills each year. 
Recommended Course Adjustment:  

On-going implementation. 
 
 



City of Sutter Creek 
2014 Calendar Year General Plan Annual Progress Report 

 

April 2015 
Page 24 of 44 

Historic Element 
 
Measure 8.1a: The committee should review the “Walking Tour of Historical Places of Interest” 

and consult other reliable sources to determine which buildings or structures are 
historically significant. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City’s promotion committee reviews the walking tour annually.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 8.1a. 

 
Measure 8.1b: The committee should develop and provide an inventory of architectural features 

and styles to assist applicants and developers in constructing or remodeling 
residential and commercial structures that clearly enhance building features that 
evoke or display desirable late 19th and early 20th century styles of architecture. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City has adopted a list of architectural features and styles that they have 
designated as desirable for applicants and developers to use. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove Measure 8.1b or modify the measure to reflect the current status and City 
policy. 

 
Measure 8.1c: The committee should recommend other policies and procedures for the Citywide 

maintenance and enhancement of historic values including, possibly, a historic 
preservation ordinance, designation of the downtown area as a nationally registered 
historic place, participation on the National Historic Preservation program as 
certified local government, and participation in the California Main Street program. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
According to the National Register, the Sutter Creek downtown has not been 
designated as a historic place at this time. Sutter Creek is not actively participating 
in the National Register program.   
 
The City adopted a resolution dealing with historic preservation (Chapter 2.40) and 
a resolution establishing architectural standards for commercial development 
(Chapter 18.39) to implement this section. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 8.1c. 

 
Measure 8.2a: Enforce and improve the historic overlay land use designations contained in the 

General Plan Land Use Element. 
Status: Measure Implemented 
 City Resolution 15-37 has been adopted. 
Recommended Course Adjustment:   

On-going implementation of Measure 8.2a. 
 
Measure 8.2b: Consistent with previously listed implementation measure 1b, the Historic Design 

Review Committee should establish design standards that describe and show how 
new development can meet historic corridor values and enhance or complement the 
historic and rural features of the historic district and corridor. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
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The City established design standards for residential development in the Historic 
District/Corridor, and adopted design standards (Chapter 18-29) for commercial 
development. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or modify Measure 8.2b to reflect the current status and City policy. 

 Rename Historic Design Review Committee to Technical Advisory Committee or 
other designation as adopted by the City throughout the General Plan. 

 
Measure 8.2c: The Historic Design Review Committee should recommend to the City Council and 

Planning Commission a list of land uses deemed compatible with the intent of the 
Downtown Historic District. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The City currently has a list of land uses deemed compatible with the intent of the 
Downtown Historic District, based in the zoning code. This implementation measure 
will be more fully addressed with the City's General Plan Update (currently on 
hold). 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 8.2c. 

 
Measure 8.2d: Consistent with previously listed Objective #1, the Historic Design Review 

Committee should be given authority to review and approve or disapprove new 
construction or remodel projects in the historic district and corridor based upon 
conformance to established standards and policies. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) reviews projects prior to the 
Planning Commission. An Architectural Review Committee has been established to 
develop Architectural Design Standards (see 8.1a).  Site plan permits are required 
for new construction and remodel projects in the historic district. With TAC 
Recommended Course Adjustment, site plan permits can be approved at staff level 
by the Community Development Director (CDD) or the CDD can recommend 
forwarding the application for review and approval by the Planning Commission. 

