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WEST PLAINFIELD ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON AIRPORT DEVELOPMENT (WPAC) 

 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

DATE:      Thursday, February 07, 2013 
 

TIME:      6:30 pm 
 

LOCATION:    Lillard Hall, West Plainfield Fire Department 
      24905 County Road 95, Yolo County Airport 
 
1. Call to Order  

2. Introductions 

3. Public Comment on items not on the agenda 

4. Approval of Agenda – Action 

5. Approval of minutes from December 12, 2012 and November 1, 2012 meetings – Action 

6. County Seeking Advice On  

a. Airport Facilities Directory—flight pattern instructions, wording/diagram changes (Ervin)‐
Action 

b. WPAC responsibilities— advisory vs general planning (Ervin)‐Action 

c. Airport managers update (Ervin) 

7. Old Business   

a. Supervisor’s and county participation in WPAC meetings / Representation by Supervisors 
(Waxman) 

b. Flooding and Drainage vs run‐up apron / FAA Grant approved by Supervisors (Latta and 
Waxman) 

c. FAQs on County Website (Latta) 

d. Official recording of aircraft/runway activity that diverts from YCA protocol (Waxman) 

e. Documenting aircraft traffic at YCA (Waxman) 

f. Moving the Fire Station and Lillard Hall (Waxman) 

8. April 4 agenda items (Waxman) 

9. Next WPAC Meeting –  April 4, 2013  6:30pm 

10. Adjournment 



Draft	Minutes	from	the	West	Plainfield	Advisory	Committee	
December	12,	2012	
6:30	p.m.	
	
1.	 Meeting	called	to	order	at	6:30	p.m.	by	R.	Waxman	
2.	 Introductions	by	all	present	–	committee	members,	Yolo	County	officials	and	

public	
	

WPAC	members:	S.	Sheehan,	R.	Waxman,	X.	Latta,	D.	Gilmore	
	
	
Several	county	staff	and	W.	Ervin	(Economic	Development	Manager/	Airport	
Manager)	were	in	attendance	
	
3.	 Public	questions‐		

 What	changes	have	been	made	in	charter?	
 Has	tax	revenue	been	paid	by	certain	operators	at	airport?	
 Have	any	of	the	Mead	and	Hunt	projects	been	completed?	
 Why	are	their	non‐airport	related	vehicles	(e.g.,	motors	cycles,	

trailers,	R.V)	being	allowed	to	be	stored	on	airport	property?	
 Why	is	gun	range	exempted	from	county	regulations?		
 Is	it	true	that	the	University	Airport	will	be	closed	in	three	years?	

Response	by	W.	Ervin:	UCD	has	not	made	a	decision	regarding	the	
airport.		There	is	a	timeframe	for	decision‐making.		Gil	Wright	(EAA)	
stated	that	the	UCD	airport	grant	expires	in	12	years.	
	

Public	comments‐	
 The	gun	club	noise	was	not	addressed	at	the	last	meeting.		Please	

address.	
 Yolo	County	has	not	addressed	ditches	around	airport.		Ditches	are	

not	being	maintained.	
 Announcement:	Don	Saylor	has	open	office	hours	Monday	(8‐

9:30pm).		His	address	is	600	A	Street,	Woodland,	CA.	
 Announcement:	Woodland	Aviation‐	Davis	Flight	Support	has	twenty	

open	positions.	
	

4.	 Approval	of	agenda	
	

Motion	by	X.	Latta	to	approve	agenda.		S.	Sheehan	seconded	motion.	All	
committee	members	were	in	agreement.			 	
	

5.	 Approval	of	meeting	minutes	from	August	2,	2012	and	November	1,	2012	
	

There	was	discussion	among	committee	members.		Meeting	minutes	not	
approved	due	to	lack	of	quorum.		



