
From: Morrison, David
To: Frost, Melissa; Fuller, Lashun; Ayers, Dana; Gallina, Charlene
Subject: FW: Allowing Private Winery Helicopter Landings
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 10:28:58 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Anni Donahue [mailto:ronanni@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 8:54 PM
To: Morrison, David
Subject: Allowing Private Winery Helicopter Landings

I am emailing the Planning Commission to express my opinion on the helicopter plan for a winery/resident of Napa.
My husband and I are totally against this item before you.  Even a mile away would cause disruption and
 unacceptable noise to the residents living near this winery.  Have you heard or seen the helicopter landings and
 takeoffs at the Queen of the Valley Hospital?  A mile still not enough, and I am not complaining about these
 happenings at the Queen as they can have a lifesaving outcomes.  I am just using this as an example. This winery
 owner can't live like other Napans who own planes/helicopters by keeping his helicopter/plane at the airport and
 driving to and from the airport to his home?  He gets to disrupt everyone else's lives to provide comfort to himself?
Please think of everyone you represent and what a precedent this establishes when you vote on this matter.
Thank you for your time and most importantly your consideration regarding this matter.
Ron and Anni Donahue
3416 Crestview Way
Napa CA 94558
707 253-1653
ronanni@comcast.net

Sent from my iPadH
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Morrison, David
To: Frost, Melissa; Fuller, Lashun; Ayers, Dana
Subject: FW: Heliport
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:21:31 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Ramos, Belia
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:21 AM
To: Morrison, David
Subject: FW: Heliport

Belia Ramos
Napa County Board of Supervisors
District 5

belia.ramos@countyofnapa.org
707.259.8277

-----Original Message-----
From: Jacqui Murray [mailto:jacquimurray@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:08 AM
To: Ramos, Belia
Subject: Heliport

Dear Belia. Please do not approve the heliport. Do not sell the quality of napa valley for the sake of money. This
 port would serve so few and disturb so many. I didn't buy a house in coombsville for this. I enjoy the peace and
 quiet of nature. Thank you Jacqueline murray

Sent from my iPhone
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Frost, Melissa
To: Fuller, Lashun
Subject: FW: Palmaz heli port
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 8:05:36 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: McDowell, John
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 8:05 AM
To: Ayers, Dana; Gallina, Charlene; Frost, Melissa
Subject: FW: Palmaz heli port

-----Original Message-----
From: Planning
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 6:48 AM
To: McDowell, John
Subject: FW: Palmaz heli port

Came in on the POD line...

Terri Abraham
Planner
Napa County Planning, Building, and Environmental Services
1195 Third St., Suite 210
Napa CA 94559
707.299.1331
707.299.4075 direct fax

terri.abraham@countyofnapa.org
New County Web site www.countyofnapa.org

The happiest people don't have the best of  everything. They just make the best of everything they have. Live
 simply, love generously care deeply, and speak kindly.

-----Original Message-----
From: Wayne Ryan [mailto:Wayneryan@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 5:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Palmaz heli port

I am a 30 year resident of Napa County and I strongly appose the heliport at Palmaz. I feel this would create a
 nuisance for the neighbors and set a very bad precedent Sincerely Wayne Ryan
2332 Bueno St
Napa CA

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Morrison, David
To: Frost, Melissa; Fuller, Lashun; Gallina, Charlene
Subject: FW: Use Permit Application #P14-00261–UP
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 5:12:33 PM

From: STEVEN FROST [mailto:sfrost1064@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2017 5:09 PM
To: joellegPC@gmail.com; mikebasayne@gmail.com; anne.cottrell@lucene.com; tkscottco@aol.com;
 JeriGillPC@outlook.com
Cc: Ayers, Dana; Morrison, David
Subject: Use Permit Application #P14-00261–UP

Commissioners

Napa County Planning Commission

RE:  Amalia Palmaz Living Trust/Palmaz Personal Use Heliport

Use Permit Application #P14-00261–UP

I have lived in Napa County for forty-two years, living the past 29+ years on property, in a
 quiet neighborhood, that my grandparents purchased and built a home on in the late 1940’s. I
 object to the County's policy to grant Conditional Use Permits for Private Use helicopter
 landings in Napa County. According to extensive California case law, Conditional Use
 Permits are to enable a municipality to control certain uses which could have detrimental
 effects on the community or that are in the best interest of public convenience.

The Palmaz application serves no public purpose and can only have detrimental effects on the
 welfare of this community (e.g., noise… regardless of the flight path or altitude, increased fire
 danger, potential fuel contamination of the watershed). This heliport would be an
 infringement on the preservation and enjoyment of nearby property owner’s property rights.
 Approval of this application could also be precedent-setting for others wanting to do the same
 in the future. Where does it stop? I respectfully request that you deny this application and put
 the best interest of the community ahead of what the County may perceive to be a possible
 benefit (insignificant, all things considered) of using the heliport in an emergency situation.
 Imagine if it were your home located near the proposed heliport.

Sincerely,

Steven Frost
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1064 Rose Drive

Napa, CA 94558

cc:    Dana Ayers, Planner III

Napa County Planning, Building &

Environmental Services Department

David Morrison, Director

Napa County Planning, Building &

Environmental Services Department

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.



From: Morrison, David
To: Frost, Melissa; Fuller, Lashun; Ayers, Dana
Subject: FW: Helipad
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 3:03:15 PM

-----Original Message-----
From: Marshall Zaslove [mailto:sfsos@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 2:55 PM
To: Morrison, David
Subject: Helipad

Dear David,
We are longtime county taxpayers and residents on 3rd avenue in Coombsville.
We are VERY strongly opposed to the proposed helipad development in our area, and find the prospect of more
 noise, overflights, pollution and degradation of bird and wildlife alarming and unacceptable.
This seems to us a very un-Napan concept: degrade the entire area, and annoy thousands of residents, so one or two
 people can fly in!
Unbelievably elitist, self-serving, and unacceptable.
Is this the future of Napa you wish for our children and grandchildren?  Flight path for the privileged few? I don't
 think so.
Kindly convey our STRONG objections to the planning group, on our behalf, since we may not be able to attend
 tomorrow.
We are all watching.
Best regards,
Marshall Zaslove MD
Nina Zaslove

Sent from my iPad.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Steven & Sandra Booth
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Palmez Heliport
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 7:13:49 PM

Dear Dana,

Private heliports are contrary to good planning sense. The concept of a private heliport in
Napa Valley is flawed in the singular case and equally flawed in its potential to invite multiple
cases. Do not entertain or encourage approval of this project. It is a bad idea from first to last.
If you feel driven to initiate a County planning precedent, start with denying this project.

Sincerely,

Steve Booth

-- 
Juniper Booth Studio
P. O. Box 6063
Napa, CA 94581

Steve Booth's cell:  707-227-8967
Sandra Booth's cell: 707-252-7029
E-mail:  juniperbooth@gmail.com
Website:  juniperboothstudio.com
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From: fiona-c
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Palmaz personal use heliport use permit
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 6:24:11 PM

Attn.: Dana Ayers, Planner
Napa County

I live in Alta Heights and I am writing to express my objection to Personal Use Heliports in Napa County.
The noise when helicopters fly overhead is very disturbing to those of us who live anywhere near the flight path, and
also to the wildlife in the area.  If you allow the Palmaz Personal Use Heliport a permit, I think you will be opening
a pandoras box of requests from all over the Napa Valley.  Please do not allow this use permit; please let us live in
as much peace and quiet as possible.
Yours sincerely
Fiona Campbell
1509 Meek Ave, Napa
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From: Henni Cohen
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Proposed Palmaz Heliport
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 8:58:14 PM

Dear Ms. Ayers,

I am writing to express my opposition to the prospect of the approval of a private
heliport in Napa County.  There is no justification for its approval.

The issues of noise, even with a "low-noise helicopter," restricted number of flights
per week, and 'mitigation measures' as hinted at by the consultants who prepared the
EIR, have been addressed by other concerned citizens.

The crucial question is why such a facility is needed?  The individual in question
does not live in an inaccessible area where there is no other way to get to his
property.  He is within an easy drive of the Napa airport and, surely, the drive
would not take longer than a helicopter ride.  And what about the times when there
is bad weather that would prohibit the flying of the helicopter?  The individual
would have to drive to his residence under those circumstances.  The heliport is
merely an extension of the individual's sense of entitlement, to the detriment of his
neighbors and Napa County, not a necessity.

If commercial helicopters are banned, shouldn't private ones be as well?  They
present the same noise, intrusion, and privacy issues that were the basis for the ban
on commercial helicopter use. 

I do not live on Hagen Road, nor near the proposed site of the heliport.  However,
as I live off of Soda Canyon, where the number of wineries seems to be
proliferating to the detriment of our rural life and there are a number of large
properties, I am very concerned about the slippery slope that will be created if the
Palmaz heliport is approved.  Once one such place is permitted, how can the County
deny the application for other heliports?  I would hate to see the skies of Napa
become congested by private helicopters.  Not a pretty thought.  The many balloons
one sees, especially during the summer, are bad enough, with their noise and
sometimes intrusive positions above our homes.

I respectfully suggest that the Planning Commission take these points into
consideration as it decides whether to approve or deny the application for the
Palmaz heliport.  And I believe that the only decision is to deny the application for a
private heliport in Napa.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Henrietta Cohen
1044 Loma Vista Dr.
Napa, CA 94558



From: gridley52@gmail.com
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: heliport
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 7:48:03 PM

Dear Ms. Ayers:

There is no legitimate reason to approve a heliport in this county. Please kill this proposal.

Thank you,

Paul Gridley
4601 Dry Creek Road
Napa

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Norman Manzer
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Palmaz fiasco
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 12:05:07 AM

Dana, please add our names to those opposing the impending disaster of permitting private
helicopters and helipads in Napa County, the god-awful Palmaz proposal to wit.  Norm and Linda
Manzer, St Helena.  Thank you.   
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From: Tom Mcgee
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Heliport
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 6:17:36 AM

Planning Commission,
There is a helipad at Napa County Airport, a 24 hour all weather airport.
It is a 20 minute drive from there to Hagen road.  End of comment.
Tom McGee  (50 years as private, commercial, and military pilot)

Sent from my iPad
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From: Daniel Mufson
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Re: PALMAZ LIVING TRUST APPLICATION / GC EXHIBIT 4
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 3:54:58 PM
Attachments: Palmaz_Online_Signatures_2-28-17.pdf

Dear Ms. Ayers, I am attaching a copy of a Petition signed by 356 residents of Napa County
against the proposed heliport. Please enter this Petition in the official record. Please confirm
that you have received this submission.

To the Napa County Planning Department, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:
RE: Palmaz Residence Private Use Helicopter Application 4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA
94558 Use Permit # P14-00261
I am a resident of Napa County and object the County's policy to grant Conditional Use
Permits for Private Use helicopter landings. According to extensive California case law,
Conditional Use Permits are to enable a municipality to control certain uses which could
have detrimental effects on the community or that they are in the best interest of public
convenience.
The Palmaz application serves no public purpose and can only have detrimental effects on
the welfare of this community and therefore request that you deny it.

Daniel Mufson
President, Napa Vision 2050

(707) 780-2050

PO Box 2385
Yountville, CA 94599

www.napavision2050.org
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Petition
To the Napa County Planning Department, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:


RE: Palmaz Residence Private Use Helicopter Application 4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA
94558 Use Permit # P14-00261


I am a resident of Napa County and object the County's policy to grant Conditional Use
Permits for Private Use helicopter landings. According to extensive California case law,
Conditional Use Permits are to enable a municipality to control certain uses which could
have detrimental effects on the community or that they are in the best interest of public
convenience.


The Palmaz application serves no public purpose and can only have detrimental effects on
the welfare of this community and therefore request that you deny it.


356 petition signatures:


Name Address
Abernethy, Lee A 3005 North Ave.


Napa, California 94558
Adams, Moss 385 Randolph Street


Napa, CA 94559
Afentoulis, Oneta 155 Mayfield Court


Napa, CA
Alarcon, Sara 1016 Birkdale Dr


Napa, Ca 94559
Allegra, Antonia St Helena, CA
Allen, Carol Napa, CA 94559
Allen, Robin 1026 Rose Dr


Napa, Ca 94558
Altman-michaels, Lorrie 3229 Piedmont Ave.


Napa, California 94558
Amaral, Arlan
Andronico, Susan 3110 Vichy Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Angell, Trudi 4510 Silverado Trl


Calistoga, CA 94515
Aycock, Lisa 5147 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Bacci, Beverly
Bacci, Roland 1103 Mt. George Avenue


Napa, ca 94558
Bacci, Theodore 1375 Trower Ave


Napa, California 94558
Bailey, Una 60 Belvedere Ct.


Napa, CA 94559







Bailo, Sandina 3271 Twin Oaks
Napa, Ca 94558


Barberi, Amy 112 Legacy Ct
Napa, CA 94559


Barker, David 2467 Claret Street
Napa, CA 94558


Barron, Juli 645 Cabot Court
Napa, ca 94559


Bartlett, Andy 1286 Hudson Ave
Rochester, NY 14621


Bates, Ernest
Belden, Paula 1150 La Grande Ave.


Napa, CA 94558
Benefield, Richard 2064 Kirkland Road


Napa, CA 94558
Bennett, Wendy 4206 Maher St


Napa, Ca 94558
Bernier, John 4347 Madeira Ct


Napa, CA 94558
Bernstein, Michael 32 Country Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Bien, Gail 1086 La Londe


Napa, CA 94558
Bird, Carrysa 367 College Avenue


Angwin , Ca 94508
Birleffi, Cathy 7 View Rd


Calistoga, CA 94515
Bock, Astrid 871 Liberty Dr
Boyd, Priti 1024 Wyatt Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Boyd, Kathleen 151 Randolph


Napa, California 94559
Brault, Penelope 1061 Rose Drive


Napa, Ca 94558
Bronson, Richard 7410 Wild Horse Valley Rd


Napa, Ca 94558
Brooks, Bernadette 3103 Dry Creek Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Brown, Deborah 93 El Nido Dr


Napa, CA 94559
Brown, Thomas P. O. Box 10490


Napa, CA 94581
Browning, Bethany 1840 Sutter Court


Napa, ca 94559
Bucknell, Christian 611 32nd St


Oakland, CA 994609
Burger, Debra 595 Montecito Blvd


Napa, CA 94559
Cadman, Brie 1186 East Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Callahan, Sandra 237 Ashlar Drive


Napa, Ca 94558
Carpenter, Theresa 3960 Hagen Rd.


Napa, Ca 94558







Carpenter, Hugh 3960 Hagen Rd
Napa, Ca 94558


Carpignano, Patricia
Carr, Anne 1730 Dean York Lane


Saint Helena, CA 94574
Carr, Ron 3783 Norfolk St.


Napa, California 94558
Carrell, Mari 82 Village Parkway


Napa, California (CA) 94558
Cassayre, Elizabeth 1243 Arroyo Sarco


Bapa, CA
Chiarella, Victor
Christensen, Daralyn 181 Kaanapali Drive


Napa, CA 94558
Cloud, Vicki 1157 Green Valley Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Cochran, Linda 1347 Calistoga Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Coffield, Denise 286 Monte Vista Dr.


Napa, CA 94559
Coffield, William 286 Monte Vista Dr.


Napa, CA 94559
Cohen, Henrietta 1044 Loma Vista Dr


Napa, CA 94558
Cohn, Rusty 207 Cardwell Ct


Napa, Ca 94559
Conaway, Jackson 2010 North Third Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Conroy, Michael 1568 Palmer Street


Napa, CA 94559
Conway, Betty
Conway-wahle, Erica
Cooney, Christopher 1322 Hestia Way


Napa, CA 94558
Correll, Jeff 30 Pienza Drive


American Canyon, CA 94503
Corthell, Laura 677 Montecito Blvd


Napa, CA 94559
Corwin, Linda 379 Brown Street


Napa, Ca 94559
Corwin, Douglas 379 Brown Street


Napa, CA 94559
Cox, Diane
Culler, Karen 1098 Vineyard Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Dalla Betta, Ladan 2005 1st Street


Napa, CA 94559
Damery, Patricia 3185 Dry Creek Rd, Napa, Ca


94558, United States Of America
Napa, CA 94558


Darlington, Laura 2018 Heinke Dr
Napa, CA 94558


Davies, Rachel Boston, MA







Davis, Jeff 677 Cabot Way
Napa, CA 94559


Davis, Carol 2237 First Avenue
Napa, CA 94558


Dayan, Kelly 12 Palcale Pl
Napa, CA 94558


De Man, Elaine 1113 Chiles Avenue
Saint Helena, CA 94574


De Weese, Irene
Deamicis, Ralph 29 Valley Club Circle


Napa, CA 94558
Dellario, Charles 1561 Third St


Napa, CA 94559
Dickson, Jacqueline 5290 Wild Horse Valley Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Dolcini, Marie 1915 2nd St
Dougherty, Kim 4300 East 3rd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Dougherty, William 4300 E 3rd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Dowd, Madaleine 106 Macinnes Ct.


Napa, CA 94558
Doxsee, Lisa 1420 King Ave.


Napa, CA 94559
Dunlap, David
Duval, Maria 2064 S. Terrace Dr.