 
The City has adopted: 

• Chapter 2.40 Historic Structures; establishing protection, enhancement, and 
perpetuation of the old and historical buildings within the City,  

• Chapter 15.38 Site Plans and Architectural Design; establishing review of 
site development and building design,  

• Chapter 18.29 HR Combining Zone-Historic Residential Combining; to 
preserve existing residential historic structures as a community resource,  

• Chapter 18.38 DTC Zone – Downtown Commercial; to protect and enhance 
the historic quality as a living example of Mother Lode architecture, and  

• Chapter 18.50 Site Plans; to provide the mechanism for review of site 
development. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Remove or modify Measure 8.2d to reflect current status and City policy. 
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Parks and Recreation Element 
 
Measure 9.1: The parks commission should be appointed by the City Council and made up of 

qualified and well-motivated people.  The amount of additional planning and 
preparation that is necessary to accomplish the goals and objectives of this Element 
is significant.  The commission should develop additional details addressing all 
components of this 20-year plan including design concepts, prioritized locations, 
and funding alternatives.  Progress reports to the Planning Commission could help 
assure progress and communication with respect to ongoing development proposals. 
Target date: before 2000. 

Status: Measure Not Implemented 
The Amador County Recreation Agency (ACRA) serves as the City’s Parks 
Commission and addresses the City’s parks and recreation needs including: design 
concepts, prioritized locations, and funding alternatives. The City Council maintains 
ultimate decision authority over the City’s parks. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 9.1 to reflect ACRA’s management of the City’s recreation 
programs and the management of the City parks by the City. 

 
Measure 9.2: The general purposes and features of a regional park/sports complex are described in 

the previous text, as are some general considerations for obtaining such a facility. 
Target date: before 1997. 

Status:  Measure Not Implemented 
The City does not have a regional park/sports complex. Such a regional park has 
been proposed for the proposed Gold Rush Ranch project.   

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 9.2 and revise General Plan text to reflect 
current ACRA management and collection of fees of regional sports parks. 

 
Measure 9.3: The general purposes and definitions of community parks are described in the 

previous text.  New community parks will be acquired and constructed by 
dedications and “Quimby ordinance” in-lieu fees.  Special assessment or benefit 
districts may be established by ongoing maintenance and overhead costs. Target 
date: before 2000 and ongoing. 

Status: Measure Implemented 
New developments are reviewed with consideration to the General Plan and the 
California Environmental Quality Act. Parkland needs and requirements of the City 
are addressed at that time.  

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 9.3. 

 
Measure 9.4: The general definition of neighborhood parks is contained in the previous text.  All 

new large residential developments should include neighborhood parks.  
Neighborhood parks may include private parks provided they are maintained and 
accessible to all residents of the neighborhood being served for little or no gate fee.   

Status: Measure Implemented 
New large residential developments may include neighborhood parks. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 9.4. 
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Measure 9.5a: The general purposes and parameters for the Sutter Creek linear parkway are 
addressed in the previous text.  The City could “seed” establishment of the parkway 
by using local volunteers to design and construct a part of the parkway on City-
owned property near City Hall.  The City could also sponsor a workshop of local 
business leaders and draw upon the direct experience of other communities whose 
commerce and tourism have improved due to similar park facilities. Target date: 
before 2000. 

Status: Measure Partially Implemented 
The "gateway" project recently constructed at the intersection of Old Hwy. 49 and 
new Hwy. 49, that is City owned property, contains a meandering sidewalk that 
allows persons from that area to walk up to the bus stop and shopping center at the 
top of Sutter Hill Road.  The City recently acquired property along Sutter-Ione Road 
and the Hwy. 49 bypass.  This land is an oak tree mitigation planting project and 
will/does have public access for walking trails.  Other walkways/trails have been 
discussed in public workshops that will eventually be created and linked together to 
connect all neighborhoods within the city. 

