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Sent by e-mail to:  

John McDowell, john.mcdowell@countyofnapa.org  
May 6, 2021 
 
John McDowell 
Napa County Airport Land Use Commission Staff  
Napa County Planning, Building and Environmental Services Department 
1195 Third St – Suite 210 
Napa, CA 94559 
 
 
Subject:  Oat Hill Project Application (P21-00056) for the Napa County Airport Land Use Commission – 
2nd Response 
 
 
Dear Mr. McDowell, 

 

Staff received the incompleteness letter for the Oat Hill Project dated April 23, 2021. Please see the 
following for responses.  

 
1. Please provide the Land Use and Noise Element of the current City of American Canyon General 

Plan, either by publicly accessible link to the City’s webpages or as a PDF document. In addition, 

please verify that the proposed General Plan Amendment for the project is limited to a land use 

map change with no corresponding changes to current General Plan’s airport compatibility 

related policies, exhibits and tables which indicate residential uses as prohibited within Airport 

Land Use Compatibility Zone D. 

Response #1: Electronic copies of the Land Use and Noise Elements of the current American Canyon 
General Plan was provided to Mr. John McDowell by sharefile on April 26, 2021. Staff confirms that the 
Oat Hill project is limited to a land use map change with no corresponding changes to the City’s General 
Plan airport compatibility related policies, exhibits, and tables.  

 
2. Please provide the ordinance and City Council staff report for the City’s previous action 

rescinding the Airport Compatibility Overlay Zoning District, which once applied to all City 

parcels located within the Airport Influence Area for Napa County Airport including the subject 

property for this proposal. 

Response #2: To be provided separately by the City Attorney. 
 

3. The upper portion of the project site penetrates navigable airspace generally above 183 ft. in 

elevation which triggers FAA (FAR Part 77) aircraft hazard obstruction review, and as set forth in 

http://www.cityofamericancanyon.org/
mailto:john.mcdowell@countyofnapa.org
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ALUCP Policy 3.3.4. Please provide documentation of compliance with the FAA (FAR Part 77) 

notice of proposed construction process. 

Response #3: To be provided separately by the Applicant’s CEQA consultant.  
 

4. Please provide copies, preferably as a PDF, of the Mead & Hunt (2005) and Walter Gillfilland and 

Associates (2005) studies and the City’s September 18, 2020 comment letter titled Item 9A – 

Comments on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Terminal Area 

Redevelopment (IS/MND) cited in your documents as supporting conversion of this project site 

to residential uses. 

Response #4: Applicant’s CEQA consultant will provide the Mead & Hunt (2005) and Gillfilland (2005) 
studies. See attached file for the City’s comment letter on the ISMND for the Terminal Area 
Redevelopment.  

 
5. Please update the noise impact analysis to address potential for noise impacts resulting from 

single event aircraft overflight. 

 
Response #5: To be provided separately by the Applicant’s CEQA consultant. 

 
6. Please provide building and site densities (persons per acre) calculations. 

Response #6: Please see the table below for density and other site related information. For persons per 
acre, staff used ACMC Chapter 18.44, which estimates population at 3.49 persons per dwelling unit.  

 
Table 1 – Parcel A (206 units) Development Standards 

Development Standard (RH-1 Zone) Required Provided 

Minimum Lot Size 20,000 SF 13.6 acres 

Max Density (dwelling units per acre) 16 DU/AC 15.1 DU/AC 

Persons per acre (estimated at 719 people) N/A  52.9 persons / AC 

Minimum Width  100 feet 600+ feet 

Minimum Depth 100 feet 900+ feet 

Max Lot Coverage  50% 17.6% 

Max Building Height 42 feet 40 feet 

 
Table 2 – Parcel B (85 units) Development Standards 

Development Standard (RM Zone) Required Provided 

Minimum Lot Size 20,000 SF 7.2 acres 

Max Density 12 DU/AC 11.8 DU/AC 

Persons per acre (estimated at 297 people) N/A 41.2 persons / AC 

Minimum Width  100 feet 600+ feet 

Minimum Depth 100 feet 300+ feet 

Max Lot Coverage  50% 13% 

Max Building Height 42 feet 40 feet 
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Sincerely, 

 
William He, AICP 
Associate Planner, Community Development Department 
 
Attachments:  1. City’s comment letter on the ISMND for the Terminal Area Redevelopment. 
 
EC:  Rick Hess, RH Hess Development Co.  
 Brent Cooper, AICP, Community Development Director 
 William D. Ross, City Attorney 
 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DATE:  September 18, 2020  

TO:  Minh Tran, County Executive Officer 
 
C/C: Greg Baer, Airport Manger 
 Steve Lederer, Public Works Director 
 
RE:  Item 9A – Comments on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 

Terminal Area Redevelopment (IS/MND) 

 
As Napa County’s largest aviation asset, the City of American Canyon recognizes the importance 
of the Napa County Airport and supports efforts to chart a course for its long-term economic 
sustainability.  Given the fervent pace of technological innovation occurring in the Personal Aerial 
Vehicle space and its location proximate to potential future extension of Sonoma-Marin Area Rail 
Transit (SMART) to Solano County1, it is exciting to consider the future of a re-imagined Napa 
County Airport from a regional context and the City applauds the Board of Supervisor’s desire to 
invest in South County transportation infrastructure. 
 