Napa, CA 94559
Eason, Kevin 33 Vanessa Ct W


Napa, CA 94558
Edwards, Thomas 2049 3rd Avenue


Napa, Ca 94558
Elke, Mary 2210 N Third Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Elles, Sandy
Evanko, Jack 21 Pinnacle Peak St


Napa, CA 94558
Evans, Gordon
Farella, Frank
Farella, Tom
Farley, Sonja 6 Chateau Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Farley, Mark 6 Chateau Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Feutz, Linda
Firpo, Sharon 2765 Atlas Peak Rd


Napa, Ca 94558
Fisher, Curt
Fitch, James 1086 4th Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Fitch, Jerry 5045 Coombsville Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Flyr, Diane 1086 La Londe Lane


Napa, Ca 94558







Fraser, Dianne 2612 Colombard Ct
St Helena, CA 94574


Freeman, Staci 3292 Browns Valley Rd.
Napa, CA 94558


Freeto, Brian 1188 Jerome Way
Napa, CA 94558


Fresquez, Joseph 1215 Monticello Rd.
Napa, CA


Frost, Bruce 1064 Rose Dr
Napa, CA 94558


Gallagher, Mike And Connie 1035 Barriw Lane
Napa, CA 94558


Galvin, Daniel 4991 Dry Creek Rd
Napa, CA 94558


Garcia, Karen 2336 Clay St.
Napa, CA 94559


Gardella, Theresa 16 Joshua Court
Napa , CA 94558


Gelow, Diana 366 Saint Andrews Dr
Napa, Ca 94558


Genes, Mary Therese 1039 Bell Lane
Napa, CA 94558


Gennet, Matthew 1040 First Ave
Napa, CA 94558


Gennet, Natasha 1040 First Ave
Napa, CA 94558


Gerosa, Kirsty
Geske, Deborah 2255 First Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Ghenender, Ingrid
Giarrusso, Fred
Gibbons, Jennifer 61 Belvedere Ct


Napa, CA 94559
Gonzalez, Judy 2026 Heinke Drive


Napa, Ca 94558
Goodrich, Jennifer 2270 Loma Heights Rd.


Napa, CA 94558
Gracia, Leslie 2438 Shoreline Dr


Napa , CA 94558
Gravelle, Marie Po Box, CA 6558
Green, Cathy 3114 Vichy


Napa, CA 94558
Gregory, Susan 1887 Main Street


Napa, CA 94559
Gronseth, Christy 1105 Pennyroyal Street


Napa, CA 94559
Gularte, Crystal
Gustin, Barry
Gustin, Carolina
Gutierrez, Gloria
Hacenstein, Erin 3320 Greystone Ct


Napa, CA 94558







Hagerman, Heather 763 Kearney Way
Napa, CA 94559


Hall, Shirleen 3177 Vichy Ave
Napa, CA 94558


Haller-wilson, Nicole 2009 Cedar St
Berkeley, Ca 94709


Harley, Dylan 3641 Ruston Lane
Napa, CA 94558


Harley, Mikah 3641 Ruston Lan
Napa , CA 94558


Harrison, John 4482 Sandalwood Street
Napa, CA 94558


Hartman, Petra Po Box 131
Pope Valley, CA 94567


Hauptmann, Daniela 1955 Summit Lake Dr
Angwin, CA 94508


Heidger, Friederike 2247 West Oak Knoll Ave
Napa, CA 94558


Heinke, Dennis
Herrick, Elaine 23 Highland Drive


Napa, CA 94559
Hershkowitz, Denise 1039 Ross Circle


Napa, CA
Heskett, Susan 1117 Cayetano Dr.


Napa, CA 94559
Hirayama, Lisa 16 Dogwood Ct


Napa, CA 94558
Hirsch, Christopher 710 Trancas St #242


Napa, Ca 94558
Hise, George
Hitchcock, Patricia 1023 Mt George Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Ho, Mui 1605 Arch St


Berkley, CA 94709
Hocker, Bill 1605 Arch St


Berkeley, CA 94709
Hoolry, Lynne 1406 East Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Hopkins, Dotty 1330 River Park Blvd.


Napa, CA 94559
Horsch, Colette
Horsch, Dan
Hough, Douglas 1987 South Terrace Drive


Napa, CA 94559
Hunt, Lynette 136 Tyson Ct.


Napa, Ca 94558
Imbach, Nanci 4038 E. 3rd Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Jackson, Pamela 1049 Stonebridge Dr


Napa, CA 94558
Jacob, Karen
Janik Md, Andrew 104 Valley Club Cir


Napa, CA 94558







Jemison, Lynn 2168 Monticello Rd.
Napa, CA 94558


Jennings, Christina 614 Montecito Blvd
Napa, CA 94559


Johanson, Lisa 1167 First Ave
Napa, California 94558


Johnston, Robert 149 Silverado Trail
St. Helena, CA 94574


Jordan, Cecily 7440 A Wild Horse Valley Rd
Napa, CA 94558


Jotter, Colette 1035 Bella Drive
Napa, CA 94558


Kelly, Carole
Kelly, Tim 1193 Ross Circle


Napa, CA
Kelly, Karen 1193 Ross Circle


Napa, CA
Kelly, Cris 537 Minahen St


Napa, CA 94559
Kent, Lawrence 2160 Penny Lane


Napa, CA 94559
Keolker, James 30 Fountain Grove Circle


Napa, CA 94558
Kerr, Cathleen 2970 Redwood Road


Napa, CA 94558
Kesler, Estreya 285 Monte Vista Dr


Napa , CA 94559
Kirkhofer, Gary 770 Lincoln Ave #63


Napa, Ca 94558
Kitchens, Charlie
Klare, Ashleigh 1409 Banks Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Kohagura, Ellen
Koufos, Betty
Krammer, Annette 351 Circle Oaks Dr


Napa, CA 94558
Kuffel, Irene 1058 2nd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Kuhen, Cindy
Kuhlman-furrer, Emilie 566 Monroe Street


Napa, ca 94559
Kunowski, John 2064 Kirkland Road


Napa, CA 94558
Lafontaine, Elaine & Will
Lambert, Parie 3128 Vichy Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Leick, Susan
Lew, Leslie 1512 Banks Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Lewis, Marjorie
Lindberg, Grania 1515 Laurel St
Linden, Catherine







Lofaro, Phil 522 Westgate Drive
Napa, CA 94558-1239


Long, Rebecca 3118 Vichy Ave
Napa, CA 94558


Long, Hugh 3118 Vichy Av
Napa, CA 94558


Long, Darlene
Lucas, Michael 5014 Coombsville


Napa, CA 94558
Lucas, Linda 780 Magellan Way, 16


Napa, CA 94559
Lucero, Carla 1109 East Ave


Napa, ca 94559
Lukanish, Laura 1065 La Grande


Napa, CA 94558
Mackenzie, Michelle
Madrid, Helen 155 Kaanapali Dr


Napa, CA 94558
Mains, Norman 3167 Dry Creek Road


Napa, CA 94558
Marriott, Sarah 1322 Hestia Way


Napa, CA 94558
Martel, Jolaine 895 Sanitarium Rd


Deer Park, CA 94576
Mason-steinberg, Elizabeth 2040 Sommer St


Napa, CA 94559
Masterson, Patricia 727 Hunt Ave.


St. Helena, CA 94574
Matsumoto, Greg 3116 Vichy


Napa, CA 94558
Matsumoto, Ryan 3116 Vichy Ave.


Napa, CA 94558
Mcaughtry, Diane 212 Buttercup Ct


Napa, CA 94559
Mcclaine, Lynne 1052 Third Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Mcclure, Christine
Mccomber, Chad 2139 Penny Ln


Napa, CA 94559
Mccoy-blotzke, Nancy 265 S Hartson St


Napa, CA 94559
Mcdonald, Chris 1420 King Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Mckee, Teresa 2040 Coombsville Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Mckeithan, Donna 1995 Seville Dr


Napa, CA 94559
Mcnicholas, Thomas 4200 Maher St


Napa, CA 94558
Meehan, Diana 4272 East Third Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Meng, Billy Sue
Meng, Charles







Mercer, Elizabeth 4071 Fairfax Dr
Napa, ca 94558


Mertesdorf, Nancy 124 Griffen Lane
Napa, CA 94558


Milgrom, Jennifer 3310 Hagen Rd.
Napa, CA 94558


Milgrom , Louie 3310 Hagen Rd.
Napa, CA 94558


Milstein, Howard
Mines, Mary L. 8300 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Mittman, Joanna 1025 Clark Street


Napa, CA 94459
Moore, Ralph 1987 Seville Dr


Napa, CA 94559
Morgan, Morgan 2200 West Oak Knoll Ave.


Napa, CA 94558
Morris, Valerie 917 Jackson St., Unit A


Napa, CA 94559
Moser , S 1597 East Ave.


Napa , CA 94559
Mosher, Kathy 1207 Sproul Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Mufson, Dan 1877 Atlas Peak Road


Napa, CA 94558
Mulligan, Sean 22 Queens Court


Napa, CA 94558
Murrell, Mike 1023 Clark


Napa, CA 94559
Musante, Robert 1080 Rose Drive


Napa, CA 94558
Muth, Johanna 3170 Mt. Veeder Road


Napa, CA 94558
Myers, Judith 2081 Coombsville Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Nagle, Carol 3116 Vichy Ave.


Napa, CA 94558
Neefe, Sherri 1101 Olive Hill Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Nicol, Robert 7440 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Nieri, Bruna 1900 Laurelwood Lane


Napa, CA 94559
Novak, Mary
Nussbaum, Harris P.o. Box 3868


Napa, CA 94558
Oneill, Andrew
Padoawn, Chris 3065 Vichy Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Parker, Kent 1533 East Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Parsley, Ellen 5260 Country Ln
Parsley, Harry 5260 Country Ln







Paul, Laurie 7440 B Wild Horse Valley Road
Napa, CA 94558


Pelosi, Lisa 1110 Chiles Avenue
St. Helena, ca 94574


Peters, Donnel 2190 Unbridled Court
Napa, CA 94559


Peterson, Paula J. Po Box 296
Angwin, CA 94508


Pettigrew, Crystal 446 Country Club Lane
Napa, CA 94558


Piazzola, Michael
Poeck, Charles
Pollock, Jenna 1109 East Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Poole, Jeanine 1177 Green Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Price, Linda 1567 Silver Trail


Napa, CA 94558
Provus, Jason 1085 La Grande Ave


Napa, Ca 94557
Pursell, Robert
Pursell, Sarah
Qatsha, Alex 1011 Mount George Avenue


Napa, CA 954558
Raasch, Karl 30 Fountain Grove Circle


Napa , ca 94558
Rackliffe, Dianne 1406 East Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Ramsland, Tor 214 Saffron Ct


Napa, Ca 94559
Rasmussen, Laurence 1133 Barrow Lane


Napa, CA 94558
Rauenbuehler, Peter 8300 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Reasoner, Kathryn 1411 Maxwell Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Reeves, Robert 1114 Coombsville Rd


Napa, Ca 94558
Reid, Matthew 1311 Pine St


Calistoga, CA 94515
Rice, Jeanette 124 Griffen Lane


Napa, CA 94558
Richardson, Susan Napa, CA 94559
Richardson, Mary 1962 Seville Drive


Napa, CA 94559
Ringwood, Susan 620 Oakville Cross Road


Napa, CA 94558
Rivas, Janet 4124 Foxridge Way


Napa, CA 94558
Roden, Brett 6 Valarie Ln


Napa, CA 94558
Rodrigues, Kate 60 Belvedere Ct.


Napa, CA 94559







Roth, Christine 1114 Pennyroyal Street
Napa, CA 94559


Roth, Steven 1114 Pennyroyal Street
Napa, CA 94559


Rowser, Douglas 3724 Willis Dr.
Napa, ca 94558


Russell, Mark 42 Chapel Hill Dr.
Napa, CA 94559


Rustice, Melissa 4444 Morse Ct
Napa, CA 94558


Ryan, Wayne
Sabine, Ellen 1930 Locust St


Napa, CA 94559
Salese, Erica 1089 Ross Circle


Napa, CA 94558
Sander, Monty 423 E 1st Street


Napa, ca 94559
Sanders, Sharon 4287 East 3rd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Saunders, Jenele 506 Sherry N


Calistoga, CA 94515
Scales, Stacy 733 Lathrop St


Napa, Ca 94558
Schember, Philip 1542 Basque Ct


Napa, ca 94559
Schmidt, Angelina 218 E. 1st Street


Napa, CA 94559
Schubert, Andreas
Schubert, Georgia
Sellers, Eldon
Sfara, Vincent 18 Moneticito Blvd


Napa, CA 945559
Shackford, Hellene
Shamp, Judith 10027 Del Monte


Houston, TX 77042
Sheffer, Ronald 2165 Penny Lane


Napa, CA 94559
Shenk, Sue Dee 1238 2nd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Shenk, Edward 1238 Second Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Shepp, Diane
Shueh, Mayen 2033 Big Ranch Road


Napa, CA 94558
Siebern, Diane 132 Kreuzer Lane


Napa, CA 94559
Siebern, Vincent 132 Kreuzer Lane


Napa, CA 94559
Simich, Margaret 3683 Columbia Dr


Napa, California 94558-4110
Skowronski, Jane 1219 Jerome Way


Napa, CA
Smith, Abbie







Smithers, Pam St Helena, CA 94574
Snow, Tower 177 Ridge Dr


Danville, PA 17821
Snowball, Barbara
Sornberger, Kate 1621 Meek Ave


Napa, CA 94559
Spinelli, Joyce 1075 Loraine Dr.


Napa, CA
Squires, Anitra
Stanton, Ken 395 Clark Way


Angwin, Ca 94508
Stern, Karen 1134 Willow Ave.


Napa, CA 94559
Stewart, Lynne 26 Elan Way


Napa, CA 94559
Stolarczyk, Hanna 2010 North Third Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Stonecipher, James 118 Woodland Drive


Napa, CA 94558
Streich, Dorothy Napa, CA 94558
Stromberger, Karla 76 Highland Dr


Napa, CA 94559
Thall, Michelle 738 Sunnyside Rd


Saint Helena, CA 94574
Thompson, Michael 1058 2nd Ave


Napa, CA 94558
Tingle, Julie 1133 Alta Ave


Landers, CA 92285
Togni, Lisa 1530 Kearney St


St Helena, CA 94574
Troedsson, Karin
Tully, Marsa 1515 Howell Mtn Rd N


Angwin, CA 94508
Valentine, Erica 121 Stone Mountain Circle


Napa, CA 94558
Van Prooyen, Lucinda 1049 Mount George Avenue


Napa, CA 94558
Villante, Frank
Voges, Sharon 1307 Hestia Way


Napa, CA 94558
Von Reitzenstein, Wolf 6475 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Walton, Deborah 26 Jacks Lane


Napa, CA 94558
Ward, Wendy 1180 Green Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558
Wear, Lori 203 East First Street


Napa, Ca 94559
Webster, Joan 6440 Wild Horse Valley Road


Napa, CA 94558-4021
Weins, Mike 2209 Redwood Rd


Napa, CA 94558
Weiss, Jennlea 31 Vista Ranch Rd


Napa, CA 94558







Wentworth, George 1060rose Drive
Napa, ca 94558


Wheaton, Kelly 1335 Inglewood Ave St
St Helena, CA 94574


Wiegardt, Caroline P. O. Box 5072
Napa, CA 94581


Wiley, Marianne 1093 Rose Dr
Napa, Ca 94558


Williamson, Pat
Wilson, Bernadette 1083 Rose Drive


Napa, California 94558
Wilson, Connie 1658 Scott Street


St. Helena, Ca 94674
Winiarsky, Julia
Wood, Lynn 2074 Kirkland Av


Napa, Ca 94558
Wood, Kathleen 3411 Covey Ct


Napa, Ca 94558
Yates, Joanne 555 Canon Park Drive


Saint Helena, CA 94574
York, Nancy 1047


Ross Circle, Napa
Yost, Margaret 1633 King Avenue


Napa, CA 94559
Zaslove, Marshall 1115 Third Avenue


Napa, Ca 94558
Zlomke, Evelyn 340 Foothill Blvd


Napa, CA 94558







Petition
To the Napa County Planning Department, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors:

RE: Palmaz Residence Private Use Helicopter Application 4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA
94558 Use Permit # P14-00261

I am a resident of Napa County and object the County's policy to grant Conditional Use
Permits for Private Use helicopter landings. According to extensive California case law,
Conditional Use Permits are to enable a municipality to control certain uses which could
have detrimental effects on the community or that they are in the best interest of public
convenience.

The Palmaz application serves no public purpose and can only have detrimental effects on
the welfare of this community and therefore request that you deny it.

356 petition signatures:

Name Address
Abernethy, Lee A 3005 North Ave.

Napa, California 94558
Adams, Moss 385 Randolph Street

Napa, CA 94559
Afentoulis, Oneta 155 Mayfield Court

Napa, CA
Alarcon, Sara 1016 Birkdale Dr

Napa, Ca 94559
Allegra, Antonia St Helena, CA
Allen, Carol Napa, CA 94559
Allen, Robin 1026 Rose Dr

Napa, Ca 94558
Altman-michaels, Lorrie 3229 Piedmont Ave.