 
The City participated in the ACTC pedestrian/bicycle study and the ACRA park 
study.  The Citywide trail system was included in these plans and will be adopted 
into the new General Plan.  This trail system connects extensively with each 
neighborhood and planned neighborhood.  Each new development will construct 
portions of the trail and the City has applied for grants to construct portions of the 
trail in established neighborhoods.  The City has constructed the Nickerson Trail 
and is currently engaged in planning a trail from the footbridge downtown to the 
Central Eureka Mine. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Implement Measure 9.5a 

 
Measure 9.5b: Dedication of creek side greenways is a requirement contained in the land use 

element that applies to new developments along Sutter Creek and Gopher Gulch.  
As future development occurs, improvements in the creek side greenway zones 
should consist only of passive recreation facilities including bicycle paths, 
pedestrian trails, picnic areas, open space and similar uses.  Riparian habitat should 
be maintained as much as possible.  New plantings should consist of native plants to 
the greatest extent possible.  The following controls should also apply: 
1. Urban structures and facilities such as houses, commercial and industrial 

buildings, and parking lots should be prohibited; 
2. Filing of any type should be prohibited; 
3. The obstruction of stream flow by manmade facilities should be prohibited; 
4. The destruction of riparian vegetation should be prohibited except for flood 

control and public health and safety reasons. 
Status: Measure Partially Implemented 

The City reviews new projects and subdivisions adjacent to Sutter Creek and 
Gopher Gulch in compliance with project review and subdivision review 
procedures.  Conditions of approval are applied to maintain existing habitat.  To 
date, passive recreation facilities and/or dedication have not been required. 
 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 9.5b as part of project review and subdivision 
review. 
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Measure 9.7a: A general explanation of the interlinking pedestrian and bicycle trails network is 

provided in the previous text of this Element.  The network is also addressed by 
objectives and policies found within the Circulation Element.  The City’s Parks 
Commission and/or Planning Commission should study alternative designs and 
locations, and develop maps and diagrams for essential components of the network.  
The Commission(s) should also address means to obtain needed trails in developed 
parts of the City.  All new developments should be required to provide for links to 
the system where necessary.  Such links should not generally be considered a 
contribution to parklands dedication if it serves in-lieu of other pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities.  

Status: Measure Implemented 
The City has studied alternative designs/locations and means for acquiring trails.  
New developments are required to provide links to the interlinking pedestrian and 
bicycle trails network. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
On-going implementation of Measure 9.7a. 

 
 
Measure 9.7b: The City should participate in and oversee the countywide bicycle and pedestrian 

plan being developed by the Local Transportation Commission.  
Status: Measure Implemented. 

The City participated in and oversaw The Amador County Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Plan and Guidelines that was adopted in 2006. 

Recommended Course Adjustment:  
Revise Measure 9.7b to require regular evaluation of the Countywide bicycle and 
pedestrian plan. 
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APPENDIX B 
Housing Element  

Review of Previous Programs 
 

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS HOUSING ELEMENT PROGRAMS 

Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Goal 1: To provide the City’s regional fair share of new housing for all economic segments of the community.  

Program 1-1: The City shall create and maintain a 
citywide inventory of potential infill sites.  The sites 
shall consist of vacant and/or underutilized 
residentially-zoned lots within the city limits.  The City 
shall make this information available to the public by 
posting the inventory on the City’s website and 
providing the inventory at the Community Development 
Department counter.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On- going  

The Housing Element includes a 
citywide inventory of potential infill 
sites. The inventory list contained in 
the Housing Element is available at 
the Community Development 
Department offices and at Sutter 
Creek City Hall counter, and is posted 
on the City’s website, 
www.cityofsuttercreek.org. The 
inventory is updated at the time the 
Housing Element is updated. 

Between updates of the Housing 
Element, City staff will maintain a 
database of the housing inventory with 
modifications entered each time a 
building permit or use permit is 
approved.  The Planning staff will post 
the database on the City website and 
make available at the City Hall and 
Community Development counters.  
This program will be continued. 

Combine with 
Program 1-2 and 
continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Program 1-2 The City shall prepare an inventory of 
vacant and/or underutilized commercial, industrial, and 
public sites that could be potentially redesignated for 
residential use.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: As needed 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Not addressed 

This program has not been 
implemented. Starting in 2014, City 
staff will maintain a database of 
vacant and underutilized land with 
modifications entered each time a 
building permit or use permit is 
approved. Staff will post the database 
on the City website and make 
available at City Hall and the 
Community Development counters. 
This program will be continued. 