Notwithstanding the excitement of future expansion of the Airport, the City submits the following 
comments regarding the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Terminal Area 
Redevelopment (IS/MND). Specifically, our comments relate to the following issues: water and 
noise.  
 
As the potable water purveyor to the Airport, the City is unable to determine the amount of water 
needed by the future uses based on the information provided in the IS/MND.  While the IS/MND 
analyzes the amount of solid waste generated by the land use increase (Table 26), it does not 
analyze the amount potable water needed. Thus, the statement that the potential impact is “Less 
Than Significant” is not supported by substantial evidence.  
 
While consistency with the City’s Zero Water Footprint Policy (ZWF Policy) is a perquisite for the 
issuance of a Will-Serve Letter, without sufficient analysis of water demand, it is not possible to 
determine whether this reasonably achievable. Importantly, consistency with the City’s ZWF 
Policy is not also identified as a Mitigation Measure.  The City respectfully suggests a different 
approach to environmental review on this topic – namely, the IS/MND should identify the impact 
as “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” and identify a Mitigation Measure 
requiring consistency with American Canyon’s ZWF Policy.     
 

                                                        
1 https://scta.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/SMART-Passenger-Rail-Service-Novato-to-Suisun-City-
Report_reduced.pdf 



 

Regarding potential noise impacts, it is noted residential uses are considered “noise-sensitive” 
and there are several existing residences south of the Airport. The IS/MND demonstrates the 65 
decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) boundary (also known as the “Noise 
Annoyance Zone” or “Zone ‘D’”) is contained entirely within the Airport property under existing 
and future conditions. The IS/MND concludes that in areas where the 65 CNEL threshold is 
exceeded, noise-sensitive land uses are compatible only if specified noise level reductions are 
secured, but further concludes all types of land uses are acceptable in areas outside the Noise 
Annoyance Zone (ie. below the 65 CNEL threshold)2. It is worth noting the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan includes a significantly larger boundary for Zone D – including lands within 
American Canyon - that are well below the 65 CNEL threshold.  
 
The City is in the process of considering residential development on a portion of these lands. The 
City agrees the IS/MND contains the substantial evidence to support a reduced “Zone D” and 
notes this evidence forms the basis for “Impact Analysis XIV.(a-b): No Impact”3. Likewise, this 
evidence provides the basis for subsequently accurately depicting a reduced Zone D through 
revisions to the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan – albeit by separate action at a later date by 
the Board. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the IS/MND and best of luck in your 
pursuant of a second Fixed Base Operator. 
 
 
Regards, 
 

 

Jason B. Holley, City Manager 

  

                                                        
2 14 CFR 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning.  
3 “…… The proposed Project is Non-Residential in nature and will provide facilities for up to two FBOs. It will not cause 
displacement of existing community members or housing, nor will it necessitate the construction of temporary housing 
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May 7, 2021 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
John McDowell 
ALUC Staff Liaison 
Napa County Airport Land Use Commission  
1195 Third Street, Room 210  
Napa, California 94559 
 

Re: Supplement to May 6, 2021 Letter of William He Re: Oat Hill Project 
Application (P21-00056) for the Napa County Airport Land Use Commission - 
2nd Response   

Dear Mr. McDowell: 

This communication supplements and incorporates the May 6, 2021 communication 
from William He, Associate Planner, Community Development Department of the City of 
American Canyon (“City”), specifically responding to questions from your April 23, 2021 
communication related the referral to the Napa County Airport Land Use Commission 
(“ALUC”) of the Oat Hill Multi-Family Project (“Project”) for a consistency determination 
with the Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (“ALUCP”).  

SCOPE OF ALUC REVIEW 

The Public Utilities Code (“PUC”), specifically the State Aeronautics Act gives the 
ALUC the ability to review local land use decisions such as the Project. 

Under PUC Section 21676(b), prior to the amendment of its general plan related to a 
project within the vicinity of the Napa Airport identified in the ALUCP, the City must refer 
the proposed action to the ALUC.  As part of this referral, the City must provide analysis of 
project consistency with the ALUCP. 

PUC Section 21670 provides that the intent of the Aeronautics Act is to prevent the 
creation of new noise and safety problems and to protect public health, safety, and welfare 
by ensuring the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to 
excessive noise and safety hazards.  
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The ALUC thus reviews proposed projects for consistency; it does not approve or 
deny the projects. 

SUPPLEMENT TO RESPONSES 

The following are responses 2, 3, 4, and 5 referenced in the He communication: 

2. Please provide the ordinance and City Council staff report for the City's 
previous action rescinding the Airport Compatibility Overlay Zoning District, 
which once applied to all City parcels located within the Airport Influence 
Area for Napa County Airport including the subject property for this 
proposal. 