Napa, California 94558
Amaral, Arlan
Andronico, Susan 3110 Vichy Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Angell, Trudi 4510 Silverado Trl

Calistoga, CA 94515
Aycock, Lisa 5147 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Bacci, Beverly
Bacci, Roland 1103 Mt. George Avenue

Napa, ca 94558
Bacci, Theodore 1375 Trower Ave

Napa, California 94558
Bailey, Una 60 Belvedere Ct.

Napa, CA 94559



Bailo, Sandina 3271 Twin Oaks
Napa, Ca 94558

Barberi, Amy 112 Legacy Ct
Napa, CA 94559

Barker, David 2467 Claret Street
Napa, CA 94558

Barron, Juli 645 Cabot Court
Napa, ca 94559

Bartlett, Andy 1286 Hudson Ave
Rochester, NY 14621

Bates, Ernest
Belden, Paula 1150 La Grande Ave.

Napa, CA 94558
Benefield, Richard 2064 Kirkland Road

Napa, CA 94558
Bennett, Wendy 4206 Maher St

Napa, Ca 94558
Bernier, John 4347 Madeira Ct

Napa, CA 94558
Bernstein, Michael 32 Country Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Bien, Gail 1086 La Londe

Napa, CA 94558
Bird, Carrysa 367 College Avenue

Angwin , Ca 94508
Birleffi, Cathy 7 View Rd

Calistoga, CA 94515
Bock, Astrid 871 Liberty Dr
Boyd, Priti 1024 Wyatt Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Boyd, Kathleen 151 Randolph

Napa, California 94559
Brault, Penelope 1061 Rose Drive

Napa, Ca 94558
Bronson, Richard 7410 Wild Horse Valley Rd

Napa, Ca 94558
Brooks, Bernadette 3103 Dry Creek Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Brown, Deborah 93 El Nido Dr

Napa, CA 94559
Brown, Thomas P. O. Box 10490

Napa, CA 94581
Browning, Bethany 1840 Sutter Court

Napa, ca 94559
Bucknell, Christian 611 32nd St

Oakland, CA 994609
Burger, Debra 595 Montecito Blvd

Napa, CA 94559
Cadman, Brie 1186 East Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Callahan, Sandra 237 Ashlar Drive

Napa, Ca 94558
Carpenter, Theresa 3960 Hagen Rd.

Napa, Ca 94558



Carpenter, Hugh 3960 Hagen Rd
Napa, Ca 94558

Carpignano, Patricia
Carr, Anne 1730 Dean York Lane

Saint Helena, CA 94574
Carr, Ron 3783 Norfolk St.

Napa, California 94558
Carrell, Mari 82 Village Parkway

Napa, California (CA) 94558
Cassayre, Elizabeth 1243 Arroyo Sarco

Bapa, CA
Chiarella, Victor
Christensen, Daralyn 181 Kaanapali Drive

Napa, CA 94558
Cloud, Vicki 1157 Green Valley Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Cochran, Linda 1347 Calistoga Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Coffield, Denise 286 Monte Vista Dr.

Napa, CA 94559
Coffield, William 286 Monte Vista Dr.

Napa, CA 94559
Cohen, Henrietta 1044 Loma Vista Dr

Napa, CA 94558
Cohn, Rusty 207 Cardwell Ct

Napa, Ca 94559
Conaway, Jackson 2010 North Third Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Conroy, Michael 1568 Palmer Street

Napa, CA 94559
Conway, Betty
Conway-wahle, Erica
Cooney, Christopher 1322 Hestia Way

Napa, CA 94558
Correll, Jeff 30 Pienza Drive

American Canyon, CA 94503
Corthell, Laura 677 Montecito Blvd

Napa, CA 94559
Corwin, Linda 379 Brown Street

Napa, Ca 94559
Corwin, Douglas 379 Brown Street

Napa, CA 94559
Cox, Diane
Culler, Karen 1098 Vineyard Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Dalla Betta, Ladan 2005 1st Street

Napa, CA 94559
Damery, Patricia 3185 Dry Creek Rd, Napa, Ca

94558, United States Of America
Napa, CA 94558

Darlington, Laura 2018 Heinke Dr
Napa, CA 94558

Davies, Rachel Boston, MA



Davis, Jeff 677 Cabot Way
Napa, CA 94559

Davis, Carol 2237 First Avenue
Napa, CA 94558

Dayan, Kelly 12 Palcale Pl
Napa, CA 94558

De Man, Elaine 1113 Chiles Avenue
Saint Helena, CA 94574

De Weese, Irene
Deamicis, Ralph 29 Valley Club Circle

Napa, CA 94558
Dellario, Charles 1561 Third St

Napa, CA 94559
Dickson, Jacqueline 5290 Wild Horse Valley Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Dolcini, Marie 1915 2nd St
Dougherty, Kim 4300 East 3rd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Dougherty, William 4300 E 3rd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Dowd, Madaleine 106 Macinnes Ct.

Napa, CA 94558
Doxsee, Lisa 1420 King Ave.

Napa, CA 94559
Dunlap, David
Duval, Maria 2064 S. Terrace Dr.

Napa, CA 94559
Eason, Kevin 33 Vanessa Ct W

Napa, CA 94558
Edwards, Thomas 2049 3rd Avenue

Napa, Ca 94558
Elke, Mary 2210 N Third Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Elles, Sandy
Evanko, Jack 21 Pinnacle Peak St

Napa, CA 94558
Evans, Gordon
Farella, Frank
Farella, Tom
Farley, Sonja 6 Chateau Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Farley, Mark 6 Chateau Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Feutz, Linda
Firpo, Sharon 2765 Atlas Peak Rd

Napa, Ca 94558
Fisher, Curt
Fitch, James 1086 4th Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Fitch, Jerry 5045 Coombsville Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Flyr, Diane 1086 La Londe Lane

Napa, Ca 94558



Fraser, Dianne 2612 Colombard Ct
St Helena, CA 94574

Freeman, Staci 3292 Browns Valley Rd.
Napa, CA 94558

Freeto, Brian 1188 Jerome Way
Napa, CA 94558

Fresquez, Joseph 1215 Monticello Rd.
Napa, CA

Frost, Bruce 1064 Rose Dr
Napa, CA 94558

Gallagher, Mike And Connie 1035 Barriw Lane
Napa, CA 94558

Galvin, Daniel 4991 Dry Creek Rd
Napa, CA 94558

Garcia, Karen 2336 Clay St.
Napa, CA 94559

Gardella, Theresa 16 Joshua Court
Napa , CA 94558

Gelow, Diana 366 Saint Andrews Dr
Napa, Ca 94558

Genes, Mary Therese 1039 Bell Lane
Napa, CA 94558

Gennet, Matthew 1040 First Ave
Napa, CA 94558

Gennet, Natasha 1040 First Ave
Napa, CA 94558

Gerosa, Kirsty
Geske, Deborah 2255 First Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Ghenender, Ingrid
Giarrusso, Fred
Gibbons, Jennifer 61 Belvedere Ct

Napa, CA 94559
Gonzalez, Judy 2026 Heinke Drive

Napa, Ca 94558
Goodrich, Jennifer 2270 Loma Heights Rd.

Napa, CA 94558
Gracia, Leslie 2438 Shoreline Dr

Napa , CA 94558
Gravelle, Marie Po Box, CA 6558
Green, Cathy 3114 Vichy

Napa, CA 94558
Gregory, Susan 1887 Main Street

Napa, CA 94559
Gronseth, Christy 1105 Pennyroyal Street

Napa, CA 94559
Gularte, Crystal
Gustin, Barry
Gustin, Carolina
Gutierrez, Gloria
Hacenstein, Erin 3320 Greystone Ct

Napa, CA 94558



Hagerman, Heather 763 Kearney Way
Napa, CA 94559

Hall, Shirleen 3177 Vichy Ave
Napa, CA 94558

Haller-wilson, Nicole 2009 Cedar St
Berkeley, Ca 94709

Harley, Dylan 3641 Ruston Lane
Napa, CA 94558

Harley, Mikah 3641 Ruston Lan
Napa , CA 94558

Harrison, John 4482 Sandalwood Street
Napa, CA 94558

Hartman, Petra Po Box 131
Pope Valley, CA 94567

Hauptmann, Daniela 1955 Summit Lake Dr
Angwin, CA 94508

Heidger, Friederike 2247 West Oak Knoll Ave
Napa, CA 94558

Heinke, Dennis
Herrick, Elaine 23 Highland Drive

Napa, CA 94559
Hershkowitz, Denise 1039 Ross Circle

Napa, CA
Heskett, Susan 1117 Cayetano Dr.

Napa, CA 94559
Hirayama, Lisa 16 Dogwood Ct

Napa, CA 94558
Hirsch, Christopher 710 Trancas St #242

Napa, Ca 94558
Hise, George
Hitchcock, Patricia 1023 Mt George Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Ho, Mui 1605 Arch St

Berkley, CA 94709
Hocker, Bill 1605 Arch St

Berkeley, CA 94709
Hoolry, Lynne 1406 East Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Hopkins, Dotty 1330 River Park Blvd.

Napa, CA 94559
Horsch, Colette
Horsch, Dan
Hough, Douglas 1987 South Terrace Drive

Napa, CA 94559
Hunt, Lynette 136 Tyson Ct.

Napa, Ca 94558
Imbach, Nanci 4038 E. 3rd Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Jackson, Pamela 1049 Stonebridge Dr

Napa, CA 94558
Jacob, Karen
Janik Md, Andrew 104 Valley Club Cir

Napa, CA 94558



Jemison, Lynn 2168 Monticello Rd.
Napa, CA 94558

Jennings, Christina 614 Montecito Blvd
Napa, CA 94559

Johanson, Lisa 1167 First Ave
Napa, California 94558

Johnston, Robert 149 Silverado Trail
St. Helena, CA 94574

Jordan, Cecily 7440 A Wild Horse Valley Rd
Napa, CA 94558

Jotter, Colette 1035 Bella Drive
Napa, CA 94558

Kelly, Carole
Kelly, Tim 1193 Ross Circle

Napa, CA
Kelly, Karen 1193 Ross Circle

Napa, CA
Kelly, Cris 537 Minahen St

Napa, CA 94559
Kent, Lawrence 2160 Penny Lane

Napa, CA 94559
Keolker, James 30 Fountain Grove Circle

Napa, CA 94558
Kerr, Cathleen 2970 Redwood Road

Napa, CA 94558
Kesler, Estreya 285 Monte Vista Dr

Napa , CA 94559
Kirkhofer, Gary 770 Lincoln Ave #63

Napa, Ca 94558
Kitchens, Charlie
Klare, Ashleigh 1409 Banks Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Kohagura, Ellen
Koufos, Betty
Krammer, Annette 351 Circle Oaks Dr

Napa, CA 94558
Kuffel, Irene 1058 2nd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Kuhen, Cindy
Kuhlman-furrer, Emilie 566 Monroe Street

Napa, ca 94559
Kunowski, John 2064 Kirkland Road

Napa, CA 94558
Lafontaine, Elaine & Will
Lambert, Parie 3128 Vichy Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Leick, Susan
Lew, Leslie 1512 Banks Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Lewis, Marjorie
Lindberg, Grania 1515 Laurel St
Linden, Catherine



Lofaro, Phil 522 Westgate Drive
Napa, CA 94558-1239

Long, Rebecca 3118 Vichy Ave
Napa, CA 94558

Long, Hugh 3118 Vichy Av
Napa, CA 94558

Long, Darlene
Lucas, Michael 5014 Coombsville

Napa, CA 94558
Lucas, Linda 780 Magellan Way, 16

Napa, CA 94559
Lucero, Carla 1109 East Ave

Napa, ca 94559
Lukanish, Laura 1065 La Grande

Napa, CA 94558
Mackenzie, Michelle
Madrid, Helen 155 Kaanapali Dr

Napa, CA 94558
Mains, Norman 3167 Dry Creek Road

Napa, CA 94558
Marriott, Sarah 1322 Hestia Way

Napa, CA 94558
Martel, Jolaine 895 Sanitarium Rd

Deer Park, CA 94576
Mason-steinberg, Elizabeth 2040 Sommer St

Napa, CA 94559
Masterson, Patricia 727 Hunt Ave.

St. Helena, CA 94574
Matsumoto, Greg 3116 Vichy

Napa, CA 94558
Matsumoto, Ryan 3116 Vichy Ave.

Napa, CA 94558
Mcaughtry, Diane 212 Buttercup Ct

Napa, CA 94559
Mcclaine, Lynne 1052 Third Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Mcclure, Christine
Mccomber, Chad 2139 Penny Ln

Napa, CA 94559
Mccoy-blotzke, Nancy 265 S Hartson St

Napa, CA 94559
Mcdonald, Chris 1420 King Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Mckee, Teresa 2040 Coombsville Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Mckeithan, Donna 1995 Seville Dr

Napa, CA 94559
Mcnicholas, Thomas 4200 Maher St

Napa, CA 94558
Meehan, Diana 4272 East Third Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Meng, Billy Sue
Meng, Charles



Mercer, Elizabeth 4071 Fairfax Dr
Napa, ca 94558

Mertesdorf, Nancy 124 Griffen Lane
Napa, CA 94558

Milgrom, Jennifer 3310 Hagen Rd.
Napa, CA 94558

Milgrom , Louie 3310 Hagen Rd.
Napa, CA 94558

Milstein, Howard
Mines, Mary L. 8300 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Mittman, Joanna 1025 Clark Street

Napa, CA 94459
Moore, Ralph 1987 Seville Dr

Napa, CA 94559
Morgan, Morgan 2200 West Oak Knoll Ave.

Napa, CA 94558
Morris, Valerie 917 Jackson St., Unit A

Napa, CA 94559
Moser , S 1597 East Ave.

Napa , CA 94559
Mosher, Kathy 1207 Sproul Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Mufson, Dan 1877 Atlas Peak Road

Napa, CA 94558
Mulligan, Sean 22 Queens Court

Napa, CA 94558
Murrell, Mike 1023 Clark

Napa, CA 94559
Musante, Robert 1080 Rose Drive

Napa, CA 94558
Muth, Johanna 3170 Mt. Veeder Road

Napa, CA 94558
Myers, Judith 2081 Coombsville Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Nagle, Carol 3116 Vichy Ave.

Napa, CA 94558
Neefe, Sherri 1101 Olive Hill Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Nicol, Robert 7440 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Nieri, Bruna 1900 Laurelwood Lane

Napa, CA 94559
Novak, Mary
Nussbaum, Harris P.o. Box 3868

Napa, CA 94558
Oneill, Andrew
Padoawn, Chris 3065 Vichy Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Parker, Kent 1533 East Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Parsley, Ellen 5260 Country Ln
Parsley, Harry 5260 Country Ln



Paul, Laurie 7440 B Wild Horse Valley Road
Napa, CA 94558

Pelosi, Lisa 1110 Chiles Avenue
St. Helena, ca 94574

Peters, Donnel 2190 Unbridled Court
Napa, CA 94559

Peterson, Paula J. Po Box 296
Angwin, CA 94508

Pettigrew, Crystal 446 Country Club Lane
Napa, CA 94558

Piazzola, Michael
Poeck, Charles
Pollock, Jenna 1109 East Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Poole, Jeanine 1177 Green Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Price, Linda 1567 Silver Trail

Napa, CA 94558
Provus, Jason 1085 La Grande Ave

Napa, Ca 94557
Pursell, Robert
Pursell, Sarah
Qatsha, Alex 1011 Mount George Avenue

Napa, CA 954558
Raasch, Karl 30 Fountain Grove Circle

Napa , ca 94558
Rackliffe, Dianne 1406 East Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Ramsland, Tor 214 Saffron Ct

Napa, Ca 94559
Rasmussen, Laurence 1133 Barrow Lane

Napa, CA 94558
Rauenbuehler, Peter 8300 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Reasoner, Kathryn 1411 Maxwell Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Reeves, Robert 1114 Coombsville Rd

Napa, Ca 94558
Reid, Matthew 1311 Pine St

Calistoga, CA 94515
Rice, Jeanette 124 Griffen Lane

Napa, CA 94558
Richardson, Susan Napa, CA 94559
Richardson, Mary 1962 Seville Drive

Napa, CA 94559
Ringwood, Susan 620 Oakville Cross Road

Napa, CA 94558
Rivas, Janet 4124 Foxridge Way

Napa, CA 94558
Roden, Brett 6 Valarie Ln

Napa, CA 94558
Rodrigues, Kate 60 Belvedere Ct.