Combine with 
Program 1-1 and 
continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  

Program 1-3: The City shall amend the Zoning 
Ordinance to provide minimum densities for the R-3 
and R-4 zoning districts.  The density ranges will be 
consecutive and not have overlap or gaps in the 
density range among the various districts allowing 
residential development.   

Funding: General Fund 
Time Frame: 2009 
Quantified Objective: Amend R-3 and R-4 districts 

Complete  

The City’s Zoning Ordinance was 
updated in 2010 and this program was 
implemented. This program will be 
deleted. 

Delete.  

Program 1-4: The City shall review its water and 
sewer hook-up fees for residential second unit 
dwellings and determine whether or not the rates can 
be lowered in an effort to reduce financial disincentives 
to the development of residential second unit 
dwellings. 
Responsibility: Community Development Department 

On-going  

The Amador Water Agency (AWA) 
(http://www.amadorwater.org) is 
responsible for setting water hook-up 
fees within the City of Sutter Creek.  
The City does not have the 
responsibility for establishing or 
enforcing water hook-up fees and thus 
does not have the ability to amend or 

Modify to clarify 
City’s role in 
advising on water 
rates and continue. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

reduce water rates. The City reviews 
the water rates and provides input on 
establishing reasonable rates.  

The City is responsible for establishing 
sewer hook-up fees.  The City 
reviewed and updated its sewer rates 
in 2009. The rates for residential 
second unit dwellings remained the 
same based on the City’s evaluation. 
This program will be modified and 
continued. 

Program 1-5 The City should promote the 
development of second unit dwellings by publicizing 
information in the general application packet and 
posting information on the City's website. The City 
should provide information regarding permit 
requirements, changes in State law, and benefits of 
second unit dwellings to property owners and the 
community.   

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: 10 low income units, 10 
moderate income units 

On-going 

The City’s General Plan and 
regulations are posted on the City’s 
website (www.cityofsuttercreek.org) 
providing applicants with information 
on second dwelling units. The City 
provides links on the City website to 
the “housing and employment 
information” on the County website.   

Due to the changing nature of state 
law, grant funding, and the economy, 
the Planning staff does not maintain a 
packet of information that would 
quickly become outdated but works 
with each applicant to inform them of 
the options available for second unit 
dwellings. This program will be 
continued. No second units were 
approved during the previous planning 
period. The City anticipates some 

This will be 
combined with 
Program 1-6.   
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

second units will be approved or built 
during the 2014–2019 planning period 
due to pending approval of a 
development which will require 
inclusion of second units. 

Program 1-6 The City shall provide a bibliography of 
technical assistance resources for second unit dwelling 
applicants.  The bibliography shall include prototype 
plan sets, instructional video tapes, Internet resources, 
and “how to” manuals.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Available 

City staff researches current available 
resources for second unit dwellings to 
provide to applicants at the time an 
inquiry or application is made. The 
City provides links on the City website 
to the “housing and employment 
information” on the County website.  
This program will be modified and 
continued. 

Modify to reflect 
the City’s current 
approach to 
providing 
information on 
second units and 
continue. 

This program will 
be combined with 
Program 1-5. 

Program 1-7 The City shall review the application 
processing procedures periodically to determine their 
effectiveness and recommend any necessary 
amendments to the Planning Commission.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, Planning Commission   

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: Review annually 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going  

City staff reviews application-
processing procedures annually. In 
2012, checklists were developed to 
assist applicants in meeting the City’s 
requirements.  The Planning 
Commission reviewed and agreed to 
the use of the recommended checklist.  
Recommendations for additional 
modifications by the City staff were not 
made in 2013 or 2014. This program 
will be continued. 

Continue. 