	
6.	 Ad	Hoc	Committee	Report/	Code	of	Ethics‐Conflict	of	Interest	Policy	for	

WPAC	
	

There	was	a	presentation	by	X.	Latta	who	has	been	in	contact	with	Deputy	
County	Council.		County	Counsel,	citing	Yolo	County	Code,	Art.	20,	stated	that	
the	Code	of	Ethics‐Conflict	of	Interest	policy	(herein	“Code	of	Ethics	policy”)	
dictates	that	any	WPAC	members	who	live	within	a	mile	of	the	airport	have	a	
conflict	of	interest	regarding	airport	issues.			
	
Several	members	of	the	public	commented	and	objected	to	the	County	
Counsel’s	interpretation	of	its	Code	of	Ethics	policy.			
	
The	County	Supervisor	Matt	Rexroad	provided	his	interpretation	of	the	Code	
of	Ethics	policy,	distinguishing	the	AAC	from	the	WPAC,	being	that	the	AAC	
are	considered	“experts.”		Supervisor	Rexroad	indicated	that	the	county	
seeks	the	expert	opinion	of	the	AAC	and	therefore	the	county	exempted	AAC	
members	from	the	Code	of	Ethics.			
	
X.	Latta	stated	that	it	is	her	belief	that	the	county	has	narrowly	interpreted	
the	Code	of	Ethics	policy.		X.	Latta	indicated	that	it	is	her	belief	that	the	Code	
of	Ethics	can	be	more	broadly	interpreted.			
	
X.	Latta	provided	several	potential	resolutions	to	the	purported	conflict	of	
interest.		1.)	Amend	the	Yolo	County	Code	of	Ethics;	or	2.)	Exempt	the	WPAC	
as	was	done	for	the	AAC.			
	
X.	Latta	moved	to	table	issue	so	that	other	options	could	be	explored.			
	
Discussion:	
R.	Waxman	asked	W.	Ervin	to	explain	the	difference	between	ministerial	and	
discretionary	decisions.	

		
Several	members	of	the	public	objected	to	the	inherent	contradiction	of	
having	a	county	airport	advisory	committee	of	local	landowners	that	the	
county	believes	cannot	advise	on	matters	related	to	the	airport	because	they	
are	local	landowners.			
	
A	member	of	the	public	stated	that	the	WPAC	is	governed	by	a	court	
settlement	and	therefore	cannot	be	prohibited	from	providing	advice	
regarding	the	airport.								
			

7.	 Open	letter	by	M.	Defty	and	R.	Waxman	to	county	
	



It	was	announced	that	two	WPAC	members	wrote	a	letter	to	the	county	
raising	a	number	of	concerns.		Copies	of	the	letter	were	provided	to	those	in	
attendance.	

	
8.	 FAA	Representative	at	next	meeting/	FAA	involvement	with	community	
	

R.	Waxman	requested	an	update	regarding	WPAC	request	that	the	FAA	
attend	a	WPAC	meeting.		W.	Ervin	responded	that	he	has	not	received	a	
response	from	FAA	representative,	Ron	Biaoco	(FAA	Burlingame,	Office).			
	

9.	 Income	for	airport	through	hangers‐	leases‐	contracts	
	

S.	Sheehan	and	a	member	of	public	asked	W.	Ervin	about	enforcement	of	
lease	provisions	regarding	vehicles	and	non‐aircraft	related	equipment	being	
stored	in	hangers.	W.	Ervin	responded	that	county	is	monitoring	and	
addressing	this	on‐going	issue.	

	
10.	 Correction/accurate	data	on	current	number	of	operations	at	airport	verses	

1997‐1998	plan	and	EIR.	
	
	 R.	Waxman	stated	that	the	West	Plainfield	community	requests	correction	of	

existing	data	and	more	accurate	data	regarding	airport	take‐offs	and	
landings,	and	noise	levels.		W.	Ervin	responded	that	a	count	of	aiport	take‐
offs	and	landings	has	not	been	made	in	a	long	time.		He	stated	that	the	
problem	has	been	the	difficulty	in	obtaining	accurate	data.		He	further	
indicated	that	an	accurate	count	could	be	obtained	by	use	of	cameras	or	a	
counter	that	could	be	obtained	from	CALTRANS.			