Response 2: There are no official records of a City action rescinding the Airport 
Compatibility Overlay Zoning District. 
 

The General Plan and Zoning Code was brought into conformance with the ALUCP 
back in 2010.  Attached as Exhibit A are the General Plan Amendment and Zoning 
Ordinance that brought about the conformance. There is no action creating the Airport 
Compatibility Overlay Zoning District. 
 

Prior to Council adoption but after Planning Commission review, per ALUC policy, 
the ALUC considered these changes and deemed them consistent with the ALUCP on 
February 3, 2010. Attached as Exhibit B is a copy of the confirming ALUC letter. 

 
On January 21, 2020 the City Council adopted a resolution (Resolution 2020-06) 

declaring that residential uses are the best use of the Rick Hess property on Oat Hill.  In that 
resolution the City noted the next steps that require a full project approval process be 
followed to allow for any proposed change of use.  The request for an ALUC consistency 
determination is part of that process.  Attached as Exhibit C is a copy of the January 21, 
2020 resolution. 

3. The upper portion of the project site penetrates navigable airspace 
generally above 183 ft. in elevation which triggers FAA (FAR Part 77) 
aircraft hazard obstruction review, and as set forth in ALUCP Policy 3.3.4. 
Please provide documentation of compliance with the FAA (FAR Part 77) 
notice of proposed construction process. 

Response 3:  The applicant will be conditioned by the City to submit FAA Form 
7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration and to receive an FAA 
Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation, prior to receiving any permits associated 
with the Project.  The applicant has indicated that they will be submitting the FAA Form 
7460-1 for the project in the coming week and will provide the FAA Aeronautical Study 
numbers for each of these cases as information to the ALUC.  While it is unlikely that the 
FAA Determination of No Hazard will be received by the June 16, 2021 ALUC hearing on the 
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Project, the City would accept a conditionally consistent determination from the ALUC 
reiterating the City’s requirement for an FAA Determination of No Hazard to Air 
Navigation. 

4. Please provide copies, preferably as a PDF, of the Mead & Hunt (2005) and 
Walter Gillfilland and Associates (2005) studies and the City's September 18, 
2020 comment letter titled Item 9A - Comments on the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Terminal Area Redevelopment 
(IS/MND) cited in your documents as supporting conversion of this project 
site to residential uses.  

Response 4. Attached as Exhibits D and F are the referenced Mead & Hunt and 
Gillfilland studies and supporting communications. The IS/MND for the Terminal Area 
Redevelopment was provided in the referenced communication by Mr. He. 

5. Please update the noise impact analysis to address potential for noise 
impacts resulting from single event aircraft overflight.  

Response 5. There is no new updated analysis regarding noise impacts resulting 
from single event aircraft overflight. 

As previously furnished to the ALUC Staff, a portion of the Oat Hill Project Parcel A is 
located in Napa County Airport Compatibility Zone “D”.  Zone D restricts development to 
industrial or other non-residential uses.1  Noise and safety criteria were analyzed in the 
IS/MND prepared for the Project that determined that, based on the IS/MND recently 
prepared for the Napa County Airport Terminal Area Redevelopment project (“Terminal 
IS/MND”), the Airport's 65 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
boundary is located entirely within the Airport property and does not cover any area of the 
Oat Hill Project.2 

Stated differently, evidence exists to conclude the 65 decibel (dB) Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) boundary (also known as the “Noise Annoyance Zone” or “Zone 
‘D’”) is contained entirely within the Airport property under existing and future conditions.  
Thus, as noted in the Oat Hill Multi-family Project MND, the project is not located within the 
regular flight-path/overflight for normal airport operations, nor would the project result in 
buildings that would obstruct established flight paths.  Development within the Project site 
would not conflict with Napa County Airport noise contours or any of the “three 
established sources of guidance on safety compatibility” for Zone D. 

 
1 ALUCP, Table 3-2, p. 46. 

2 Neither the ALUC nor ALUC Staff commented on the Project MND, during the public review period, and the 
City was entitled to assume that the ALUC Staff silence indicated it had no comment. Cf.  Cleary v. County of 
Stanislaus, 118 Cal.App.3d 348, 355 (1981). 
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As previously indicated, the City Manager pointed this out in a September 20, 2020 
comment to on the Draft Terminal IS/MND3 for the Napa County Terminal Area 
Redevelopment project: 

Regarding potential noise impacts, it is noted residential uses 
are considered “noise-sensitive” and there are several existing 
residences south of the Airport.  The IS/MND demonstrates the 
65 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
boundary (also known as the “Noise Annoyance Zone” or “Zone 
‘D’”) is contained entirely within the Airport property under 
existing and future conditions.  The IS/MND concludes that in 
areas where the 65 CNEL threshold is exceeded, noise-sensitive 
land uses are compatible only if specified noise level reductions 
are secured, but further concludes all types of land uses are 
acceptable in areas outside the Noise Annoyance Zone (i.e., below 
the 65 CNEL threshold)4.  It is worth noting the Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan includes a significantly larger boundary 
for Zone D – including lands within American Canyon - that are 
well below the 65 CNEL threshold.  (Emphasis added). 