Program 1-8 The City shall continue to periodically 
review the City's development fees so that they 

On-going  The City has reviewed the 
development fees periodically. In 2013 

Continue. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

represent a fair charge for review and processing of 
permit applications.     

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council   

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: Review every six months 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

the City established fee review as part 
of the annual budgeting process.  
Development fees have not been 
modified since 1999.  The staff is 
recommending adjustments to fees in 
2014 to reflect actual costs of 
processing permits. This program will 
be continued. 

Program 1-9 The City shall amend the Zoning 
Ordinance map so that it is consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Diagram.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council, Planning Commission 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Complete 

The City’s Zoning Ordinance map was 
updated in 2010 and is now consistent 
with the General Plan Land Use 
Diagram. This program will be deleted.

Delete.  

Goal 2: To encourage construction and maintenance of affordable housing in the city.  

Program 2-1 The City shall continue to encourage 
developer constructed affordable housing in the large, 
presently undeveloped portions of the City's planning 
area through use of the Planned Development (PD) 
land use and zoning designation.  The City shall also 
encourage clustering of units on small lots to reduce 
the cost of lots, housing construction, improvements, 
site preparation, and infrastructure.    

On-going  

This program is implemented on a 
case-by-case basis for major 
subdivisions.  The most recent 
example of implementation of this 
program was the approval of the Gold 
Rush Ranch Specific Plan (GRRSP) in 
2010.  Public housing benefits 
provided by the GRRSP are 
highlighted in Chapter 3 of the Specific 

Combine with 
Program 2-2 and 
continue. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Plan including: 

• Establishment of an affordable 
housing trust fund for the funding 
of affordable housing, 
administered by the City. 

• Development of a model home 
demonstration project for water-
conserving landscapes and 
appliances, and energy efficiency. 

Chapter 4 of the Specific Plan, 
Development Concept and Land Use 
Plan includes: 
• Use of the Specific Plan land use 

designation to include clustering 
and small lots.  

• Requiring a minimum of 64 second 
dwelling units.  

• Requiring Attached Residential 
zoning at 8 to 15 dwelling units per 
acre located near the County 
Transit Center. 

• Requiring mixed-use at 15 to 20 
dwelling units per acre located 
near the County Transit Center. 

• Requiring 70 homes affordable by 
design with the restricted price 
adjusted annually. 

• Mitigation measure to require 
compliance with identified low and 
moderate income affordable 
housing needs. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

This program will be continued. 

Program 2-2 The City shall require that developers 
providing affordable housing units or lots in planned 
developments show how the lots or units will be made 
affordable to low- and very low-income households, 
and maintained as such, prior to approval of a 
development plan or tentative map for the project.   

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going  

This program is implemented on a 
case-by-case basis for major 
subdivisions.  The most recent 
example of implementation of this 
program is the approval of the GRRSP 
in 2010 as discussed under Program 
2-1. This program will be combined 
into the previous program and deleted.

Combine into 
Program 2-1 and 
delete. 

Program 2-3 The City shall adopt a density bonus 
ordinance pursuant to State Government Code Section 
65915.  The City shall follow State Government Code 
Section 65915, which requires local governments to 
grant a density bonus of at least 25 percent and an 
additional incentive or financially equivalent incentive, 
to a developer agreeing to construct at least: 

• 20 percent of the units for low income households; 
• 10 percent of the units for very low income 

households;  
• 10 percent to any condo project that reserves at 

least 20 percent of its units for moderate income 
residents; or 

• 50 percent of the units for senior citizens.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department  

On-going  

This program is implemented on a 
case-by-case basis for major 
subdivisions.  The most recent 
example of implementation of this 
program is approval of the GRRSP. 
The City has not codified a density 
bonus ordinance. This program will be 
continued. 