	
	 A	member	of	the	public	stated	that	out	of	34	surveys	that	were	provided	to	

pilots	using	the	Yolo	County	Airport	only	14	were	returned.			
	

R.	Waxman	advised	the	committee	that	“touch	and	goes”	are	currently	
prohibited	after	10	pm.			

	
	 A	member	of	the	public	asked	W.	Ervin	whether	an	analysis	of	groundwater	

quality	has	been	performed.		W.	Ervin	responded	by	stating	that	state	and	
federal	water	quality	regulations	are	strict.		He	further	stated	that	a	Yolo	
County	staff	member	regularly	monitors	standing	water	in	and	around	the	
airport	for	oil	sheen	and	contaminants.			

	
	 A	member	of	the	public	asked	if	the	county	maintains	records	regarding	

compliance	with	state	and	federal	water	quality	laws	and	regulations.		W.	
Ervin	said	that	the	county	keeps	water	quality	compliance	records.	
	

11.	 Expand	WPAC	responsibility	to	include	public	works	(second	reading	and	
vote)	



	
	 	X.	Latta	explained	how	county	proposal	to	expand	WPAC	advisory	authority	

to	include	public	works	would	potentially	affect	the	WPAC	member’s	ability	
to	vote.	

	
X.Latta	moved	to	reject	county’s	offer	to	expand	WPAC’s	authority	to	include	
public	works.		All	WPAC	members	were	in	agreement.	

	
12.	 Receipt	of	WPAC	minutes	in	advance	of	meeting	
	

There	was	a	request	that	the	WPAC	receive	the	meeting	minutes	from	the	
prior	meeting	a	week	in	advance	of	the	next	meeting.		It	was	stated	that	an	
attempt	will	be	made	to	provide	meeting	minutes	prior	to	the	next	meeting.	

	
13.	 Why	are	trees	being	cut?	
	

W.	Ervin	noted	that	there	is	a	FAA	requirement	that	transition	zones	and	air	
space	around	the	airport	be	clear	of	obstructions	of	a	certain	height.			He	also	
cited	the	Public	Utilities	Code	section	that	addresses	obstructions	of	a	certain	
height.		W.	Ervin	stated	that	the	county	has	approached	eight	property	
owners	about	county’s	plan	to	cut	trees	over	a	certain	height.		He	indicated	
county’s	plan	to	have	tree	cutting	completed	before	February	15,	2013.			
	
S.	Sheehan	asked	W.	Ervin	whether	county	has	authority	to	enforce	Public	
Utilities	Code.		W.	Ervin	did	not	know	answer.		S.	Sheehan	encouraged	
property	owners	should	to	work	with	the	county	to	modify	the	county’s	tree	
cutting	agreements	if	they	find	the	terms	unacceptable.			

	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	whether	the	county	would	be	offering	financial	
compensation	to	landowners	in	exchange	for	cutting	trees	down	on	private	
property.		W.	Ervin	stated	that	property	owners	who	agree	to	let	the	county	
cut	their	trees	down	will	be	compensated	with	a	voucher	for	replacement	
trees.			
	
A	member	of	the	public	cited	a	newspaper	article	where	a	city	was	sued	and	
fined	for	taking	down	trees	as	they	were	deemed	to	have	inherent	financial	
value.		This	individual	asked	whether	the	trees	in	West	Plainfield	have	
inherent	financial	value.	
	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	whether	there	is	a	tree	opt	out	for	landowners	
who	do	not	wish	to	cut	down	their	trees.		W.	Ervin	said	that	he	did	not	know.	

	
A	member	of	the	public	cited	the	Mead	and	Hunt	report	where	it	states	that	
not	all	of	the	FAR	criteria	can	be	met.	
	