Anticipating the City need for new housing consistent with its current Housing 
Element, the City Manager pointed out that the existing ALUCP Zone D was acknowledged 
by the Terminal IS/MND to provide substantial evidence supporting a reduced Zone D: 

The City is in the process of considering residential 
development on a portion of these lands.  The City agrees the 
IS/MND contains the substantial evidence to support a reduced 
“Zone D” and notes this evidence forms the basis for “Impact 
Analysis XIV.(a-b): No Impact”.  Likewise, this evidence 
provides the basis for subsequently accurately depicting a 
reduced Zone D through revisions to the Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan – albeit by separate action at a later date by 
the Board.  

Further, a noise report prepared for the Project by Saxelby Acoustics demonstrates 
that the exterior noise levels within the Project would not exceed 65 dBA for outdoor 
activity areas, nor would interior noise levels within both parcels exceed the 45 dBA 
standards for interior noise exposure levels.  Thus, noise impacts typically associated with 
Zone D do not impact the Project. The Saxelby Acoustics report is part of the Project MND 
which was furnished to the ALUC Staff on February 8, 2021. 

 
3 The City Comment Letter was provided in the communication by Mr. He.  

4 This footnote from the quoted text references 14 CFR 150, Airport Noise Compatibility Planning.  
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If there are any additional questions prior to the June 16, 2021 ALUC review, please 
contact any of the City or applicant representatives. 

Very truly yours, 

 
William D. Ross 

City Attorney 

enclosures 

cc: Jason B. Holley, City Manager 
 
 Brent Cooper, Community Development Director 
 

William He, Associate Planner 
 
Rick Hess 

 rick@rhhess.com  
 
Clark Morrison, Esq. 

 cmorrison@coxcastle.com 

mailto:rick@rhhess.com
mailto:cmorrison@coxcastle.com


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT A 















































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT B 



 Conservation, Development and Planning 
 

1195 Third Street, Suite 210 
  Napa, CA  94559  

www.co.napa.ca.us 
 

Main: (707) 253-4417 
Fax: (707) 253-4336 

 
Hillary Gitelman 

Director 

 
NAPA COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 

May 6, 2010  
 
Mr. Brent Cooper, AICP 
City of American Canyon             E‐mail and Hard Copy Sent 
4381 Broadway, Suite 201 
American Canyon, CA  94503 
bcooper@cityofamericancanyon.org 

 
City of American Canyon General Plan and Zoning Consistency Determination 

Airport Land Use Consistency Determination # P109‐0002‐ALUC 
City of American Canyon Files # PL 09‐0035; GP 09‐0002 

 
Dear Mr. Cooper, 
 
The Napa County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) considered the referral of the City of American Canyon 
General Plan and Zoning Consistency Determination at a public hearing on May 5, 2010, pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 21676.5 of the California Public Utilities Code.  
 
The project amends and updates the City of American Canyon General Plan to bring it into compliance with the 
Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).   Included are concurrent Zoning Amendments to 
implement ALUCP policies.  These changes affect all parcels located in approximately the north half of the City 
that are located within Napa County Airport Influence Areas Zone D, the Common Traffic Pattern, and Zone E, 
Other Airport Environs.   Zone D extends approximately 1.9 miles (10,000 feet) south of the centerline of 
Runway 6/24 and 2.0 miles southeast of the centerline of Runway 18/36.   Zone E extends an additional 4,000 feet 
beyond the Zone D boundary.  
 
Please be advised that the Commission, by a unanimous vote (5‐0‐2 excused), found the proposed project to be 
CONSISTENT with the Napa County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).  This finding of 
consistency with the ALUCP is limited to the specific project reviewed by the ALUC on May 5, 2010.  Any 
variation in the plans, elevations, or other aspects of the project could affect ALUCP consistency. 
 
Should you or the project proponent have any questions regarding compatibility for any project changes, please 
feel free to contact me or ALUC staff, Ronald Gee, at (707) 299‐1351 or ronald.gee@countyofnapa.org.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 
John McDowell 
Deputy Executive Officer 
 
cc:  Sandra Cleisz, City of American Canyon, Senior Planner       

Martin Pehl, Napa County Airport Manager 
Susan McGuigan, ALUC Counsel     



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT C 



RESOLUTION NO. 2020- 06

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AMERICAN CANYON DECLARING

THAT RESIDENTIAL USES ARE THE BEST USE OF THE RICK HESS PROPERTY ON OAT HILL

WHEREAS, there is a critical shortage of residential housing for all levels of affordability in California;
and,

WHEREAS, the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development( HCD) and the