 Continue. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Program 2-4 The City shall review its fees imposed on 
new development and identify those fees that could be 
waived or reduced for new low- and moderate-income 
housing developments.  The City shall adopt an 
ordinance to waive or reduce any such fees based on 
City staff’s recommendations.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department, 
City Council, Planning Commission  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going  

This program is implemented on a 
case-by-case basis for major 
subdivisions.  The fees for the Gold 
Rush Ranch Specific Plan were 
waived in recognition of benefits to the 
City committed to by the Development 
Agreement, including new low- and 
moderate-income housing.  An 
ordinance has not been adopted to 
reduce fees in recognition of the 
changing economy, changing 
regulations, and the desire to 
negotiate maximum benefits to the 
City during project review. This 
program will be continued. 

Continue. 

Program 2-5 The City shall review its subdivision, 
zoning, and building codes for unnecessary and costly 
requirements which could be waived for low-income 
housing.  The City shall ensure that any proposed 
modifications will not create safety hazards, increase 
liability, or develop inconsistencies in City regulations 
or State law.  The City shall amend its codes as 
necessary.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council, Planning Commission 

On-going  

The City Building Code provides 
opportunities for waiving requirements 
for low-income housing.  This 
measure is implemented on a case-
by-case basis for major projects.  The 
most recent example was the approval 
of the GRRSP as described in the 
Development Agreement. The City 
has reviewed its subdivision, zoning, 
and building codes and has continued 
to find the requirements are 

Continue.  
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

necessary. This program will be 
continued. 

Program 2-6 The City shall continue to pursue all 
available funding sources for affordable housing 
including annual applications for Federal CDBG and 
HOME funds.  The City should consider using a 
portion of these funds to acquire a site for low-cost 
housing.  The City should contact non-profit and for-
profit low-cost housing developers in an effort to 
secure development and subsequent management of 
low-cost housing on the acquired site.  Non-profit 
developers/agencies which should be contacted 
include the California Rural Housing Corporation in 
Sacramento and the Amador-Tuolumne Community 
Action Agency.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council, Planning Commission  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: 20 very low-income units, 10 
low-income units, and 10 moderate-income units 

Not addressed 

The City has not actively pursued 
available funding for affordable 
housing due to limitations on staff 
availability to conduct the search. This 
program will be modified and 
continued. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  

Program 2-7 To ensure that manufactured houses are 
allowed in all residential zones except the Historic 
Residential Combining Zone, the City shall review the 
Manufactured Housing Combining Zone in the Zoning 
Ordinance and amend it, if necessary, to be consistent 

Complete and 
on-going 

The Zoning Ordinance allows 
manufactured housing within the 
Manufactured Housing Combining 
Zone, Section 18.30 of the Zoning 
Code. The City implements the most 

Delete. 
Manufactured 
Housing is an 
allowed use in the 
Zoning Code.   
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

with the requirements of State law.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council, Planning Commission  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

recent California Building Code that 
implements the required state 
regulations.  The City reviewed 
Section 18.30 and determined it is 
consistent with state law.  

Goal 3: To provide a range of housing services for households with special needs within Sutter Creek.  

Program 3-1 The City shall review and amend its 
Municipal Code to provide individuals with disabilities 
reasonable accommodation in rules, policies, 
practices, and procedures that may be necessary to 
ensure equal access to housing.  

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Partially 
complete 

The City has implemented this 
program through adoption of City 
Code Section 18.58 “Accommodation 
of Persons with Disabilities.” However, 
this section does not meet all of the 
requirements of Senate Bill 520 and 
this program will be modified and 
continued to address those 
requirements. 

Modify to fully 
address Senate Bill 
520 and continue 
and combine with 
Program 3-2.  

Program 3-2 The City shall create a public information 
brochure on reasonable accommodation for disabled 
persons and provide that information on the City's 
website.   

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council 

Funding: General Fund 

Not addressed 

This program was not implemented 
during the previous planning period 
and will be continued. 

 

Combine into 
Program 3-1 and 
continue. 