Napa, CA 94559



Roth, Christine 1114 Pennyroyal Street
Napa, CA 94559

Roth, Steven 1114 Pennyroyal Street
Napa, CA 94559

Rowser, Douglas 3724 Willis Dr.
Napa, ca 94558

Russell, Mark 42 Chapel Hill Dr.
Napa, CA 94559

Rustice, Melissa 4444 Morse Ct
Napa, CA 94558

Ryan, Wayne
Sabine, Ellen 1930 Locust St

Napa, CA 94559
Salese, Erica 1089 Ross Circle

Napa, CA 94558
Sander, Monty 423 E 1st Street

Napa, ca 94559
Sanders, Sharon 4287 East 3rd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Saunders, Jenele 506 Sherry N

Calistoga, CA 94515
Scales, Stacy 733 Lathrop St

Napa, Ca 94558
Schember, Philip 1542 Basque Ct

Napa, ca 94559
Schmidt, Angelina 218 E. 1st Street

Napa, CA 94559
Schubert, Andreas
Schubert, Georgia
Sellers, Eldon
Sfara, Vincent 18 Moneticito Blvd

Napa, CA 945559
Shackford, Hellene
Shamp, Judith 10027 Del Monte

Houston, TX 77042
Sheffer, Ronald 2165 Penny Lane

Napa, CA 94559
Shenk, Sue Dee 1238 2nd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Shenk, Edward 1238 Second Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Shepp, Diane
Shueh, Mayen 2033 Big Ranch Road

Napa, CA 94558
Siebern, Diane 132 Kreuzer Lane

Napa, CA 94559
Siebern, Vincent 132 Kreuzer Lane

Napa, CA 94559
Simich, Margaret 3683 Columbia Dr

Napa, California 94558-4110
Skowronski, Jane 1219 Jerome Way

Napa, CA
Smith, Abbie



Smithers, Pam St Helena, CA 94574
Snow, Tower 177 Ridge Dr

Danville, PA 17821
Snowball, Barbara
Sornberger, Kate 1621 Meek Ave

Napa, CA 94559
Spinelli, Joyce 1075 Loraine Dr.

Napa, CA
Squires, Anitra
Stanton, Ken 395 Clark Way

Angwin, Ca 94508
Stern, Karen 1134 Willow Ave.

Napa, CA 94559
Stewart, Lynne 26 Elan Way

Napa, CA 94559
Stolarczyk, Hanna 2010 North Third Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Stonecipher, James 118 Woodland Drive

Napa, CA 94558
Streich, Dorothy Napa, CA 94558
Stromberger, Karla 76 Highland Dr

Napa, CA 94559
Thall, Michelle 738 Sunnyside Rd

Saint Helena, CA 94574
Thompson, Michael 1058 2nd Ave

Napa, CA 94558
Tingle, Julie 1133 Alta Ave

Landers, CA 92285
Togni, Lisa 1530 Kearney St

St Helena, CA 94574
Troedsson, Karin
Tully, Marsa 1515 Howell Mtn Rd N

Angwin, CA 94508
Valentine, Erica 121 Stone Mountain Circle

Napa, CA 94558
Van Prooyen, Lucinda 1049 Mount George Avenue

Napa, CA 94558
Villante, Frank
Voges, Sharon 1307 Hestia Way

Napa, CA 94558
Von Reitzenstein, Wolf 6475 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Walton, Deborah 26 Jacks Lane

Napa, CA 94558
Ward, Wendy 1180 Green Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558
Wear, Lori 203 East First Street

Napa, Ca 94559
Webster, Joan 6440 Wild Horse Valley Road

Napa, CA 94558-4021
Weins, Mike 2209 Redwood Rd

Napa, CA 94558
Weiss, Jennlea 31 Vista Ranch Rd

Napa, CA 94558



Wentworth, George 1060rose Drive
Napa, ca 94558

Wheaton, Kelly 1335 Inglewood Ave St
St Helena, CA 94574

Wiegardt, Caroline P. O. Box 5072
Napa, CA 94581

Wiley, Marianne 1093 Rose Dr
Napa, Ca 94558

Williamson, Pat
Wilson, Bernadette 1083 Rose Drive

Napa, California 94558
Wilson, Connie 1658 Scott Street

St. Helena, Ca 94674
Winiarsky, Julia
Wood, Lynn 2074 Kirkland Av

Napa, Ca 94558
Wood, Kathleen 3411 Covey Ct

Napa, Ca 94558
Yates, Joanne 555 Canon Park Drive

Saint Helena, CA 94574
York, Nancy 1047

Ross Circle, Napa
Yost, Margaret 1633 King Avenue

Napa, CA 94559
Zaslove, Marshall 1115 Third Avenue

Napa, Ca 94558
Zlomke, Evelyn 340 Foothill Blvd

Napa, CA 94558



From: Robert nance
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Palmaz Heliport
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 8:55:20 AM
Attachments: palmaz helo pad (2).doc

Hi Dana 

I am a supporter in favor of allowing this project .
thank you 

Bob Nance 
2074 Coombsville rd 
Napa ca 
707-815-8554

Planning Commission Mtg.
MAR 01 2017
Agenda Item # 8A

mailto:nanceb38@sbcglobal.net
mailto:Dana.Ayers@countyofnapa.org

Hello My name is Bob Nance , I spent 34 years in the US army flying helicopters.. I would like to share some information about these machines. Step back In the 1960’s 

The top helicopter was the UH-1 nicknamed Huey,, this was a 9500 LB aircraft that could hold 6 combat troops and a crew of 4,,.. this aircraft has a  2 blade  rotor system , the blades are about 2 feet wide and each 24 feet long , The sound of a huey approaching you is a WOP WOP WOP sound, This can be heard a few miles out in front of the aircraft,, this sound is the blades compressing the air as the rotor turns at about 400 RPM. The blade tips are actually approaching the speed of sound , the tail rotor  in the rear gives direction control to the pilot and its 8 feet  long and turns at a much higher RPM, this also is quite a loud sound,,  1960 technology.  that is the movie sound you hear from the many films,  mostly war movies from that ERA  , this is the sound most  people identify with helicopters, we had in military Huey’s flying over the Valley for quite a few years, Sometimes with myself the cockpit , 

    Fast forward to 2017 ,,  there are no more Huey’s in the US army,, Only one from Cal fire occasionally fly’s over,, the majority of the new generation of helicopters are made with a  4 bladed system. The blades are shorter, narrower   they are made of advanced metals and composite materials, the tail rotors are a 1/3 of the size of a hueys. They are designed to be quiet, they do NOT sound anything like the hueys, in fact if  you are on coombsville rd and one fly’s over at 1500 feet , you may not hear it until it is directly overhead,( 50-65DB 65 being short final to pad) , pickup trucks on the road make more noise,(55DB)  , at 2500 feet they are very stealthy .less than 40 DB  that s why many law enforcement agencies are using those helicopters to observe and apprehend felons, the military also has gone to this type of rotor systems for stealth reasons These aircraft are used also by, fire agencies, med evac companies to save lives every day in the US ,, SO  bottom line here is they are NOT the obnoxious noise making demons that some people profess, example of sound DB levels  65 DB Mower, 90 motorcycle, tractor 84, Horn 85 

30 -40 quite night in country . 



Another point ….. the Helo pad at the Palmaz location is around 1400 feet elevation, and after takeoff and climbing toward napa they are probably over 2500 feet which the noise levels are even diminished even more 40 and less ,, 

      the Palmaz family has one of the 


highest technology wineries in the world, they are by far one of the most environmental conscious business’s  in the valley, state and probably our country,,  they are the ones that sets the standards for others in many areas,  


 One last comment ..  ask a combat vet what they think about a sound that comes from a helicopter ,, they will to a man will say that it is NOT noise, obnoxious ,or  irritating at all I fact they feel that it ,means that their wounded fellow soldiers will be soon getting treatment , critical supplies are coming, reinforcements on the way and the enemy will soon be breaking contact , and that Noise to you is soothing music to their ears 

  Bob Nance 

2074 Coombsville rd 




Hello My name is Bob Nance , I spent 34 years in the US army flying helicopters.. I 
would like to share some information about these machines. Step back In the 1960’s  
The top helicopter was the UH-1 nicknamed Huey,, this was a 9500 LB aircraft that 
could hold 6 combat troops and a crew of 4,,.. this aircraft has a  2 blade  rotor system , 
the blades are about 2 feet wide and each 24 feet long , The sound of a huey approaching 
you is a WOP WOP WOP sound, This can be heard a few miles out in front of the 
aircraft,, this sound is the blades compressing the air as the rotor turns at about 400 RPM. 
The blade tips are actually approaching the speed of sound , the tail rotor  in the rear 
gives direction control to the pilot and its 8 feet  long and turns at a much higher RPM, 
this also is quite a loud sound,,  1960 technology.  that is the movie sound you hear 
from the many films,  mostly war movies from that ERA  , this is the sound most  
people identify with helicopters, we had in military Huey’s flying over the Valley for 
quite a few years, Sometimes with myself the cockpit ,  
    Fast forward to 2017 ,,  there are no more Huey’s in the US army,, Only one from Cal 
fire occasionally fly’s over,, the majority of the new generation of helicopters are made 
with a  4 bladed system. The blades are shorter, narrower   they are made of advanced 
metals and composite materials, the tail rotors are a 1/3 of the size of a hueys. They are 
designed to be quiet, they do NOT sound anything like the hueys, in fact if  you are on 
coombsville rd and one fly’s over at 1500 feet , you may not hear it until it is directly 
overhead,( 50-65DB 65 being short final to pad) , pickup trucks on the road make more 
noise,(55DB)  , at 2500 feet they are very stealthy .less than 40 DB  that s why many law 
enforcement agencies are using those helicopters to observe and apprehend felons, the 
military also has gone to this type of rotor systems for stealth reasons These aircraft 
are used also by, fire agencies, med evac companies to save lives every day in the US ,, 
SO  bottom line here is they are NOT the obnoxious noise making demons that some 
people profess, example of sound DB levels  65 DB Mower, 90 motorcycle, tractor 84, 
Horn 85  
30 -40 quite night in country .  

Another point ….. the Helo pad at the Palmaz location is around 1400 feet 
elevation, and after takeoff and climbing toward napa they are probably over 2500 feet 
which the noise levels are even diminished even more 40 and less ,,  
      the Palmaz family has one of the  
highest technology wineries in the world, they are by far one of the most environmental 
conscious business’s  in the valley, state and probably our country,,  they are the ones that 
sets the standards for others in many areas,   

 One last comment ..  ask a combat vet what they think about a sound that comes 
from a helicopter ,, they will to a man will say that it is NOT noise, obnoxious ,or  
irritating at all I fact they feel that it ,means that their wounded fellow soldiers will be 
soon getting treatment , critical supplies are coming, reinforcements on the way and the 
enemy will soon be breaking contact , and that Noise to you is soothing music to their 
ears  
  Bob Nance  
2074 Coombsville rd 



From: Jeanne Johnston
To: Ayers, Dana
Cc: "joellegPC@gmail.com"; "mikebasayne@gmail.com"; "anne.cottrell@lucerne.com"; "ksottco@aol.com";

"JeriGillPC@outlook.com"
Subject: Napa Valley Country Club"s Opinion Re: Proposed Heliport
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 11:36:28 AM
Attachments: NVCC Opinion Re- Palmaz Heliport.pdf
Importance: High

Napa Valley Planning Commissioners:

We appreciate your time in reviewing the attached correspondence from the President of our Board
of Directors regarding the above-mentioned. Fran may be reached for a conversation or clarification
at president@napavalleycc.com.

Thank you.

JJ

Jeanne M. Johnston
General Manager
Club Sales and Marketing Director
Napa Valley Country Club
3385 Hagen Road
Napa, California  94558
707-252-1111, Extension 238 or
Direct Line: 707-603-3486

Planning Commission Mtg.
MAR 01 2017
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From: Stephen Rae
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: P14-00261-UP Letter to NCPC
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 12:02:03 PM
Attachments: NCPC Palmaz 28 February 2017.docx

M. Ayer

Attached is my letter or the Palma heliport public hearing on tomorrow's agenda.  If possible, I
may attend to emphasize and expand on my concerns.

Stephen P Rae
707-287-0248

Planning Commission Mtg.
MAR 01 2017
Agenda Item # 8A

mailto:stephen.rae@gmail.com
mailto:Dana.Ayers@countyofnapa.org
tel:(707)%20287-0248

28 February 2017



Napa County Planning Commission

1195 Third St., Suite 305

Napa CA  94558



	RE:  Palmaz Personal Use Heliport Use Permit #P14-00261-UP



Dear Chairperson and Commission Members:



I am writing to register my opposition to the granting of this personal use heliport Use Permit (#P014-00261-UP).  The permission to establish such an obtrusive use associated with a residential use in rural  Napa County displays a willingness to permit additional such uses in the future, and encourages others  to consider doing so.



Currently, the citizens of our County endure frequent helicopter and low level plane traffic over residential and recreational lands.  Over the years such traffic has increased.  This traffic encroaches on the peace and tranquility that characterizes our valley.  The land use assessment of this project fails to reflect the value of the quality of life in our county and disclose how this project may induce its subsequent deterioration. 



I am surprised that the potential for this project to encourage others to do the same has not been assessed.  And, I am surprised that reference to future review by the Airport Land Use Commission is understood by County staff to address the air traffic consequences of the use permit.  Similarly, do we know whether County limits on frequency of use and air traffic patterns will be enforceable over time?

I believe that the Use Permit would open the door to increasing use of the site beyond County limitations and the encouragement of others to establish similar uses throughout the county wherever land and funds are available.  Therefore, I suggest that the future cumulative effects of this project do not conform to General Plan considerations, violate the spirit and intent of land use limitations reflected in recent votes by residents, and constitute encouragement to proliferate similar uses in the Napa Valley.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Of course the No Project Alternative does not meet the personal wishes of the applicant.  But, when does such a personal convenience outweigh the long-term consequences of further degrading the quality of life in the Napa Valley.  Please DENY this use permit application.



Sincerely,





Stephen P. Rae, PhD

1130 Cayetano Court

Napa CA  94559-4199



Data/P/P/NCPC Palmaz 28 Feb 2017





28 February 2017 

Napa County Planning Commission 
1195 Third St., Suite 305 
Napa CA  94558 

RE:  Palmaz Personal Use Heliport Use Permit #P14-00261-UP 

Dear Chairperson and Commission Members: 

I am writing to register my opposition to the granting of this personal use heliport Use Permit (#P014-
00261-UP).  The permission to establish such an obtrusive use associated with a residential use in rural 
Napa County displays a willingness to permit additional such uses in the future, and encourages others 
to consider doing so. 

Currently, the citizens of our County endure frequent helicopter and low level plane traffic over 
residential and recreational lands.  Over the years such traffic has increased.  This traffic encroaches on 
the peace and tranquility that characterizes our valley.  The land use assessment of this project fails to 
reflect the value of the quality of life in our county and disclose how this project may induce its 
subsequent deterioration.  

I am surprised that the potential for this project to encourage others to do the same has not been 
assessed.  And, I am surprised that reference to future review by the Airport Land Use Commission is 
understood by County staff to address the air traffic consequences of the use permit.  Similarly, do we 
know whether County limits on frequency of use and air traffic patterns will be enforceable over time? 
I believe that the Use Permit would open the door to increasing use of the site beyond County 
limitations and the encouragement of others to establish similar uses throughout the county wherever 
land and funds are available.  Therefore, I suggest that the future cumulative effects of this project do 
not conform to General Plan considerations, violate the spirit and intent of land use limitations reflected 
in recent votes by residents, and constitute encouragement to proliferate similar uses in the Napa 
Valley. 

Of course the No Project Alternative does not meet the personal wishes of the applicant.  But, when 
does such a personal convenience outweigh the long-term consequences of further degrading the 
quality of life in the Napa Valley.  Please DENY this use permit application. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen P. Rae, PhD 
1130 Cayetano Court 
Napa CA  94559-4199 

Data/P/P/NCPC Palmaz 28 Feb 2017 



From: Brian Russell
To: Ayers, Dana; Morrison, David
Cc: Anderson, Laura
Subject: Palmaz communication
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 6:14:00 PM
Attachments: 2017-02-27 Ltr to David Morrison re- Mt. George Alternative Project.pdf

David,

Please see the attached communication regarding the Palmaz private use heliport project.

Thank you,

Brian

Brian Russell
ABBOTT & KINDERMANN, INC.
A Professional Corporation
1485 Main St. | St. Helena, CA 94574
tel: (707) 294-2775 | fax: (707) 968-5728
website | blog | email

(Sacramento Office)
ABBOTT & KINDERMANN, INC.
A Professional Corporation
2100 21st Street | Sacramento, CA 95818
tel: (916) 456-9595 | fax: (916) 456-9599
website | blog | email

This electronic message transmission contains information from the law firm of Abbott & Kindermann, LLP which may be confidential or 
privileged.  Recipients should not file copies of this e-mail with publicly accessible records.  The information is intended to be for the use 
of the individual(s) named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use 
of the contents of this message is prohibited.

Abbott & Kindermann, LLP Circular 230 Notice:  To ensure compliance with IRS requirements, we inform you that any U.S. federal tax 
advice contained in this communication is not intended or written to be used, and cannot be used by any taxpayer, for the purpose of 
avoiding any federal tax penalties.  Any legal advice expressed in this message is being delivered to you solely for your use in connection 
with the matters addressed herein and may not be relied upon by any other person or entity or used for any other purpose without our 
prior written consent.
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From: Tittel/Caloyannidis
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: UP 14-00261 (PALMAZ LIVING TRUST)
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 11:50:28 AM
Attachments: PALMAZ - PLANNING COMMENT.doc

Dear Dana,
I would like to re-introduce into the file my 5/6/15 document which is one of several not referenced
in the FEIR.
Thank you.
George Caloyannidis

Planning Commission Mtg.
MAR 01 2017
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Prepared for Napa Vision 2050 by:


George Caloyannidis, Architect PhD                                                                        

2202 Diamond Mountain Road                                            

Calistoga, CA 94515


calti@comcast.net


May 15, 2015


Kelli Cahill


Napa County Planning


1195 Third Street


Napa, CA 94559


kelli.cahill@countyofnapa.org


RE: Palmaz Residence Private Heliport Application


      4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA 94558 (APN 033-110-080)


      UP# P14-000261-UP


Dear Ms. Cahill,


A) RELEVANT HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE:


Our Diamond Mountain Homeowners' Association with the cooperation of the Napa Planning Department, Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors was instrumental in establishing Ordinance No. P 04-0198-ORD approved on June 15, 2004 which prohibits commercial helicopter landings at wineries.