Association of Bay Area Governments ( ABAG) will soon commence the process to establish Regional

Housing Needs Allocations (" RHNA") for the greater San Francisco Bay Area and possibly Napa County
as a Subregion; and,

WHEREAS, in light of the State' s housing shortage, HCD and ABAG are, expected to continue to
emphasize the need for residential housing in Napa County and in the City of American Canyon (" City")
within its municipal boundaries; and,

WHEREAS, at least since 2005, the City has considered the possibility of designating and rezoning the

Hess Property and certain surrounding properties for residential uses but, to date, has hot yet
completed an evaluation of such an action; and,

WHEREAS, on August 20, 2019, the City Council considered the possibility of designating and rezoning
approximately 30 acres on the east side of Oat Hill south of Napa Junction Road ( the" Hess Property")
for residential uses; and

WHEREAS, the City has commenced an update of the General Plan which could potentially
accommodate residential uses on the Hess Property but could take approximately two ( 2) years to
complete; and

WHEREAS, the General Plan update process timeframe is longer than Applicant and Owner, Mr. Hess,
is willing to make his property available for residential development; and

WHEREAS, also on August 20, 2019, the Council concluded that residential uses are the best use for

the Hess Property and directed Staff to work with Mr. Hess to identify means by which the City might
evaluate and consider a residential development proposal for the Hess Property while providing Mr.
Hess some certainty that his investment in a planning and California Environmental Quality Act( Pub.
Res. Code§ 21000 et seq.," CEQA") review process would be brought to completion; and

WHEREAS, on November 6, 2019, Oat Hill Properties II, LLC( Rick Hess) submitted a General Plan Text

Amendment and Zoning Code Overlay Study Amendment application which would allow for the filing
of a subsequent General Plan Amendment and consistent Zoning Ordinance, which authorize
residential development consistent with State law; and

WHEREAS, after consideration of the need for further study,of residential development of the Hess
Property compatibility with the Napa County Airport Land Compatibility Plan, on January 14, 2020, Mr.
Hess transmitted a communication to the City Attorney, City Manager, and City Community
Development Director stating that he could be provided with the assurance that he needs to proceed

with residential development on the Hess Property if the Council confirms that direction by Resolution
rather than General Plan Text Amendment and Zoning Overlay; and

WHEREAS, the Resolution will provide Mr. Hess with the certainty he requested on August 20, 2019
and January 14, 2020; and



WHEREAS, the proposed Resolution is exempt from CEQA. The Resolution does not reclassify or rezone
the Hess Property for specific residential uses, but is rather a reflection of the Council' s determination
that the best use of the Hess Property is for residential uses.  For these reasons, the action is not a

project under CEQA and is exempt from CEQA review as it has no present potential impact on the
physical environment. CEQA Guidelines§§ 15060( b)( 3c), 15378( b); and

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered all of the written and oral testimony presented at this public
hearing and its prior actions in considering this Resolution.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of American Canyon that:

1.  All recitals herein are incorporated and deemed true and correct;

2.  The Council declares that residential uses are the best use of the Hess Property on Oat Hill,
subject to consideration for General Plan Amendment.

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED at a regularly scheduled meeting of the City Council of the City of
American Canyon held on the 21st day of January 2020, by the following vote:

AYES:    Council Members Aboudamous, Joseph, Leary, Vice Mayor Oro, Mayor Garcia
NOES:    None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: None

Leon Garcia, Mayor

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

4/JCL ./47"
Suellen Johnston,    y Clerk William D. Ross, City Attorney



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT D 

































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
EXHIBIT E 



 
 
 
 
 
October 18, 2005 
 
Napa County Airport Land Use Commission 
1125 Third Street, Room 210 
Napa, California 94559 

                                       Re:  Mead & Hunt Land Use Compatibility Report                         
 
Dear Members of the Commission: 
 
 I write to you on behalf of the City of American Canyon (“the City”).  We submit 
these written comments for consideration at your November 2, 2005 meeting, when the 
Commission will consider the Oat Hill Development Land Use Compatibility Analysis 
prepared by the firm of Mead & Hunt (“the M&H Report”).  The City will submit 
additional comments at the November 2, 2005 meeting, that we will want the 
Commission to also consider. 
 
 As the Commission may recall, the M&H Report was initiated in response to a 
joint request from the County of Napa and the City, to review the boundary of 
Compatibility Zones D and E in the Oat Hill area of the City, as described in the current 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan of the Commission.   
 

The City agrees with much of the analysis in the M&H Report.  The City, 
however, does not agree with the conclusion of the M&H Report, since we believe that 
there are grounds to move the boundary line between Zones D and E in the Oat Hill area. 

 
We believe that a review of pertinent historical information will help the 

Commission in its review of the M&H Report.   
 