City of Sutter Creek 
2014 Calendar Year General Plan Annual Progress Report 

 

April 2015 
Page 39 of 44 

Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Program 3-3 The City shall review the General Plan 
Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance and identify 
appropriate land use designations/zones in which to 
allow emergency and transitional housing for the 
homeless in the city.    

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council, Planning Commission 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Partially 
complete  

The City’s Zoning Ordinance was 
updated to allow transitional housing 
and emergency shelters in 2008. 
Ordinance 330 was created to allow 
these types of uses in the R4 and C2 
zones. Emergency shelters are 
allowed by right in the C2 zone. 
Transitional housing is allowed by 
right in the R4 zone. The City has not 
adopted development standards for 
emergency shelters. Standards for the 
C2 zone apply to emergency shelters. 

Modify to remove 
emergency shelter 
portion of program 
and revise to fully 
address the 
transitional and 
supportive housing 
requirements of 
Senate Bill 2 and 
continue. 

Goal 4: To improve the existing supply of housing.  

Program 4-1 The City shall survey the condition of 
housing stock within the city, including identification of 
occupied substandard housing.   

Responsibility: Building Department, City Council 

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Complete  
The Housing Element includes the 
results of the housing stock condition 
survey most recently updated in 2010.  

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Program 4-2 The City shall utilize survey results 
obtained through Program 4-1 and pursue available 
funding sources to develop a rehabilitation program in 
the city, including: 1) the CDBG program, 2) the 
California Self-Help Housing program, and 3) the 
California Housing Rehabilitation program.  The City 
shall keep in contact with Department of Housing and 
Community Development and Central Sierra Planning 
Council for changes which will improve the City's 
chances of obtaining funding, including the availability 
of new programs.  

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Council  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: Annually 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going  

The City has not developed a 
rehabilitation program.   

The City requires that buildings meet 
code at the time of ownership change 
or at the time a building permit is 
requested.  The City implemented a 
Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) for age-restricted and low-
income occupants in 2008 and 2009.  

City staff reviews funding for potential 
programs on an annual basis to 
determine if the programs are 
available and if the City has the ability 
to implement the program.  

Modify to remove 
reference to 
Central Sierra 
Planning Council 
and continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  

Program 4-3 The City shall assist, as appropriate, in 
the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historically-
significant structures. This shall include assisting 
private property owners of historically-significant 
structures in applying for and utilizing State and 
Federal assistance programs as appropriate.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department  

Funding: State and Federal funds 

Time Frame: Ongoing 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going  

The City Planning Department 
coordinates the rehabilitation and 
adaptive reuse of historically 
significant structures as appropriate.   
No historically significant residential 
structures have been processed since 
the last update of the Housing 
Element.  The Hotel Sutter is a 
commercially historically significant 
structure processed in the last year.  
Private funding was used to 
implement the improvements.  The 
Sutter Creek Community Benefit 

Continue. 
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Foundation is currently working on 
making improvements to the Old 
Sutter Creek Grammar School. This 
program will be continued 

Goal 5: To provide decent housing and quality living environment for all Sutter Creek residents, regardless of age, race, 
religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national origin, color, disability, or economic level. 

Programs 5-1 The City shall obtain information on fair 
housing laws from the Department of Housing and 
Community Development and have copies of the 
information available for the public on the City’s 
website, at City Hall, and the local library.  In addition, 
the City Clerk shall add a statement to City utility bills 
which indicates that information on fair housing laws is 
available to the public without charge at City Hall and 
in the library.    

Responsibility: Community Development 
Department, City Clerk  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Available 

Fair housing information is available at 
the Planning Department and links to 
the fair housing laws are on the City’s 
website.  There is no library within the 
City limits. This program will be 
modified to reflect current City 
resources and continued.   

Modify to reflect 
available resources 
and continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  

Programs 5-2 The City shall continue to refer housing 
complaints to the Amador-Tuolumne Community 
Action Agency, the fair housing authority for Amador 
County.  