During the several hearings preceding the Ordinance at which we presented approximately 3,500 petition signatures of support, a variety of interest groups opposing the Ordinance testified based on the general argument that helicopter tours at wineries would be beneficial to their financial health and that the Ordinance would have the unintended consequence of a proliferation of flybys around the county.


Without knowing what the future held, some argued that despite the detrimental noise effect generated by the proliferation of helicopters over the Napa skies, at least some financial benefit might be derived. No such case can be made to justify this application. Eleven years later we now know that  none of the arguments proved to be true - the wineries are doing financially better than ever and no proliferation of flyovers has occurred.


B) LEGAL FRAMEWORK OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT:


The 1997 Governor's Office of Planning and Research Conditional Use Permit Manual (1), defines the Use Permit as a tool to: "Enable a municipality to control certain uses which could have detrimental effects on the community" (Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal. App.3d 1176).

It further lays out: 

Case Law: "The proposed use is in the best interest of public convenience and necessity and will not be contrary to the public health, morals, or welfare (Upton v. Gray (1996) 269 Cal.App.2d 352). 

General Welfare Standard: "The establishment, maintenance or conducting of which a use permit is sought will not, under the particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood" (Hawkins v. County of Marin (1976) 54 Cal.App.3d 586).


Nuisance Standard: "Any use found to be objectionable with the character of the city and its environs due to noise, dust, odors or other undesirable characteristics may be prohibited" (Snow v. City of Garden Grove (1961) Cal.App.2d 496). 

Zoning Consistency Standard: "That such use would be essential or desirable to the public convenience or welfare, and will not impair the integrity and character of the zoned district or be detrimental to the public health, safety, morals or welfare" (O'Hagen v. Board of Zoning Adjustment (1971) 19 Cal.App.3d 151).

Conditions of Approval: "The condition must further a legitimate public purpose". 


On the other hand, in protecting the rights of the property owner, the same Planning Law specifies that: " The property owner may not be required to carry a disproportionate load in furthering the public purpose" California Land-Use and Planning Law, 9th edition).

It is difficult to find that granting any private helicopter use permit in the unincorporated areas of the county which are quiet and rural in character is in the interest of any public convenience, is not objectionable to its character and environs due to noise or other undesirable characteristics, is desirable to the public convenience etc. 

On the contrary, each and every impact of such a use permit is detrimental to the welfare of its communities in every respect without contributing to a single benefit. 


On the other hand, it is impossible to make the case that denying such a use permit poses a disproportional load on the property owner in furthering a public purpose, as there is none.

In essence, this use permit is asking the community and the public to carry an undue burden for the sole benefit and pleasure of a single person and his family, directly contrary to California Conditional Use Permit case law. 


Should the Supervisors elect to ignore the above case law record, the following are important additional issues for consideration:


C) PALMAZ APPLICATION - INTENT / CREDIBILITY:


The application documents refer to the applicant alternatively as "Palmaz Residence" or "Palmaz Vineyards". In one instance the word "Vineyards" has been scratched out and replaced with "Residence". This ambivalence coupled with the fact that the proposed helipad, while technically on the residence lot is equidistant to the Palmaz Winery for which the helicopter use is prohibited, raises serious concerns as to the stated intent of the use.

Added to this is the fact that a variety of Palmaz entities own several hundred acres surrounding the proposed helipad (of the 16 neighbors within the 300 foot notification radius, 6 are Palmaz entities) making adherence monitoring to the provisions of the use permit by the County impossible. 

Adherence therefore is solely based on the good faith of the applicant. 


Judging from its past history, the credibility record of the applicant is dismal. In 2011 he was fined $ 1.9 million by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board for violating environmental laws by illegally filling creeks and wetlands during the development of its vineyards. After burdening the public with a protracted court battle, Palmaz agreed to reduce the fine in exchange for restoring the wetlands. 

Is this the kind of applicant who the public, and especially its neighbors can trust to use the helicopter solely for his family and guests and not for winery visitors and operations? Or one we can trust to adhere to  the stated flight schedules and patterns?


D) COUNTY'S ABILITY TO ENFORCE:


The County's record in monitoring illegal helicopter landings and use permit compliance is equally dismal.

During the past few years and as recently as 2013, Diamond Mountain homeowners have filed complaints with the County - including helicopter photographs, colors, ID numbers, time of landing and departure - regarding prohibited landings at the Constant winery without the County ever investigating them, let alone imposing sanctions of any kind.

This, coupled with the fact that almost half the county winery use permits in 2013 were found to be in violation, exposed the County's unwillingness to impose sanctions of any kind to even known violators has become cause of widespread disillusionment with the County's ability to safeguard the public interest . 

Granting such a use permit would compromise the integrity of the process and further erode the public trust.


E) THE AIRBUSS EC 130 B4 / THE MEAD & HUNT NOISE REPORT:


The applicant's Noise Report touts the quiet qualities of the helicopter intended for use, an Airbuss EC 130 B4. This helicopter is indeed quieter than most of its kind. It is large, accommodating 7 people with ample cargo space and has a wide, 35 foot long body. It was specifically designed for and is being used by tour operators around this country (Hawaii, Aspen, Long Island, Grand Canyon, to name a few) and the world; hardly a typical personal use machine.

The EC 130 B4 has a good safety record, though in 2012 cracks were discovered in its Tail Boom (2) (3).

The applicant's Mead & Hunt Noise evaluation has not taken any direct test  measurements resulting from an actual approach, landing, takeoff and flights of the EC 130 B4 as this specific location. Figure 3 (CNL Noise Contours) is a generic one, superimposed on to the specific location. As a result, it does not reflect and fails to account for the specific topography of the site. The immediate proximity of Mt. George, a rocky, lacking substantial tree growth mountain, is likely to generate a substantial amplifying ricochet sound effect over the wider neighborhood community exceeding the generic dB standards.


The Mead & Hunt Report has also failed to provide specific background noise measurements in this quiet neighborhood, the only way to more accurately assess the impact severity of the introduction of helicopter noise.  


While approach and departure paths are specified, FAA regulations leave it up to the pilot to adjust such paths according to his judgment depending on weather and wind patterns. There is no way to insure any specific neighbors that no flight patterns will directly impact them overhead.

In spite of the benign presentation of the EC 13O B4 noise impact, the factory recommended flight path specifications state: "Select a path as far as possible from sensitive areas or fly along the noisiest land route (highway, railroads...)" (4). The Hagen Road community is a sensitive area indeed and the flight path through it before it reaches the closest highway (Silverado Trail) is two miles away.

F) HELICOPTER NOISE PERCEPTION FINDINGS:


The Mead & Hunt Report states (pg. 2 / Design Helicopter) that in spite of the EC 130 B4 producing lower than International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) noise levels, according to the manufacturer, it still delivers 86.8 EPNdB (Effective Perception Noise) on takeoff and 84.3 EPNdB  flyover noise levels.

According to the California Land Use Planning Handbook (5), 37% of average communities find such noise levels to be "very severe" , similar to a "3rd floor apartment next to freeway" and that "the general community attitude is likely to be the most important of all adverse aspects of the community environment" (4-8).


The Schultz curve (7-14) indicates that the percent of people being highly annoyed accelerates smoothly between 55 dB and 70 dB. The FAA selected the 65 dB as the dividing point between normally compatible and normally incompatible residential land use (7-12).

The Handbook (6-8) acknowledges that "helicopter noise has a character all its own" and attributes it to its unique blade slap sound.


More extensive research, 2008, 9th International Congress on Noise as a Public Health Problem, The Improvement of Helicopter Noise Management in the UK (6) identifies the uniquely annoying character and effect of helicopter noise but also the lack of sufficient research. The study's Summary concludes by stating that "virtual noise" such as the one triggered by the common association with emergency services is just as important as acoustic noise (measured in dB) and is unlikely to significantly improve public acceptance of helicopter noise. Social surveys indicate that helicopters are 10 to 15 dB more annoying than fixed wing aircraft.

There are several studies on the subject. Of note is Aviation Week's, 2015 Managing Helicopter Noise (7) which corroborates the above findings (6) but also states (pg.4) that, according "to the FAA's study of nonmilitary helicopter noise in cities, helicopters used in public service operations such as law enforcement, medical transport and firefighting, are regarded more benignly than those carrying sightseers, or executives". The Palmaz intended use belongs to the latter category.

Research is in agreement that comparing dB levels of helicopter blade slap noise to similar dB levels of other noise generating activities such as "Normal Conversation" or "Noisy Restaurant" is not an accurate way to compare annoyance levels between the two.


G) BUYER AWARENESS DISCLOSURES:


Due to the obtrusive perception of fixed-wing aircraft and especially helicopter blade slap, the California Land Use Planning Handbook (5) recommends Buyer Awareness Disclosures wherever there is a nearby airport/helipad with likely disturbing noise effects either by Recorded deed Notices or Real Estate Disclosure Statements (4.3.1). Similarly, the Napa County General Plan (Action CC-451), states: "The County shall use navigation easements, disclosure statements and other appropriate measures to ensure that residents and businesses within any airport influence area are informed of the presence of the airport and its potential for creating current and future noise".


H) INSUFFICIENT NOTIFICATION RADIUS:

Given the wide-reaching impact of helicopter flights, the County's required 300 foot notification radius is grossly insufficient. During the flights that took place at the Constant winery, we received calls from neighbors as far as one mile away warning of an impending helicopter approach.

In the Palmaz case, since the flight path through a sensitive area extends to two miles before it reaches a manufacturer recommended highway, the notification radius ought to be one mile at a minimum. 


I) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:


In assessing this application, the County must evaluate the approximate number of properties which potentially could accommodate private use heliports. They generally are one acre minimum with an area safe enough to perform a landing satisfying  FAA safety standards.


Judging from data presented by Planning in relation to all potential winery sites in the county, one can estimate with some accuracy that the number of residential sites which could accommodate a helipad to be in the order of 10,000. While the ownership of a helicopter is expensive (the proposed EC 130 B4 proposed by Palmaz retails in excess of $ 2 million) there are less expensive models on the market as well ones for rent. In addition, there are also several thousand wealthy enough Napa county residents who can afford one of the above qualifying alternatives. 


Even more significantly, since the ownership of a helicopter is not a requirement - just the use of one is - landings by helicopters owned by operators, similar to a taxi service would be a relatively inexpensive personal use accommodation. 

This is a calculation with transformative environmental implications for the entire county which this use permit needs to take into account. 


J) HELICOPTER FLIGHT PROBLEMS IN OTHER COMMUNITIES:

Helicopter noise around the country as well as the UK and New Zealand is triggering massive community protests, ones not experienced regarding fixed wing aircraft. Torrance CA, Long Island's North Fork, Chicago, Los Angeles, London are setting up complaint lines for citizens to express their anger. 


In the U.S., Sen. Chuck Schumer introduced restrictive legislation over Long Island (traffic in the sky requires such legislation) and in California, Sen. Diane Feinstein teamed with Rep. Adam Schiff to enact an amendment mandating the industry find solutions to the helicopter noise problem "or else".

While the county has no jurisdiction in the sky, it has jurisdiction over land use and landings. I am sure, Napa County is not willing to reach the point where it needs to set up complaint sites and address hundreds of complaints daily.


K) CONCLUDING REMARKS:


It seems that the exclusion of private use helicopters in Ordinance P04-0198 was insufficiently vetted against California Conditional Use Permit case law as shown under (B). 

Given the rural, quiet agricultural character of the unincorporated areas of the county, it seems impossible that any private use helicopter application can show a public benefit of any kind or that it is not detrimental to its respective neighborhood character and environment.


Such use permits will always have to be denied if these standards are taken seriously into account as they should.

It is therefore my recommendation for the BOS to revisit this Ordinance and either remove private helicopter landings from the exclusion list or outright permit them. If the ease by which approximately 3,500 petition signatures against helicopter landings at wineries were collected in 2004 is any indication, it is highly unlikely that the county residents' mood on the much less justified private use helicopter issue has changed.

Adjusting the Ordinance in either direction, will relieve applicants from incurring unnecessary expenses and save valuable Staff, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors time in evaluating them.


In addition to the fundamental use permit requirements in denying private helicopter landings in general, the specific ones surrounding the Palmaz application, make a compelling case for its denial.


REFERENCES:

(1) Governor's Office of Planning and Research Conditional Use Permit 1997


(2) Inspection of Tail Boom (Cracks) EC 130 B4


(3) Airworthiness Directives EC 130 B4


(4) Flight Path Selection Specifications EC 130 B4


(5) California Airport Land Use Planning Manual


(6) The Improvement of Helicopter Noise Management in the U.K.


(7) Aviation Week, Managing Helicopter Noise
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Prepared for Napa Vision 2050 by: 
George Caloyannidis, Architect PhD   
2202 Diamond Mountain Road      
Calistoga, CA 94515 
calti@comcast.net 

May 15, 2015 

Kelli Cahill 
Napa County Planning 
1195 Third Street 
Napa, CA 94559 
kelli.cahill@countyofnapa.org 

RE: Palmaz Residence Private Heliport Application 
 4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA 94558 (APN 033-110-080) 
 UP# P14-000261-UP 

Dear Ms. Cahill, 

A) RELEVANT HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE:

Our Diamond Mountain Homeowners' Association with the cooperation of the Napa Planning 
Department, Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors was instrumental in establishing 
Ordinance No. P 04-0198-ORD approved on June 15, 2004 which prohibits commercial helicopter 
landings at wineries. 
During the several hearings preceding the Ordinance at which we presented approximately 3,500 
petition signatures of support, a variety of interest groups opposing the Ordinance testified based on 
the general argument that helicopter tours at wineries would be beneficial to their financial health and 
that the Ordinance would have the unintended consequence of a proliferation of flybys around the 
county. 
Without knowing what the future held, some argued that despite the detrimental noise effect 
generated by the proliferation of helicopters over the Napa skies, at least some financial benefit might 
be derived. No such case can be made to justify this application. Eleven years later we now know that 
none of the arguments proved to be true - the wineries are doing financially better than ever and no 
proliferation of flyovers has occurred. 

B) LEGAL FRAMEWORK OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT:

The 1997 Governor's Office of Planning and Research Conditional Use Permit Manual (1), defines the 
Use Permit as a tool to: "Enable a municipality to control certain uses which could have detrimental 
effects on the community" (Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984) 156 Cal. App.3d 
1176). 



It further lays out: 

Case Law: "The proposed use is in the best interest of public convenience and necessity and will not be 
contrary to the public health, morals, or welfare (Upton v. Gray (1996) 269 Cal.App.2d 352).  
General Welfare Standard: "The establishment, maintenance or conducting of which a use permit is 
sought will not, under the particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 
or improvements in the neighborhood" (Hawkins v. County of Marin (1976) 54 Cal.App.3d 586). 
Nuisance Standard: "Any use found to be objectionable with the character of the city and its environs 
due to noise, dust, odors or other undesirable characteristics may be prohibited" (Snow v. City of Garden 
Grove (1961) Cal.App.2d 496).  
Zoning Consistency Standard: "That such use would be essential or desirable to the public convenience 
or welfare, and will not impair the integrity and character of the zoned district or be detrimental to the 
public health, safety, morals or welfare" (O'Hagen v. Board of Zoning Adjustment (1971) 19 Cal.App.3d 
151). 
Conditions of Approval: "The condition must further a legitimate public purpose".  
On the other hand, in protecting the rights of the property owner, the same Planning Law specifies that: 
" The property owner may not be required to carry a disproportionate load in furthering the public 
purpose" California Land-Use and Planning Law, 9th edition). 

It is difficult to find that granting any private helicopter use permit in the unincorporated areas of the 
county which are quiet and rural in character is in the interest of any public convenience, is not 
objectionable to its character and environs due to noise or other undesirable characteristics, is desirable 
to the public convenience etc.  
On the contrary, each and every impact of such a use permit is detrimental to the welfare of its 
communities in every respect without contributing to a single benefit.  
On the other hand, it is impossible to make the case that denying such a use permit poses a 
disproportional load on the property owner in furthering a public purpose, as there is none. 
In essence, this use permit is asking the community and the public to carry an undue burden for the sole 
benefit and pleasure of a single person and his family, directly contrary to California Conditional Use 
Permit case law.  

Should the Supervisors elect to ignore the above case law record, the following are important 
additional issues for consideration: 

C) PALMAZ APPLICATION - INTENT / CREDIBILITY:

The application documents refer to the applicant alternatively as "Palmaz Residence" or "Palmaz 
Vineyards". In one instance the word "Vineyards" has been scratched out and replaced with 
"Residence". This ambivalence coupled with the fact that the proposed helipad, while technically on the 
residence lot is equidistant to the Palmaz Winery for which the helicopter use is prohibited, raises 
serious concerns as to the stated intent of the use. 
Added to this is the fact that a variety of Palmaz entities own several hundred acres surrounding the 
proposed helipad (of the 16 neighbors within the 300 foot notification radius, 6 are Palmaz entities) 
making adherence monitoring to the provisions of the use permit by the County impossible.  