A	member	of	the	public	asked	whether	the	county	had	considered	the	effect	
that	taking	down	trees	and	increases	in	airport	activity	would	have	on	
hawks.		W.	Ervin	stated	that	the	county’s	environmental	assessment	
considered	the	potential	effect	of	the	county’s	tree	cutting	project	on	hawks	
and	indicated	that	the	county	will	mitigate	significant	effects.			
	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	if	the	horse	issues	have	been	addressed.		W.	
Ervin	said	“no.”	

	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	when	the	airport’s	Master	Plan	was	issued.		W.	
Ervin	said	that	the	Master	Plan	was	adopted	in	1998.	
	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	if	the	trees	are	only	a	concern	for	flights	during	
the	nighttime	hours.		W.	Ervin	said	that	the	trees	are	a	concern	for	daytime	
flights	as	well.			

	
A	member	of	the	public	asked	when	tree	height	became	a	concern	for	the	
county.		S.	Sheehan	responded	that	the	tree	issues	appears	to	have	been	
ongoing	for	sometime	stating	that	over	the	years	the	county	has	sent	
multiple	letters	to	him,	and	the	prior	owner	of	his	property,	regarding	the	
trees.		

	
14.	 Structure	of	joint	meetings	with	AAC	
	

It	was	reported	that	the	AAC	has	decided	to	have	meetings	separate	from	the	
WPAC.		W.	Ervin	stated	that	the	two	committees	could	still	meet	jointly.	
	
A	member	of	the	public	raised	a	question	about	a	statement	made	by	
Supervisor	Matt	Rexroad’s	staff	that	if	WPAC	members	attended	the	AAC	
meetings	it	would	be	a	violation	of	the	Brown	Act.		S.	Sheehan	and	several	
members	of	the	public	expressed	disagreement	with	staff’s	apparent	
interpretation	of	the	Brown	Act	because	the	AAC	meetings	are	public,	and	
there	are	ways	to	manage	potential	Brown	Act	liability.					

	
15.	 Recording	of	meetings	
	

A	WPAC	member	asked	W.	Ervin	to	record	the	WPAC	meetings.		W.	Ervin	
responded	that	he	would	look	into	it.						

	
16.	 Will	new	Master	Plan	and	EIR	be	required	in	2015	when	the	existing	plan	

expires?/	Did	FAA	review	Phase	II	and	III	EIRs?/	Will	fire	department	and	
Lillard	Hall	be	relocated	to	accommodate	a	C‐II	airport?		

	
	 W.	Ervin	stated	that	county	has	not	contemplated	and	does	not	foresee	

turning	the	County	Airport	into	a	C‐II	airport,	at	least	not	before	2018.		He	



further	noted	that	to	qualify	as	a	C‐II	airport	requires	500	operations	or	more	
on	an	annual	basis	by	larger		(C‐II)	aircraft.			

	
	 W.	Ervin	stated	that	FAA	had	not	reviewed	Phase	II	and	III	EIRs.		He	further	

noted	that	all	airport	development	requires	NEPA	and	CEQA	compliance.			
	
	 W.	Ervin	stated	that	a	new	EIR	would	only	be	required	in	2015	under	certain	

circumstances.				
	
	 A	member	of	the	public	asked	what	the	maximum	poundage	rating	is	for	the	

airport’s	landing	strip.		W.	Ervin	said	the	poundage	is	30,000	pounds	for	
single	engine	planes	and	60,000	for	dual	engine	planes.			

	
	 A	member	of	the	public	asked	why	the	airport	is	not	keeping	track	of	the	

number	and	types	of	aircraft	taking	off	and	landing	at	the	airport,	wondering	
whether	the	airport	could	already	qualify	as	a	C‐II	airport.		W.	Ervin	stated	
that	the	county	is	not	keeping	tack	so	he	does	not	know	if	the	airport	would	
qualify	as	a	C‐II	airport.			

	
	 A	member	of	the	public	asked	how	can	the	airport	obtain	FAA	grants	without	

knowing	how	many	planes	use	the	airport.		W.	Ervin	said	that	he	did	not	
know	the	answer.	