Responsibility: Community Development Department 

Funding: General Fund 

On-going  

The Planning staff refers housing 
complaints to the Amador-Tuolumne 
Community Action Agency when 
appropriate. This program will be 
continued. 

Continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  
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Housing Program Status Accomplishments 
Continue, Modify 

or Delete 
Program 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

Goal 6: To encourage energy efficiency in all new and existing housing.  

Program 6-1 The City should work with local utility 
companies to implement energy awareness programs. 

Responsibility: Community Development Department 
(lead), Private Utility Companies  

Funding: General Fund 

Time Frame: FY 2007 

Quantified Objective: N/A 

On-going and 
available  

The City collaborates with Pacific Gas 
and Electric (PG&E) on installing 
energy-efficient lighting.  In 2012 the 
City and PG&E selected new standard 
energy-efficient lights to be used in the 
city.   

The City provides a link to the PG&E 
energy-efficiency website from the 
City’s website. 

The City provides residents with the 
local PG&E representative’s contact 
information when an inquiry is made 
regarding energy efficiency.  This 
program will be continued. 

Continue. 

This will now be a 
joint Cities/County 
Housing Element 
program.  

Goal 7: To provide for a variety of housing types, sizes, price ranges, and densities compatible with the existing character 
and integrity of residential neighborhoods.  

Programs not identified.    
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APPENDIX C 
Additional Content 

 
a. Interagency or intergovernmental coordination efforts and identify areas for improvement. This 
may include participation in a regional blueprint or partnerships with State or Federal programs.  

The City coordinated with FEMA on the Broad Street Drainage project, ACTC and Caltrans 
implementing road improvements in the City, EPA, and DCSC for the Central Eureka Mine 
Cleanup. 

b. The implementation of mitigation measures from the General Plan Final Environmental Impact 
Report or Negative Declaration.  

The General Plans Final Negative Declaration relies on implementation of the General Plan 
Goals, Objectives, Policies, and Implementation measures to avoid impacts or reduce impacts 
to a less than significant level.  See the discussion of implementation compliance in 
Appendix A. 

c. Equity planning considerations of the General Plan, such as impacts on particular ethnic or 
socioeconomic population groups (i.e., environmental justice issues).  

None.  Equity planning is not fiscally feasible at this time. 
d. Promote infill development, reuse, and redevelopment particularly in underserved areas while 
preserving cultural and historic resources.  

The cleanup of the Central Eureka Mine was completed, but a public park has not yet been 
created on portions of the site.  The City supported the Sutter Creek Community Benefit 
Foundation to implement projects not fiscally feasible by the City. 

e. Protect environmental and agricultural resources and other natural resources  
The cleanup of the Central Eureka Mine was completed, but a public park has not yet been 
created on portions of the site.   

f. Encourage efficient development patterns  
The City planning staff advised applicants during consultation on efficient development 
patterns for submittal of conditional use permits. 

g. Economic development – Depending on the needs of your jurisdiction, this analysis could include 
information on the jobs to dwelling units ratio, tax revenues, demographics, census information, etc. 

The City works with and provides funding to the Sutter Creek Business and Professional 
Organization to support economic development and tourism. 

h. Monitoring long-term growth – For example: population growth, employment growth, land use 
development, and the provision of adequate supporting public services and infrastructure.  

The city monitors long-term growth through monitoring building permits and coordination 
with Amador County, Amador Water Agency, ACTC, and ARSA. 

i. Identify and monitor customer service improvements and methods to encourage public 
involvement in planning activities.  

The City retains the responsibility for building department services to improve 
responsiveness and speed.  

j. Review and summarize grant administration for land use planning activities.  
None in 2013 

f. Provide a technology review such as implementation of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or 
establishment of web sites.  

The City continues to update its web site with additional City plans, regulations, forms, and 
documentation in 2014.    
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APPENDIX D 

 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. xx-xx-xx 
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