HISTORICAL CHRONOLOGY 
 

April 22, 1991 Napa County ALUC adopts its Airport Land  
Use Compatibility Plan (“the Plan”) for the 
Napa County Airport. The Plan established 
Compatibility Zones A through F, with 
development restrictions for each zone. 
Residential uses are significantly restricted 
in Zones A through D.  The boundary line 
between Zones D and E in the Oat Hill area 
runs along Green Island Road, with land 
north of Green Island Road in Zone D, and 
land south of Green Island Road in Zones E 
and F. The Oat Hill area was included 
within Zones E and F.  The development of 



 2 

residential uses within Zones E and F was 
allowed in accordance with the adopted 
general plan for the local jurisdiction. 

 

May 28, 1991 Napa County adopts an update to the Airport 
Master Plan, for development at the Napa 
County Airport.  The Master Plan proposes 
an extension of Parallel (General Aviation) 
Runway 18L-36R from a current length of 
2,500 feet to a total length of 3,380 feet. 

 
 
1992 The City is incorporated. 
 
December 15, 1999 The ALUC amends the Plan (“the 1999 

Amendment”).  The 1999 Amendment 
establishes Compatibility Zones A through 
E.  New residential uses are determined to 
be non-compatible uses in Zones A through 
D. The Impact Assessment for the 1999 
Amendment considers noise, overflight, 
safety, and flight hazards. The major change 
is to the location of the boundary line 
between Zones D and E.  As a result, a 
significant portion of the Oat Hill area is 
included within Zone D. 

 
January 2002 CalTrans amends its Airport Land Use 

Planning Handbook (“the 2002 Handbook”).  
The 2002 Handbook considers risk 
assessment and determination of risk 
acceptability as key components in 
establishing the compatibility zones. 

 
October 2003 Napa County, the City of Napa and the City 

execute a Memorandum of Agreement (“the 
Housing MOU”).  Relevant portions of the 
Housing MOU are enclosed with this letter.  
The Housing MOU provides, in relevant 
part, that the City will accept a portion of the 
County’s housing allocation to assist the 
County in meeting its Regional Housing 
Needs Determination, the City will 
undertake a planning effort on the Oat Hill 
area, and the City and the County will 
conduct a joint study to determine the 
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appropriate boundaries for Zones D and E as 
they affect Oat Hill. 

 
February 2004 Napa County LAFCO approves amendment 

to the Sphere of Influence boundary for the 
City, to include the Eucalyptus Grove 
(which is part of the Oat Hill area) within 
the Sphere of Influence for the City. 

 
March 2004 The City initiates the Oat Hill planning 

effort. 
 
June 2004 The City retains Walter Gillfillan as an 

airport consultant and Gillfillan submits a 
report (“the Gillfillan Report 1”) evaluating 
the Zone D and E compatibility boundaries 
as they affect the Oat Hill area.  A copy of 
the Gillfillan Report 1 is enclosed with this 
letter.  The Gillfillan Report 1 concludes that 
safety, air space intrusion, noise, and 
overflight considerations would not preclude 
residential development in the Oat Hill area. 

 
June 2004  Napa County releases a draft amendment to 
   the Napa County Airport Master Plan (“the  

2004 Airport Plan”).  The 2004 Airport Plan  
proposes an extension of Parallel (General  
Aviation) Runway 18L-36R from an approved  
(but yet to be constructed) length of 3,380 feet  
to 4,000 feet 

 
March 2005 The ALUC commissions a study on the 

boundaries of Zones D and E in the Oat Hill 
area.  The study is paid for by Napa County, 
the City, and the Stakeholders interested in 
developing the Oat Hill area. 

 
September 2005 The M&H Report is released.  The M&H 

Report indicates that as a result of using the 
2002 Handbook criteria, development in  
the Oat Hill area would not be precluded 
because of safety, air space intrusion, or 
noise considerations.  The M&H Report 
concludes, however, that because of 
potential of overflight resulting from 
possible future extension of  Parallel 
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(General Aviation) Runway 18L-36R from 
2,500 feet to a total length of 4,000 linear 
feet, as suggested in the 2004 Airport Plan, 
there is no basis for moving the Zone D and 
E boundary line. 

 
September 2005 Walter Gillfillan reviews the M&H Report 

(“the Gillfillan Report 2”).  A copy of the 
Gillfillan Report 2 is enclosed with this 
letter.  The Gillfillan Report 1 and the 
Gillfillan Report 2 will collectively be 
referred to as “the Gillfillan Report”. 

 
October 2005 Wanda Kennedy, Napa County Airport 

Manager, in a meeting with the County 
Board of Supervisors, indicates that there 
are no plans to lengthen runways or expand 
the airport facility. 

 
 
CRITICAL FACTORS TO CONSIDER 
 

The City is proceeding with a general plan study for the Oat Hill area.  This study 
was contemplated by the City and the County of Napa in the Housing MOU.  The City is 
in the process of conducting environmental analysis of at least two alternative plans.  A 
copy of the two alternative plans is enclosed with this letter. 

 
The 1999 Amendment evaluated the general plans for Napa County and the City 

of Napa, but did not evaluate the general plan for the City.  This omission is significant, 
since the 1999 Amendment substantially changed the Plan, and its impact on local 
development.   