Adherence therefore is solely based on the good faith of the applicant. 



Judging from its past history, the credibility record of the applicant is dismal. In 2011 he was fined $ 1.9 
million by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Board for violating environmental laws by 
illegally filling creeks and wetlands during the development of its vineyards. After burdening the public 
with a protracted court battle, Palmaz agreed to reduce the fine in exchange for restoring the wetlands.  
Is this the kind of applicant who the public, and especially its neighbors can trust to use the helicopter 
solely for his family and guests and not for winery visitors and operations? Or one we can trust to 
adhere to  the stated flight schedules and patterns? 

D) COUNTY'S ABILITY TO ENFORCE:

The County's record in monitoring illegal helicopter landings and use permit compliance is equally 
dismal. 
During the past few years and as recently as 2013, Diamond Mountain homeowners have filed 
complaints with the County - including helicopter photographs, colors, ID numbers, time of landing and 
departure - regarding prohibited landings at the Constant winery without the County ever investigating 
them, let alone imposing sanctions of any kind. 
This, coupled with the fact that almost half the county winery use permits in 2013 were found to be in 
violation, exposed the County's unwillingness to impose sanctions of any kind to even known violators 
has become cause of widespread disillusionment with the County's ability to safeguard the public 
interest .  
Granting such a use permit would compromise the integrity of the process and further erode the public 
trust. 

E) THE AIRBUSS EC 130 B4 / THE MEAD & HUNT NOISE REPORT:

The applicant's Noise Report touts the quiet qualities of the helicopter intended for use, an Airbuss EC 
130 B4. This helicopter is indeed quieter than most of its kind. It is large, accommodating 7 people with 
ample cargo space and has a wide, 35 foot long body. It was specifically designed for and is being used 
by tour operators around this country (Hawaii, Aspen, Long Island, Grand Canyon, to name a few) and 
the world; hardly a typical personal use machine. 
The EC 130 B4 has a good safety record, though in 2012 cracks were discovered in its Tail Boom (2) (3). 
The applicant's Mead & Hunt Noise evaluation has not taken any direct test  measurements resulting 
from an actual approach, landing, takeoff and flights of the EC 130 B4 as this specific location. Figure 3 
(CNL Noise Contours) is a generic one, superimposed on to the specific location. As a result, it does not 
reflect and fails to account for the specific topography of the site. The immediate proximity of Mt. 
George, a rocky, lacking substantial tree growth mountain, is likely to generate a substantial amplifying 
ricochet sound effect over the wider neighborhood community exceeding the generic dB standards. 
The Mead & Hunt Report has also failed to provide specific background noise measurements in this 
quiet neighborhood, the only way to more accurately assess the impact severity of the introduction of 
helicopter noise.   
While approach and departure paths are specified, FAA regulations leave it up to the pilot to adjust such 
paths according to his judgment depending on weather and wind patterns. There is no way to insure any 
specific neighbors that no flight patterns will directly impact them overhead. 
In spite of the benign presentation of the EC 13O B4 noise impact, the factory recommended flight path 
specifications state: "Select a path as far as possible from sensitive areas or fly along the noisiest land 
route (highway, railroads...)" (4). The Hagen Road community is a sensitive area indeed and the flight 
path through it before it reaches the closest highway (Silverado Trail) is two miles away. 



F) HELICOPTER NOISE PERCEPTION FINDINGS:

The Mead & Hunt Report states (pg. 2 / Design Helicopter) that in spite of the EC 130 B4 producing 
lower than International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) noise levels, according to the manufacturer, 
it still delivers 86.8 EPNdB (Effective Perception Noise) on takeoff and 84.3 EPNdB  flyover noise levels. 
According to the California Land Use Planning Handbook (5), 37% of average communities find such 
noise levels to be "very severe" , similar to a "3rd floor apartment next to freeway" and that "the 
general community attitude is likely to be the most important of all adverse aspects of the community 
environment" (4-8). 
The Schultz curve (7-14) indicates that the percent of people being highly annoyed accelerates smoothly 
between 55 dB and 70 dB. The FAA selected the 65 dB as the dividing point between normally 
compatible and normally incompatible residential land use (7-12). 
The Handbook (6-8) acknowledges that "helicopter noise has a character all its own" and attributes it to 
its unique blade slap sound. 
More extensive research, 2008, 9th International Congress on Noise as a Public Health Problem, The 
Improvement of Helicopter Noise Management in the UK (6) identifies the uniquely annoying character 
and effect of helicopter noise but also the lack of sufficient research. The study's Summary concludes by 
stating that "virtual noise" such as the one triggered by the common association with emergency 
services is just as important as acoustic noise (measured in dB) and is unlikely to significantly improve 
public acceptance of helicopter noise. Social surveys indicate that helicopters are 10 to 15 dB more 
annoying than fixed wing aircraft. 
There are several studies on the subject. Of note is Aviation Week's, 2015 Managing Helicopter Noise (7) 
which corroborates the above findings (6) but also states (pg.4) that, according "to the FAA's study of 
nonmilitary helicopter noise in cities, helicopters used in public service operations such as law 
enforcement, medical transport and firefighting, are regarded more benignly than those carrying 
sightseers, or executives". The Palmaz intended use belongs to the latter category. 
Research is in agreement that comparing dB levels of helicopter blade slap noise to similar dB levels of 
other noise generating activities such as "Normal Conversation" or "Noisy Restaurant" is not an accurate 
way to compare annoyance levels between the two. 

G) BUYER AWARENESS DISCLOSURES:

Due to the obtrusive perception of fixed-wing aircraft and especially helicopter blade slap, the California 
Land Use Planning Handbook (5) recommends Buyer Awareness Disclosures wherever there is a nearby 
airport/helipad with likely disturbing noise effects either by Recorded deed Notices or Real Estate 
Disclosure Statements (4.3.1). Similarly, the Napa County General Plan (Action CC-451), states: "The 
County shall use navigation easements, disclosure statements and other appropriate measures to 
ensure that residents and businesses within any airport influence area are informed of the presence of 
the airport and its potential for creating current and future noise". 

H) INSUFFICIENT NOTIFICATION RADIUS:

Given the wide-reaching impact of helicopter flights, the County's required 300 foot notification radius is 
grossly insufficient. During the flights that took place at the Constant winery, we received calls from 
neighbors as far as one mile away warning of an impending helicopter approach. 
In the Palmaz case, since the flight path through a sensitive area extends to two miles before it reaches a 
manufacturer recommended highway, the notification radius ought to be one mile at a minimum.  



I) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:

In assessing this application, the County must evaluate the approximate number of properties which 
potentially could accommodate private use heliports. They generally are one acre minimum with an 
area safe enough to perform a landing satisfying  FAA safety standards. 
Judging from data presented by Planning in relation to all potential winery sites in the county, one can 
estimate with some accuracy that the number of residential sites which could accommodate a helipad 
to be in the order of 10,000. While the ownership of a helicopter is expensive (the proposed EC 130 B4 
proposed by Palmaz retails in excess of $ 2 million) there are less expensive models on the market as 
well ones for rent. In addition, there are also several thousand wealthy enough Napa county residents 
who can afford one of the above qualifying alternatives.  
Even more significantly, since the ownership of a helicopter is not a requirement - just the use of one is - 
landings by helicopters owned by operators, similar to a taxi service would be a relatively inexpensive 
personal use accommodation.  
This is a calculation with transformative environmental implications for the entire county which this use 
permit needs to take into account.  

J) HELICOPTER FLIGHT PROBLEMS IN OTHER COMMUNITIES:

Helicopter noise around the country as well as the UK and New Zealand is triggering massive community 
protests, ones not experienced regarding fixed wing aircraft. Torrance CA, Long Island's North Fork, 
Chicago, Los Angeles, London are setting up complaint lines for citizens to express their anger.  
In the U.S., Sen. Chuck Schumer introduced restrictive legislation over Long Island (traffic in the sky 
requires such legislation) and in California, Sen. Diane Feinstein teamed with Rep. Adam Schiff to enact 
an amendment mandating the industry find solutions to the helicopter noise problem "or else". 
While the county has no jurisdiction in the sky, it has jurisdiction over land use and landings. I am sure, 
Napa County is not willing to reach the point where it needs to set up complaint sites and address 
hundreds of complaints daily. 

K) CONCLUDING REMARKS:

It seems that the exclusion of private use helicopters in Ordinance P04-0198 was insufficiently vetted 
against California Conditional Use Permit case law as shown under (B).  
Given the rural, quiet agricultural character of the unincorporated areas of the county, it seems 
impossible that any private use helicopter application can show a public benefit of any kind or that it is 
not detrimental to its respective neighborhood character and environment. 
Such use permits will always have to be denied if these standards are taken seriously into account as 
they should. 
It is therefore my recommendation for the BOS to revisit this Ordinance and either remove private 
helicopter landings from the exclusion list or outright permit them. If the ease by which approximately 
3,500 petition signatures against helicopter landings at wineries were collected in 2004 is any indication, 
it is highly unlikely that the county residents' mood on the much less justified private use helicopter 
issue has changed. 
Adjusting the Ordinance in either direction, will relieve applicants from incurring unnecessary expenses 
and save valuable Staff, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors time in evaluating them. 



In addition to the fundamental use permit requirements in denying private helicopter landings in 
general, the specific ones surrounding the Palmaz application, make a compelling case for its denial. 

REFERENCES: 
(1) Governor's Office of Planning and Research Conditional Use Permit 1997
(2) Inspection of Tail Boom (Cracks) EC 130 B4
(3) Airworthiness Directives EC 130 B4
(4) Flight Path Selection Specifications EC 130 B4
(5) California Airport Land Use Planning Manual
(6) The Improvement of Helicopter Noise Management in the U.K.
(7) Aviation Week, Managing Helicopter Noise
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From: Tittel/Caloyannidis
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: USE PERMIT P 14-00261
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:17:05 AM
Attachments: PALMAZ - PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING.doc

Dear Dana,
Attached is my comment to the Amelia Palmaz Living Trust application.
It will be followed by 4 EXHIBITS marked GC  EXHIBIT 1, 2, 3 and 4 in separate emails (5 in total
including this one).
Thank you,
George Caloyannidis

Planning Commission Mtg.
MAR 01 2017
Agenda Item # 8A

mailto:calti@comcast.net
mailto:Dana.Ayers@countyofnapa.org

George Caloyannidis


2202 Diamond Mountain Road


Calistoga, CA 94515                                                                                                                        February 28, 2017

To:  Ms. Dana Ayers


Napa County Planning


1195 Third Street


Napa, CA 94559


dana.ayers@countyofnapa.org


RE: THE AMALIA PALMAZ LIVING TRUST APPLICATION 


       FOR A PERSONAL USE HELIPORT USE-PERMIT # P14-00261

The comments which follow are directed  both to the findings of the FEIR and to the decision making bodies. They are not separated as they are often intertwined.


A) DEFICIENT RECORD IN THE FEIR


I have submitted a total of 21 comments including several attachments on this issue - exclusive of petitions - to the County (Cahill, Ayers and Morrison) on the following dates:


2015 : 5/19

2016 : 3/25, 1/8, 1/12, 1/17, 1/18, 1/19 (4), 1/21 (3), 2/1, 2/19 (2), 4/14, 4/29, 5/6, 5/14, 7/14, 7/25


 Of these only the highlighted 3 were acknowledged and responded to in the FEIR. While the FEIR addressed many of these comments in general terms, some it did not.

Further, the FEIR has failed to acknowledge the 196 petitions within a half-mile radius  of the site and the 428 from other parts of the county (the ones I have personal knowledge of) which have voiced the specific concern over the "loss of their right to peace and quiet enjoyment of their properties". While the EIR has responded to this by stating that it is a matter of opinion not material to the physical environment, I will argue that it is.


B) APPLICANT'S UNDEFINABLE IDENTITY


The FEIR refers to the applicant as "'The Amalia Palmaz Living Trust' (Palmaz or applicant)" who is the actual owner of record as being the one seeking a use permit for "a private use heliport". Per Ordinance P 04-0198 such use permit is defined as one "for noncommercial activities of an individual owner or family and occasional invited guests". FEIR response 178-2 states: "Personal use facilities generally have a limited number of users (in this case, solely the applicant)". 

Who is the sole applicant? It is not "an individual owner or family" as specified, but a "Living Trust".

1) Since the "applicant" is not an actual person but a "Living Trust" involving undisclosed entities (individuals, partnerships, corporations) with unknown powers and duties who may have the right to enjoy the benefits and responsibility to comply with its condition, before a use permit is granted:

1.1) The Amalia Palmaz Living Trust document must be entered into the public record.

1.2) The language in Ordinance P 04-0198 must be amended allowing entities other than individual  owners or their families as qualifiers.                          

2) Even so, Living Trusts are subject to changes over which the County has no jurisdiction so that technically, anybody subsequently named as beneficiary will be entitled to the benefits of the use permit if granted.


3) The FAA (Article 2.3530-9) requires a notification when the ownership of a parcel changes. While the entities within the Living Trust may change at the discretion of its Trustees, the tile of the property does not change. This circumvents the intended FAA notification process. Neither the FAA nor the County have the power to prevent changes in a Living Trust.


Prior to granting this use permit, Napa county must develop a protocol for the disposition of a personal use helicopter landing use permit when there is a transfer of tile of the property for which such use permit has been granted. 

The FEIR and the decision making body must resolve the ambiguity of the "applicant's" identity, analyze its implications and consequences which may be extremely far reaching.

4) There are several duties, voluntary and otherwise which the "applicant" is being made to comply with as described in Section 2.1 of the FEIR. The FEIR is consistently using the term "the applicant" instead of "the Amalia Palmaz Living Trust" which is misleading and has serious implications. The discrepancy is obvious when one reads: "A flight log summary would be created by the applicant" as compared to: "A flight log summary would be created by the Amalia Palmaz Living Trust" as it appropriately should have.

In order for the FEIR not to be misleading, it must substitute all references to the "applicant" with the "Amalia Palmaz Living Trust". Heretofore, this  writing will apply the term "Living Trust" to accurately describe the "applicant".

6)  It is obvious that the number of conditions and duties the Living Trust must comply with under the terms of a use permit is impossible at that it necessitates an actual person to do so.. The problem is that such person is not the property owner of record who obtained the use permit. The only way an actual person can be the owner of the parcel is if the Living Trust conveyed the property to that person.

7) It is conceivable that the Living Trust, could convey the property to an actual person to whom  the use permit is granted who then could re-conveyed the property back to the Living Trust, thus conveniently circumventing the problem and compromising County control. That person would notify the FAA for the change of title as required but since the use permit runs with the land, the County would have no jurisdiction to intervene in any way; for example requesting a CEQA review if warranted.


It is imperative for the County to carefully examine the implications and consequences if it chooses to  approve a private helicopter use permit for anyone other than actual persons as the owners of record of a parcel rather than  entities such as Trusts, Partnerships or Corporations over the details of which it has no knowledge or subsequent controls.


C) NONCOMMERCIAL USE


1) The FAA defines "Personal-Use Airport" as one "limited to non-commercial activities of an individual owner or family and occasional guests". This definition precludes such owner from profiting from the use of the airport. However it does not prevent an outside person from profiting by its use such as vendors or taxi services picking up a family member from such a home or airport.

2) Just as property owners and their guests are granted the right under certain conditions (parking, garages etc) to access their property by car, they also have the right to call upon vendors, repairmen, taxi services without having to acquire a separate use permit from the County. Such activity does not violate the  noncommercial clause as it is defined.

C) ENFORCEMENT

1) Though use permits run with the land and the comments above notwithstanding, the Living Trust has been made an integral part of the use permit conditions. Following are the problematic duties the County as part of its use permit  conditions: 

The Living Trust must:


· Operate a specified helicopter model


· Keep and file flight logs

· Avoid no fly zones


· Follow prescribed flight paths and elevations


· Operate within specified time windows


· Adhere to all FAA regulations


I have submitted extensive comments on both the County's and FAA's inability to monitor adherence to these conditions. The response is that as with all other use permit violations in the county, enforcement 

is "complaint driven". As has been demonstrated by County audits, this model is ineffective in stemming winery use permit violations 40% of the time.


In the case of private use helicopter permits, it is impossible to work.


A complaint on flights which do not adhere to any of the above conditions for which the Living Trust is responsible must include one or more of the following information so as to be credible:

2) First and foremost: Identification of the helicopter.

Non compliance documentation is impossible in practice due to the height, the seconds-long timeframe between perception and recordation, and the shaded helicopter underside or darkness. Without positive identification, no complaint is credible in documenting any of the following use permit violations:

2.1) Adherence to specified number of flights and permitted flight windows.

Non compliance documentation is impossible due to the large property within which the helipad is located and the inability to prove whether any helicopter takes off or lands on that site as distinguished by one just passing by. Also due to the inaccessibility of the site, taking a photograph of the helicopter on the helipad in order to document its identity is impossible.

It is equally impossible to document whether the passengers transported are only the ones permitted.

The fact that the winery is in such close proximity makes such monitoring essential in order to prevent its use for guests to the winery which are prohibited. 

2.2) Adherence to flights over no-fly zones or along specified flight corridors.

Non compliance documentation is impossible as there is no way for anyone to gage and record whether a helicopter is flying directly above or somewhat outside a no-fly or specified zone. It is equally impossible to document where the helicopter was in relation to such zone or corridor.


2.3) Adherence to flight heights.

Non compliance documentation is impossible for a person to perceive let alone record the height of a helicopter.


2.4) Justifications for deviating from prescribed flight corridors.

Non compliance documentation  is impossible to document and verify the reason why the Living Trust has deviated from specified flight paths.


2.5) FAA specified safe operation.

Non compliance documentation is impossible for a person to be knowledgeable enough to ascertain, let alone record an unsafe operation.

It is obvious that the obstacles for filing a credible complaint with enough information as to initiate a meaningful investigation are insurmountable, making the complaint drive compliance model completely misleading and ineffective.

D) COUNTY'S PAST HELICOPTER ENFORCEMENT RECORD


As I have pointed out extensively in my communications 1/19/16 and 4/14/16 (omitted in the FEIR), the County has demonstrated complete inability to monitor let alone enforce the law even after it had received fully documented complaints of continuing illegal helicopter landings at the Constant Diamond Mountain Winery for a decade even following the passage of Ordinance P 04-0198.

The same applies to complaints filed for landings at the Rainin property on lower Diamond Mountain Road without a use permit.


The County has not put forward a credible mechanism by which it can assure the community of its ability and willingness to enforce the conditions of the  use permit  of this application.


The County lacks any credibility that it will monitor and effectively enforce possible violations by the "applicant". 

E) RELIANCE ON RECORDS UNDER SOLE LIVING TRUST'S CONTROL

While the helipad use permit is a land use issue, the subject one contains conditions which are under the Living Trust's sole and complete control such as non use for the adjacent winery, keeping logs, filing truthful reports, switching on (or not) GPS tracking and others. 


Adherence to such conditions  place the County and the community in the position to rely exclusively on the Living Trust policing itself.


For such records and compliance to be credible, it is fair to factor in the Living Trust's past compliance record with building code and use permit regulations.


As the public record shows, the Palmaz family has performed egregious grading operations on their Hagen road property without permits which have caused environmental damage triggering the largest ever fine by the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Board.

· In addition, we have been made aware of a pending complaint ("Investigative Service Request") in the public record filed by "Genesee Friends" in Plumas county (GC Exhibit 1) which asserts with ample documentation that the Palmaz family has constructed a heliport at its Genesee Valley Ranch APN 008-350-008 (GC Exhibit 2) with a permit obtained from the FAA but without County permit even though such permit specifically states that it does not preempt local land use regulations. This is in apparent violation of the Plumas county General Plan (GC Exhibit 3) which specifically prohibits airports.


· Said complaint also alleges that the Palmaz family has constructed a building the use of which was applied for and permitted for "agricultural purposes" the use of which it has now converted to a helicopter hangar.

It must be noted that Plumas County has the matter under consideration.

In consideration of the above, it seems that without reliable independent verification of the Palmaz family's compliance with the terms of this use permit as it is required to do, the County would be doing a disservice to the community.

F) ANNOYANCE AND STRESS AS  PHYSICAL FACTORS


F.1 NOISE

The FEIR has dismissed public objection to the noise generated and risks involved by a personal use helicopter and the inability of people on the ground "to enjoy the peace and quiet of their property" as submitted through my by 196 immediate neighbor petitions (an astonishing percentage) and 428 further away. It has deemed the nature of the objection to be "personal opinion which does not affect the physical environment".

It is widely accepted science that stress is a major contributing factor to a variety of disorders and serious ailments including heart disease and cancer. In as much, stress is detrimental to the health and well being of residents and thus affects the physical environment.

 PERSONAL EXPERIENCE

· Our family's and our neighbors' experience with the illegal helipad at the Constant Diamond Mountain Winery (elevation 2,050 feet) during the application process and the subsequent monitoring and recording of their illegal flights after the application was preempted by Ordinance, was horrifying and lasted for an entire decade until Mr. Constant's illness and death. 


· We were all under constant alert  whenever we heard any helicopter flying in the sky trying to discern whether it would land at that property. This stress was not just limited to the 5-6 minutes of a landing or takeoff or the seconds-long over flight which is  the impact the FEIR evaluated.

· Whenever any neighbors heard a helicopter, they would all call the one neighbor(Ebiner) who was able to have a view of the helipad to take a picture of the helicopter to forward to the County after having to fight his way through 200 feet of brush. Then if we were lucky, the County would send an occasional letter of warning with no follow up.


· Being on edge around the clock was a constant annoyance and stress for us and our surrounding neighbors. The state of continuous vigilance and alert was not limited to the direct noise generated by the helicopter and it will not for the Hagen Road community either.

The huge attendance at the Scoping Hearing - more than likely to be repeated at the Planning Commission hearing - is proof that people are already stressed at the prospect of the annoying noise for which they feel no justification but also as they worry over the decreasing value of their homes.


The fact that the FEIR evaluated only the small duration of an incident as disturbance which it claims to mitigate to a "less than significant" level does not recognize the around the clock status of alert and stress under which neighbors have to live in trying to monitor compliance as the County expects them to do.

I had submitted in the record the science studies on Noise on 1/17, 1/18 (Waddington 9th International Congress on Noise), 1/19 (voluminous Salford U.K. and DEFRA), 1/19 (Aviation Week) 5/6/16, 1/20/16 and 5/6/16 none of which were acknowledged by the FEIR.


There is wide consensus that the effects of helicopter generated noise may not be adequately addressed by solely assessing compliance with community permitted noise standards. As laid out  in the above referenced research studies, helicopter noise is particularly annoying.

While residents are willing to accept emergency or beneficial to the community helicopter noise, they are particularly annoyed when they see no justification or public benefit for it. In this particular case, the convenience and pleasure rides of a family are not perceived as valid  justification.

Whether the FEIR reconsiders its findings on noise mitigated to less than significant levels or not, it is imperative for the decision making body to familiarize itself with the prevailing science on the resulting stress, health and risks inflicted upon the community on the ground.

F.2 ACCIDENT RISK

On 1/21/16 I submitted comments along with statistics on civil helicopter accidents (Aviation Safety Network and U.S. Civil Helicopter Trends) and on 1/19/16 risks and statistics on bird strikes (Aviation Week). None were acknowledged in the FEIR.

The FEIR's general response on helicopter accident risks is that all modes of transportation carry a risk. However, while fixed wing aircraft have a 0.175 per 100,000 hours accident incidents, helicopters have a 7.5 incident. This is a huge difference which weighs on the conscience of and affects the well being of the community.


Furthermore, bird populations, especially the species which are abundantly present in the immediate vicinity are in the increase some more than 5-fold (Aviation Week). Helicopter accidents due to bird strikes are very common.


Finally,  accidents within 1 mile from a heliport are disproportionally high in comparison to the ensuing flight.

Increased actual accident risk, even the mere perception of it (California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook) are two more factors contributing to stress placing the physical environment, life and property at higher risk as well as the physical well being - due to increased  stress - of the community below.


The FEIR has made no attempt to mitigate neither the helicopter-generic nor the site-specific risk of the application.


G) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  (ALSO: GH  EXHIBIT  4)

CEQA Mandatory Findings 15065(a)(3) define impacts to be cumulatively considerable when the "incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects and the effects of future probable projects".

While the EIR argues that there are no past and present projects, it dismisses the impacts of "future probable projects" as speculative. 


How speculative is the prospect of the proliferation of private use helicopter applications?


To my knowledge, there are helipads and helicopter flights at two properties on Diamond Mountain and one each on Hennessey Ridge, Pritchard Hill, Soda Canyon, Atlas Peak and Tubbs Lane, all operating without use permits. We have circumstantial evidence that there are many more which the FEIR or the County could easily identify with  over flights. 


Though a through FEIR ought to have done so in the interest of a complete record, it chose not to.

Considering the fact that parcels in Napa county typically consist of several acres both on the valley floor and the hills, easily satisfying FAA safety rules, and considering the huge number of highly wealthy people who own them, It is not speculative to anticipate that a flurry of similar applications will follow on the heels of this particular application if approved.


In addition, one must consider that the cost of owning a helicopter is not an overwhelming obstacle as rentals and commercial helicopter taxi services are available (Uber in Aspen) which still qualify in the sense that they provide a personal service.


This was the line of thought of the Supervisors which compelled them to deny the Constant application and subsequently close the door in 2004 by creating Ordinance P 04-0198 which prohibits helicopter landings at wineries. If this was not" speculative then", it should not be now.


H) PUBLIC PURPOSE FOR USE PERMITS  (ALSO: GC  EXHIBIT  4)

My comment dated 5/19/15 (not acknowledged in the FEIR) cites the following case law governing use permits contained in the 1997 Governor's Office Conditional Use Permit Manual (also previously placed into the record): 

Hawkins v. County of Marin, Snow v. City of Garden Grove, O'Hagen v. Board of Zoning Adjustment, all decided by the California Appeals Court and summarily echoing Upton v. Gray in substance which opined that a use permit must find that "the proposed use is in the best interest of public convenience and necessity and will not be contrary to the public health, morals, or welfare".

During the Supervisors' deliberations prior to enacting Ordinance P 04-0198 in 2004, Supervisors Dodd and Luce - following case law - argued that flying helicopters at wineries might benefit the economy. In the end, concerns over the potential negative cumulative environmental impacts outweighed such benefits. In hindsight, the Napa valley's economy did just fine without winery helicopter visits at wineries.

The deciding body must find that this application if approved, benefits only the convenience of a single family (Living Trust) at the cost of causing harm, increasing risk and placing an undue burden on an entire community with precedent-setting potential harm on the entire Napa valley. 

At the same time the ten-mile drive to a public airport does not place an undue burden on said family (Living Trust).

The granting of this use permit is not "in the best interest of public convenience and necessity".

NOTE: Due to volume, GC EXHIBITS 1,2,3 and 4 will be electronically submitted by separate emails.



George Caloyannidis 
2202 Diamond Mountain Road 
Calistoga, CA 94515          February 28, 2017 

To:  Ms. Dana Ayers 
Napa County Planning 
1195 Third Street 
Napa, CA 94559 
dana.ayers@countyofnapa.org 

RE: THE AMALIA PALMAZ LIVING TRUST APPLICATION 
  FOR A PERSONAL USE HELIPORT USE-PERMIT # P14-00261 

The comments which follow are directed  both to the findings of the FEIR and to the decision making 
bodies. They are not separated as they are often intertwined. 

A) DEFICIENT RECORD IN THE FEIR

I have submitted a total of 21 comments including several attachments on this issue - exclusive of 
petitions - to the County (Cahill, Ayers and Morrison) on the following dates: 

2015 : 5/19 
2016 : 3/25, 1/8, 1/12, 1/17, 1/18, 1/19 (4), 1/21 (3), 2/1, 2/19 (2), 4/14, 4/29, 5/6, 5/14, 7/14, 7/25 

 Of these only the highlighted 3 were acknowledged and responded to in the FEIR. While the FEIR 
addressed many of these comments in general terms, some it did not. 

Further, the FEIR has failed to acknowledge the 196 petitions within a half-mile radius  of the site and 
the 428 from other parts of the county (the ones I have personal knowledge of) which have voiced the 
specific concern over the "loss of their right to peace and quiet enjoyment of their properties". While 
the EIR has responded to this by stating that it is a matter of opinion not material to the physical 
environment, I will argue that it is. 

B) APPLICANT'S UNDEFINABLE IDENTITY

The FEIR refers to the applicant as "'The Amalia Palmaz Living Trust' (Palmaz or applicant)" who is the 
actual owner of record as being the one seeking a use permit for "a private use heliport". Per Ordinance 
P 04-0198 such use permit is defined as one "for noncommercial activities of an individual owner or 



family and occasional invited guests". FEIR response 178-2 states: "Personal use facilities generally have 
a limited number of users (in this case, solely the applicant)".  

Who is the sole applicant? It is not "an individual owner or family" as specified, but a "Living Trust". 

1) Since the "applicant" is not an actual person but a "Living Trust" involving undisclosed entities
(individuals, partnerships, corporations) with unknown powers and duties who may have the right to
enjoy the benefits and responsibility to comply with its condition, before a use permit is granted:

1.1) The Amalia Palmaz Living Trust document must be entered into the public record. 
1.2) The language in Ordinance P 04-0198 must be amended allowing entities other than individual 
owners or their families as qualifiers.      

2) Even so, Living Trusts are subject to changes over which the County has no jurisdiction so that
technically, anybody subsequently named as beneficiary will be entitled to the benefits of the use
permit if granted.

3) The FAA (Article 2.3530-9) requires a notification when the ownership of a parcel changes. While the
entities within the Living Trust may change at the discretion of its Trustees, the tile of the property does
not change. This circumvents the intended FAA notification process. Neither the FAA nor the County
have the power to prevent changes in a Living Trust.

Prior to granting this use permit, Napa county must develop a protocol for the disposition of a 
personal use helicopter landing use permit when there is a transfer of tile of the property for which 
such use permit has been granted.  
The FEIR and the decision making body must resolve the ambiguity of the "applicant's" identity, 
analyze its implications and consequences which may be extremely far reaching. 

4) There are several duties, voluntary and otherwise which the "applicant" is being made to comply with
as described in Section 2.1 of the FEIR. The FEIR is consistently using the term "the applicant" instead of
"the Amalia Palmaz Living Trust" which is misleading and has serious implications. The discrepancy is
obvious when one reads: "A flight log summary would be created by the applicant" as compared to: "A
flight log summary would be created by the Amalia Palmaz Living Trust" as it appropriately should have.

In order for the FEIR not to be misleading, it must substitute all references to the "applicant" with the 
"Amalia Palmaz Living Trust". Heretofore, this  writing will apply the term "Living Trust" to accurately 
describe the "applicant". 

6) It is obvious that the number of conditions and duties the Living Trust must comply with under the
terms of a use permit is impossible at that it necessitates an actual person to do so.. The problem is that
such person is not the property owner of record who obtained the use permit. The only way an actual
person can be the owner of the parcel is if the Living Trust conveyed the property to that person.



7) It is conceivable that the Living Trust, could convey the property to an actual person to whom  the use
permit is granted who then could re-conveyed the property back to the Living Trust, thus conveniently
circumventing the problem and compromising County control. That person would notify the FAA for the
change of title as required but since the use permit runs with the land, the County would have no
jurisdiction to intervene in any way; for example requesting a CEQA review if warranted.

It is imperative for the County to carefully examine the implications and consequences if it chooses to 
approve a private helicopter use permit for anyone other than actual persons as the owners of record 
of a parcel rather than  entities such as Trusts, Partnerships or Corporations over the details of which it 
has no knowledge or subsequent controls. 

C) NONCOMMERCIAL USE

1) The FAA defines "Personal-Use Airport" as one "limited to non-commercial activities of an individual
owner or family and occasional guests". This definition precludes such owner from profiting from the
use of the airport. However it does not prevent an outside person from profiting by its use such as
vendors or taxi services picking up a family member from such a home or airport.

2) Just as property owners and their guests are granted the right under certain conditions (parking,
garages etc) to access their property by car, they also have the right to call upon vendors, repairmen,
taxi services without having to acquire a separate use permit from the County. Such activity does not
violate the  noncommercial clause as it is defined.

C) ENFORCEMENT

1) Though use permits run with the land and the comments above notwithstanding, the Living Trust has
been made an integral part of the use permit conditions. Following are the problematic duties the
County as part of its use permit  conditions:

The Living Trust must: 

• Operate a specified helicopter model
• Keep and file flight logs
• Avoid no fly zones
• Follow prescribed flight paths and elevations
• Operate within specified time windows
• Adhere to all FAA regulations

I have submitted extensive comments on both the County's and FAA's inability to monitor adherence to 
these conditions. The response is that as with all other use permit violations in the county, enforcement  



is "complaint driven". As has been demonstrated by County audits, this model is ineffective in stemming 
winery use permit violations 40% of the time. 

In the case of private use helicopter permits, it is impossible to work. 

A complaint on flights which do not adhere to any of the above conditions for which the Living Trust is 
responsible must include one or more of the following information so as to be credible: 

2) First and foremost: Identification of the helicopter.

Non compliance documentation is impossible in practice due to the height, the seconds-long 
timeframe between perception and recordation, and the shaded helicopter underside or darkness. 
Without positive identification, no complaint is credible in documenting any of the following use 
permit violations: 

2.1) Adherence to specified number of flights and permitted flight windows. 

Non compliance documentation is impossible due to the large property within which the helipad is 
located and the inability to prove whether any helicopter takes off or lands on that site as distinguished 
by one just passing by. Also due to the inaccessibility of the site, taking a photograph of the helicopter on 
the helipad in order to document its identity is impossible. 
It is equally impossible to document whether the passengers transported are only the ones permitted. 
The fact that the winery is in such close proximity makes such monitoring essential in order to prevent 
its use for guests to the winery which are prohibited.  