 
The 1999 Amendment was primarily concerned with proposed development at 

Stanly Ranch.  No consideration was given to the Oat Hill area or the City. The 1999 
Amendment significantly increased the area within which no new residential 
development would occur.  This expanded area covered the Stanly Ranch, and brought 
the new restrictions to the Oat Hill area.  Unfortunately, in addressing the impacts that 
Stanly Ranch could have on the airport, the 1999 Amendment established policies that 
significantly impact the City, and will impact the County under the Housing MOU. 

 
The 1999 Amendment was adopted prior to the 2002 Handbook.  The 2002 

Handbook is now the criterion by which compatibility plans should be based.  This point 
was recognized by Mead & Hunt in the M&H Report, which specifically used the 2002 
Handbook in its analysis. 

 
The M&H Report and the Gillfillan Report agree that development in the Oat Hill 
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area would not be precluded because of safety, noise, and air space intrusion 
considerations applying the 2002 Handbook criteria and analysis. Orderly residential 
development of the Oat Hill area would not conflict with airport operations. 
 

Development of Oat Hill would not conflict with any of the established sources of 
guidance on safety compatibility.  The M&H Report acknowledges that the 2002 
Handbook would allow residential uses in the Oat Hill area. 

 
Development of Oat Hill would be compatible with existing and forecast aviation 

noise contours. The Oat Hill area is more than 4,000 feet from the 55 CNEL contour for 
existing operations, and more than 3,500 feet from the 55 CNEL contour forecast for the 
year 2022.  The 55 CNEL contour is used to determine noise impacts on new residential 
development.  
 

A portion of the Oat Hill development may penetrate the horizontal surface of the 
airport.  Ultimately, the FAA has jurisdiction on this issue. 

 
The M&H Report focuses on overflight.  Overflight impacts are highly subjective.  

The Plan has taken the position that to avoid any complaints, there should be no new 
residential development in areas where overflight may occur.  Applying this criteria to 
the Oat Hill area is not appropriate or reasonable. 

 
 The M&H Report acknowledges that the recent industry practice in areas that are 

largely developed is to use a high-low strategy.  Areas subject to overflight could be 
limited to rural densities (one unit for 40 acres) or higher density development 
(apartments, common-wall developments).  The higher density development brings with 
it higher ambient noise levels, thus making the overflight noise less noticeable and 
intrusive.  Consequently, the overflight becomes less a significant concern with higher 
density development. 
 

The M&H Report relies upon a proposed extension of Parallel (General Aviation) 
Runway 18L-36R, as described in the yet to be adopted 2004 Airport Plan, to conclude 
that overflight would occur with greater frequency.  The M&H Report presumes that 
residential development in Oat Hill would create more conflicts.  As a result, on the basis 
of overflight considerations alone, the M&H Report concludes that there are no grounds 
to move the Zone D and E boundaries. 
 

The Gillfillan Report notes that overflight considerations would not preclude 
residential development of the Oat Hill area.  New residential uses in areas where 
overflights will occur are recognized as a compatible use in the 2002 Handbook.   
 

The lesser significance of overflight is further emphasized by the fact it is now 
accepted practice in preparation of environmental documents for runway extensions that 
overflights over existing residential areas are not a consideration.  Rather, the analysis is 
based upon the 65 CNEL contour.  As the M&H Report notes, the Oat Hill area is far 
from the boundaries of the 65 CNEL contour.   
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The overflight issue becomes a consideration solely because of the possible 

extension of the Parallel (General Aviation) Runway 18L-36R from its current length of 
2,500 feet to 4,000 feet.  This proposed extension is contained in the 2004 Airport Plan.  
As of this date, however, the 2004 Airport Plan has not completed environmental review, 
and has not been adopted.  

 
The 1991 Airport Master Plan called for extension of Parallel (General Aviation) 

Runway 18L-36R from 2,500 feet to 3,380 feet. Fourteen years after this plan was 
adopted the runway is still only 2,500 feet in length. 
 

The Airport Manager, as recently as October 12, 2005, indicated to the County 
Board of Supervisors that there are no plans to lengthen runways.  These remarks, and the 
fact no action has been taken to implement the 1991 Airport Master Plan, put into serious 
question the statements in the M&H Report that the extension of Parallel (General 
Aviation) Runway 18L-36R would occur within the next 3-5 years.  
 

The adopted 1991 Airport Master Plan proposed increasing the length of Parallel 
Runway (General Aviation) 18L-36R to shift noise associated with the JAL training 
flights to the other side of the airport.  The training pattern was not as large as that shown 
in the M&H Report. 
 

Airport activity has not increased significantly since 1975.  There is no reason to 
believe that an expanded overflight area is needed to protect the airport. 