2.2) Adherence to flights over no-fly zones or along specified flight corridors. 

Non compliance documentation is impossible as there is no way for anyone to gage and record whether 
a helicopter is flying directly above or somewhat outside a no-fly or specified zone. It is equally 
impossible to document where the helicopter was in relation to such zone or corridor. 

2.3) Adherence to flight heights. 

Non compliance documentation is impossible for a person to perceive let alone record the height of a 
helicopter. 

2.4) Justifications for deviating from prescribed flight corridors. 

Non compliance documentation  is impossible to document and verify the reason why the Living Trust 
has deviated from specified flight paths. 



2.5) FAA specified safe operation. 

Non compliance documentation is impossible for a person to be knowledgeable enough to ascertain, let 
alone record an unsafe operation. 

It is obvious that the obstacles for filing a credible complaint with enough information as to initiate a 
meaningful investigation are insurmountable, making the complaint drive compliance model 
completely misleading and ineffective. 

D) COUNTY'S PAST HELICOPTER ENFORCEMENT RECORD

As I have pointed out extensively in my communications 1/19/16 and 4/14/16 (omitted in the FEIR), the 
County has demonstrated complete inability to monitor let alone enforce the law even after it had 
received fully documented complaints of continuing illegal helicopter landings at the Constant Diamond 
Mountain Winery for a decade even following the passage of Ordinance P 04-0198. 

The same applies to complaints filed for landings at the Rainin property on lower Diamond Mountain 
Road without a use permit. 

The County has not put forward a credible mechanism by which it can assure the community of its 
ability and willingness to enforce the conditions of the  use permit  of this application. 
The County lacks any credibility that it will monitor and effectively enforce possible violations by the 
"applicant".  

E) RELIANCE ON RECORDS UNDER SOLE LIVING TRUST'S CONTROL

While the helipad use permit is a land use issue, the subject one contains conditions which are under 
the Living Trust's sole and complete control such as non use for the adjacent winery, keeping logs, filing 
truthful reports, switching on (or not) GPS tracking and others.  

Adherence to such conditions  place the County and the community in the position to rely exclusively 
on the Living Trust policing itself. 
For such records and compliance to be credible, it is fair to factor in the Living Trust's past compliance 
record with building code and use permit regulations. 

As the public record shows, the Palmaz family has performed egregious grading operations on their 
Hagen road property without permits which have caused environmental damage triggering the largest 
ever fine by the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Board. 

• In addition, we have been made aware of a pending complaint ("Investigative Service
Request") in the public record filed by "Genesee Friends" in Plumas county (GC Exhibit 1)
which asserts with ample documentation that the Palmaz family has constructed a heliport at



its Genesee Valley Ranch APN 008-350-008 (GC Exhibit 2) with a permit obtained from the FAA 
but without County permit even though such permit specifically states that it does not 
preempt local land use regulations. This is in apparent violation of the Plumas county General 
Plan (GC Exhibit 3) which specifically prohibits airports. 

• Said complaint also alleges that the Palmaz family has constructed a building the use of which
was applied for and permitted for "agricultural purposes" the use of which it has now
converted to a helicopter hangar.

It must be noted that Plumas County has the matter under consideration. 

In consideration of the above, it seems that without reliable independent verification of the Palmaz 
family's compliance with the terms of this use permit as it is required to do, the County would be doing 
a disservice to the community. 

F) ANNOYANCE AND STRESS AS  PHYSICAL FACTORS

F.1 NOISE

The FEIR has dismissed public objection to the noise generated and risks involved by a personal use 
helicopter and the inability of people on the ground "to enjoy the peace and quiet of their property" as 
submitted through my by 196 immediate neighbor petitions (an astonishing percentage) and 428 further 
away. It has deemed the nature of the objection to be "personal opinion which does not affect the 
physical environment". 

It is widely accepted science that stress is a major contributing factor to a variety of disorders and 
serious ailments including heart disease and cancer. In as much, stress is detrimental to the health and 
well being of residents and thus affects the physical environment. 

 PERSONAL EXPERIENCE 

• Our family's and our neighbors' experience with the illegal helipad at the Constant Diamond
Mountain Winery (elevation 2,050 feet) during the application process and the subsequent
monitoring and recording of their illegal flights after the application was preempted by
Ordinance, was horrifying and lasted for an entire decade until Mr. Constant's illness and death.

• We were all under constant alert  whenever we heard any helicopter flying in the sky trying to
discern whether it would land at that property. This stress was not just limited to the 5-6 minutes
of a landing or takeoff or the seconds-long over flight which is  the impact the FEIR evaluated.

• Whenever any neighbors heard a helicopter, they would all call the one neighbor(Ebiner) who
was able to have a view of the helipad to take a picture of the helicopter to forward to the
County after having to fight his way through 200 feet of brush. Then if we were lucky, the County
would send an occasional letter of warning with no follow up.



• Being on edge around the clock was a constant annoyance and stress for us and our surrounding
neighbors. The state of continuous vigilance and alert was not limited to the direct noise
generated by the helicopter and it will not for the Hagen Road community either.

The huge attendance at the Scoping Hearing - more than likely to be repeated at the Planning 
Commission hearing - is proof that people are already stressed at the prospect of the annoying noise for 
which they feel no justification but also as they worry over the decreasing value of their homes. 

The fact that the FEIR evaluated only the small duration of an incident as disturbance which it claims 
to mitigate to a "less than significant" level does not recognize the around the clock status of alert and 
stress under which neighbors have to live in trying to monitor compliance as the County expects them 
to do. 

I had submitted in the record the science studies on Noise on 1/17, 1/18 (Waddington 9th International 
Congress on Noise), 1/19 (voluminous Salford U.K. and DEFRA), 1/19 (Aviation Week) 5/6/16, 1/20/16 
and 5/6/16 none of which were acknowledged by the FEIR. 

There is wide consensus that the effects of helicopter generated noise may not be adequately addressed 
by solely assessing compliance with community permitted noise standards. As laid out  in the above 
referenced research studies, helicopter noise is particularly annoying. 

While residents are willing to accept emergency or beneficial to the community helicopter noise, they 
are particularly annoyed when they see no justification or public benefit for it. In this particular case, 
the convenience and pleasure rides of a family are not perceived as valid  justification. 

Whether the FEIR reconsiders its findings on noise mitigated to less than significant levels or not, it is 
imperative for the decision making body to familiarize itself with the prevailing science on the 
resulting stress, health and risks inflicted upon the community on the ground. 

F.2 ACCIDENT RISK

On 1/21/16 I submitted comments along with statistics on civil helicopter accidents (Aviation Safety 
Network and U.S. Civil Helicopter Trends) and on 1/19/16 risks and statistics on bird strikes (Aviation 
Week). None were acknowledged in the FEIR. 

The FEIR's general response on helicopter accident risks is that all modes of transportation carry a risk. 
However, while fixed wing aircraft have a 0.175 per 100,000 hours accident incidents, helicopters have a 
7.5 incident. This is a huge difference which weighs on the conscience of and affects the well being of 
the community. 
Furthermore, bird populations, especially the species which are abundantly present in the immediate 
vicinity are in the increase some more than 5-fold (Aviation Week). Helicopter accidents due to bird 
strikes are very common. 



Finally,  accidents within 1 mile from a heliport are disproportionally high in comparison to the ensuing 
flight. 

Increased actual accident risk, even the mere perception of it (California Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook) are two more factors contributing to stress placing the physical environment, life and 
property at higher risk as well as the physical well being - due to increased  stress - of the community 
below. 
The FEIR has made no attempt to mitigate neither the helicopter-generic nor the site-specific risk of 
the application. 

G) CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  (ALSO: GH  EXHIBIT  4)

CEQA Mandatory Findings 15065(a)(3) define impacts to be cumulatively considerable when the 
"incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects and the effects of future probable projects". 
While the EIR argues that there are no past and present projects, it dismisses the impacts of "future 
probable projects" as speculative.  

How speculative is the prospect of the proliferation of private use helicopter applications? 
To my knowledge, there are helipads and helicopter flights at two properties on Diamond Mountain and 
one each on Hennessey Ridge, Pritchard Hill, Soda Canyon, Atlas Peak and Tubbs Lane, all operating 
without use permits. We have circumstantial evidence that there are many more which the FEIR or the 
County could easily identify with  over flights.  

Though a through FEIR ought to have done so in the interest of a complete record, it chose not to. 

Considering the fact that parcels in Napa county typically consist of several acres both on the valley floor 
and the hills, easily satisfying FAA safety rules, and considering the huge number of highly wealthy 
people who own them, It is not speculative to anticipate that a flurry of similar applications will follow 
on the heels of this particular application if approved. 

In addition, one must consider that the cost of owning a helicopter is not an overwhelming obstacle as 
rentals and commercial helicopter taxi services are available (Uber in Aspen) which still qualify in the 
sense that they provide a personal service. 

This was the line of thought of the Supervisors which compelled them to deny the Constant application 
and subsequently close the door in 2004 by creating Ordinance P 04-0198 which prohibits helicopter 
landings at wineries. If this was not" speculative then", it should not be now. 



H) PUBLIC PURPOSE FOR USE PERMITS  (ALSO: GC  EXHIBIT  4)

My comment dated 5/19/15 (not acknowledged in the FEIR) cites the following case law governing use 
permits contained in the 1997 Governor's Office Conditional Use Permit Manual (also previously placed 
into the record):  

Hawkins v. County of Marin, Snow v. City of Garden Grove, O'Hagen v. Board of Zoning Adjustment, all 
decided by the California Appeals Court and summarily echoing Upton v. Gray in substance which 
opined that a use permit must find that "the proposed use is in the best interest of public convenience 
and necessity and will not be contrary to the public health, morals, or welfare". 

During the Supervisors' deliberations prior to enacting Ordinance P 04-0198 in 2004, Supervisors Dodd 
and Luce - following case law - argued that flying helicopters at wineries might benefit the economy. In 
the end, concerns over the potential negative cumulative environmental impacts outweighed such 
benefits. In hindsight, the Napa valley's economy did just fine without winery helicopter visits at 
wineries. 

The deciding body must find that this application if approved, benefits only the convenience of a single 
family (Living Trust) at the cost of causing harm, increasing risk and placing an undue burden on an 
entire community with precedent-setting potential harm on the entire Napa valley.  
At the same time the ten-mile drive to a public airport does not place an undue burden on said family 
(Living Trust). 

The granting of this use permit is not "in the best interest of public convenience and 
necessity". 

NOTE: Due to volume, GC EXHIBITS 1,2,3 and 4 will be electronically submitted by separate 
emails. 















































































From: Debby Fortune
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Palmaz Helipad: I oppose! Please include my response
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 5:04:28 PM

To the Napa County Planning Department, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors: 

RE: Palmaz Residence Private Use Helicopter Application
4031 Hagen Road, Napa, CA 94558
Use Permit # P14-00261

I object to the County's policy to grant Conditional Use Permits for Private Use helicopter
landings. 

According to extensive California case law, Conditional Use Permits are to enable a
municipality to control certain uses which could have detrimental effects on the community or
that they are in the best interest of public convenience.

The Palmaz application serves no public purpose and can only have detrimental effects on the
welfare of this community and therefore request that you deny it. 

Our family home in Coombsville was once a quiet refuge. The air traffic from tourism and
private jets to the Napa airport has become a continuous barrage of noise. When I once could
hear birds and the occasional neigh of a neighbor's horse, I hear small jets, private Cesnas, and
helicopters all weekend long.  

Allowing the ultra wealthy to buzz in and out over our heads to their doorsteps is not just a
disruption, but an insult to our environment, and pandering to the ultra wealthy of the valley.
We rely on you board and commission members to think far ahead, to protect us all, and not
allow this kind of degradation to our valley. 

In addition, the south end of the valley needs extra protection. We need you to represent ALL
of us, not just your wealthiest and corporate constituents. 

Thank you. 

Deborah Fortune Walton
26 Jacks Lane
Napa, CA 94558
mobile 510-697-6991

-- 
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From: Gary Woodruff
To: Ayers, Dana
Subject: Heli port on Hagen Road
Date: Monday, February 27, 2017 6:44:24 PM

This is my statement against the installation of a Heliport on Hagen Road and for that matter any type of heliport
within the county's domain. We have two airports in the county for commercial endeavors.

Sincerely,

Gary L Woodruff
2590 Lowell Street
Napa 94558

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Tracy Parker
To: Ayers, Dana
Cc: Kent Parker
Subject: Palmaz Helipad
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:17:44 PM

Good Afternoon Dana,

I am writing to you today regarding the proposed Palmaz Helipad.

I had hoped to attend the am meeting tomorrow regarding the Palmaz Helipad, however I work during the day and
am not able to attend the meeting.

I would like to officially record my opposition to the Palmaz helipad as a neighbor residing in Alta Heights this will
invade the
Peaceful surroundings of the area, increase the noise level and air traffic.

Regards,
Alta Heights Resident
Tracy Lynne Parker
1533 East Ave
Napa, Ca 94559
415-305-9111

dana.ayers@countyofnapa.org
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ayers, Dana
To: Frost, Melissa; Fuller, Lashun
Cc: Gallina, Charlene; Morrison, David
Subject: Voicemail message regarding Palmaz
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:49:09 PM

Below is transcription of voicemail message I received regarding the proposed Palmaz heliport:

[Voicemail message received February 27, 2017, 3:40 p.m.]

Dana, This is John Shaeffer and I’ve been living here for over 40 years and on 2 previous occasions,
 helicopter pads and the idea of having them here in the valley came up and they were both seated.
 [undecipherable] the present one, the Palmaz one, is that they are extremely rich and they’re willing
 to pay whatever they need to pay to do things that most people can’t do, but it’s the inconsistency
 because there are many, many people in the valley who don’t-- who have voted against this in the
 past and are voting against this now, and I’m one of them. Unfortunately, I’m going to be out of
 town the next week or two [rest of message undecipherable]

Dana Ayers, Planner
Napa County
Planning, Building & Environmental Services
1195 Third Street, Napa, CA  94559
Phone: 707-253-4388
Fax: 707-299-4320

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: Ayers, Dana
To: Fuller, Lashun; Frost, Melissa
Cc: Gallina, Charlene; Morrison, David
Subject: FW: Palmaz helipad
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:49:47 PM

Public comment for March 1 public hearing.

From: Todd Walker [mailto:todd@c-linexp.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:45 PM
To: Ayers, Dana
Cc: 'Alfredo Pedroza'; 'Ryan Gregory'; Wagenknecht, Brad; 'Christian Gastón Palmaz'
Subject: Palmaz helipad

Hi Dana,

I may not be able to make tomorrows hearing,  however I would like to weigh in in support of this
 project.

I am currently the Chair of the Airport Advisory Commission, however I am only speaking on my own
 behalf regarding this matter as the commission has been briefed the details but has not been asked
 to give a position.

Mr Palmaz has created more than reasonable limitations on his operations such as low usage, well
 thought out flight plan, modern and quite helicopter, and the placement of the actual heliport.  
 Those that are afraid that ‘everyone will start doing it’  have not considered that Mr Palmaz has set
 the precedent for a very high bar.  Additionally, I live in Soda Canyon and would like to think that if
 we have a natural disaster, there may be an option for CDF to operate from MT George.

Please approve this project!

Todd Walker
Cell:     707 494-6702
Office: 707 553-6041

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.
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From: McDowell, John
To: Fuller, Lashun; Frost, Melissa
Subject: FW: Palmaz Helipad
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 5:04:14 PM

Correspondence on Palmaz Item

From: morgan morgan [mailto:m2morgan@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 3:32 PM
To: McDowell, John
Subject: Palmaz Helipad

Dear John,

We are writing to ask that you review the legality of heli-pads in Napa County.  The Palmaz
 heli-pad request is coming before the County Planning Commission tomorrow morning
 (March 1st).

We have spent years fighting low, illegal, invasive flights of hot air balloons over our property.
  But we have failed to have any impact on their behavior.  Why?  Because the FAA is their
 jurisdiction.  Therefore, the County, City, State,  have NO ability to influence or control their
 behavior.  They are also at the beck and call of the weather, winds, etc. and will use that as
 their excuse for a low flight or deviated time of flight, or other reasons not to conform with
 rules that the County thinks they will apply to the permit.

So if the County gives a land use permit for an activity that it cannot control i.e. flight, is that
 legal?  Can you really put the county in that position?  It would not matter how many rules
 you would include with the permit about what they can and cannot do.  Once they are
 airborne the County's ability to control it is NIL.

We strongly suggest you do NOT allow this permit to go forward.  We believe there are airport
 commissions for a reason!
And we hope not to subject the citizens of Napa to what we experience every day - abuse by
 the hot air balloon companies flying low over our home, invading our privacy, causing
 unwanted noise and harassment.  Reality of an an environment over which you have NO
 jurisdiction.

Thank you for listening.
Morgan Morgan 
Business Manager 
Oak Knoll Ranch/Lamoreaux Vineyards 
(707) 226-6515
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(415) 640-6535 cell
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which
 it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and/or exempt from disclosure under
 applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient of the message, please contact the sender immediately and
 delete this message and any attachments. Thank you.