 
The Plan takes the most conservative position possible relative to land use 

compatibility.  The Plan states that no new residential development should occur in areas 
which are subject to overflight, regardless of the frequency, the noise level or 
surrounding land development patterns.  This position disregards provisions of the Plan 
and the 2002 Handbook that provide for avigation or overflight easements and recorded 
deed notices as a means of dealing with the overflight issue.  The Plan and the M&H 
Report do not further the orderly development of the Oat Hill area or the City. 

 
The Plan is to provide for the orderly growth of the airport and the surrounding 

area. The Plan should safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the airport 
area and the public in general.  The Plan can accomplish these goals without an a 
prohibition of residential development in the Oat Hill area. 

 
State law requires that the ALUC review the Plan in relation to adopted plans.  

The adopted Airport Master Plan calls for expansion of the Parallel (General Aviation) 
Runway 18-L-36R to a total length of 3,380 feet.  This expansion would not cause the 
overflight problem.  Only when looking beyond the guidance set forth in State law and 
using a proposed unadopted plan is there any arguable basis for maintaining the Zone D 
and E boundaries in their existing location. 
 

The M&H Report fails to recognize that the Oat Hill Master Plan project is an 
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infill development.  The Oat Hill area is bounded on three sides by development.  A 
graphic depiction of the Oat Hill area, in relation to other development, is enclosed with 
this letter. 

 
The Zone D development restrictions are designed to prevent incompatible 

residential uses in rural, undeveloped areas.  Application of the Zone D restrictions to the 
Oat Hill area would be inconsistent with, and would not further, this intent.  Residential 
uses are developed south of Oat Hill.  Industrial uses are established directly to the north.  
There is no rural character in Oat Hill to protect or preserve. 
 

Oat Hill is unique in its location to the airport, and the topography of the area.  
The Oat Hill area is not in line with the runways.  The Oat Hill area is nearly 10,000 feet 
from the airport.  Noise, safety, and airspace intrusion would not preclude development.  
Oat Hill is an infill development that would not promote urban development into 
agricultural areas. 

 
The Napa Vallejo Waste Management Authority is one of the major property 

owners in the Oat Hill area.  The Zone D development restrictions on the Authority’s 
property will have significant financial impacts on all County residents. 

 
Development of the Oat Hill area is vital to the growth of the City.  The Oat Hill 

area is the remaining undeveloped area with the City.  The Oat Hill area has a variety of 
existing uses and underutilized land.  The City has an opportunity to provide needed 
resources, including housing, to its residents.  The Zone D development restrictions 
would preclude the orderly growth of the City. 

 
The Board of Supervisors clearly expressed its policy toward housing when it 

approved and entered into the Housing MOU. Napa County cannot meet its Regional 
Housing Needs Determination without assistance from the City.  The Housing MOU 
recognizes that development of the Oat Hill area will enhance housing opportunities for 
all income groups.  The Zone D development restrictions, however, would frustrate the 
County’s housing policy.  
 

The M&H Report, if adopted by the ALUC, would substantially preclude the City 
from accepting the allocation of housing units from Napa County, as is provided in the 
Housing MOU.  There are no other areas within the City where significant residential 
development can occur.  Thus, the M&H Report makes it much more problematic that 
Napa County could meet its unmet housing needs.   

 
The City believes that the boundary line between Zones D and E in the Oat Hill 

area should be moved, and that residential development in the Oat Hill area should be 
permitted.  Residential development in the Oat Hill area would not implicate safety, 
noise, and airspace intrusion considerations.   

 
Furthermore, overflight concerns are not sufficient to keep the Zone D and E 

boundaries in their present location.  The unique location of Oat Hill, the fact that Oat 
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Hill is an infill development project and not a development in a rural area, the fact that 
development of the Oat Hill area was contemplated in the Housing MOU, and the fact 
that higher density residential development is proposed for that portion of the Oat Hill 
area closest to the airport all indicate that overflight issues in Oat Hill are not significant. 

 
When all the factors are considered, the ALUC should find that there are grounds 

to move the Zone D and E boundaries around the Oat Hill area.  Residential development 
of Oat Hill will not create compatibility problems associated with safety, noise, airspace 
intrusion, or overflight.  Amending the Plan and moving the Zone D and E boundaries 
around the Oat Hill area will promote orderly growth, and will provide for the general 
welfare, while maintaining protection for the airport. 

 
The Zone D and E boundary line should be relocated.  The boundary line should 

be returned to the location prior to the 1999 Amendment, or the boundary line should be 
moved to the north and west of the Oat Hill area. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to present this information to you.  We look 

forward to discussing this with you further on November 2, 2005. 
 
 
 
     Very truly yours, 
 
     City of American Canyon 
 
 
 
     By: _______________________________ 
      Barry Cromartie, Planning Director 
 
 
BC:RWG 
Enclosures 
(1) Housing MOU 
(2) Gillfillan Report 1 
(3) Gillfillan Report 2 
(4) Land Use Alternative 1 
(5) Land Use Alternative 2 
(6) Oat Hill infill 
 

 
 
 
 
 






