	
	 Member	of	the	public	of	the	public	stated	that	the	proposed	upgrades	at	the	

airport	and	the	hiring	of	Mead	and	Hunt	only	benefit	the	businesses	at	the	
airport.		

	
	 X.	Latta	asked	W.	Ervin	whether	the	county’s	grant	applications	and	award	

letters	were	publicly	available	on	the	county’s	web‐site.		W.	Ervin	responded	
“no”	but	he	was	willing	to	provide	paper	documentation.			

	
17.	 Upcoming	January	18,	2013,	airport	capital	improvement	program	submittal	

to	FAA	by	Wes	Ervin	
	
	 W.	Ervin	requested	that	the	WPAC	review	and	support	the	County’s	

proposed	amendments	to	capital	improvement	project	expenditures.		W.	
Ervin	advised	that	the	FAA	has	a	grant	maximum	of	$250,000.		Discretionary	
funds	are	not	available	until	2014.		

	
	 R.	Waxman	stated	that	she	had	not	received	the	capital	improvement	

information	prior	to	the	WPAC	meeting.		W.	Ervin	apologized	and	advised	the	
WPAC	that	the	last	drainage	plan	was	adopted	in	2005.		He	further	stated	
that	since	that	time	there	have	been	changes	in	FEMA	maps	and	the	county	
would	like	to	update	drainage	plan.		He	further	noted	that	funding	for	the	
drainage	plan	would	be	funded	4%	by	CALTRANS,	6%	by	county,	and	90%	by	
the	FAA.			



	
	 A	member	of	the	public	stated	that	there	are	flooding	issues	every	year	on	

the	east	side	of	the	airport	resulting	from	lack	of	percolation	and	inadequate	
water	diversion.		This	same	individual	further	questioned	why	after	over	2	
million	dollars	of	airport	improvements	the	drainage	issues	have	not	been	
addressed.		This	member	of	the	public	questioned	why	there	has	not	been	an	
EIR	conducted	on	ministerial	projects.			

	
	 S.	Sheehan	asked	that	the	county	consider	the	appropriate	design	and	

mitigation	of	the	drainage	concerns	before	they	approve	a	project	to	
construct	concrete	aprons	on	the	east	side	of	the	airport.			

	
R.	Waxman	asked	W.	Ervin	if	he	would	accept	email	feedback	regarding	the	
county’s	proposed	expenditures	on	the	proposed	capital	improvement	
projects.		W.	Ervin	stated	that	he	would	accept	email	feedback	up	until	
January	7,	2013.			
	
X.	Latta	asked	W.	Ervin	if	the	county	has	been	testing	the	groundwater	for	
contamination.		A	member	of	the	public	responded	to	her	question	stating	
that	it	is	his	understanding	that	the	county	tests	the	groundwater	on	a	
weekly	or	a	monthly	basis.		

	
19.	 Next	WPAC	meeting	
	
	 The	next	WPAC	meeting	is	February	7,	2013,	at	6:30pm.			
	
20.	 Adjournment	
	

X.	Latta	made	a	motion	to	adjourn	the	meeting.		D.	Gilmore	seconded	the	
motion.		All	WPAC	members	were	in	agreement.											
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Discussion of Advisory Committee Responsibilities for the  
February 7, 2013 Meeting of the West Plainfield Advisory Committee on Airport 

Development (WPAC) 
and the 

February 13, 2013 Meeting of the Aviation Advisory Committee 
 

The WPAC has at several of its recent meetings discussed questions relating to the 
responsibilities assigned to it by the Board of Supervisors.  Two key areas of debate exist:  

1) Is the WPAC a General Plan advisory committee or not? and  

2) Is it fair for the WPAC to have stricter conflict of interest rules than the 
Aviation Advisory Committee (AAC)? 

At Supervisor Rexroad’s request, the topic of WPAC responsibilities has been calendared 
for the February 26, 2013 Board of Supervisors (BOS) meeting.1  The WPAC should vote 
at its February 7 meeting on its preferences, and should plan to send one or more 
representatives to the February 26 BOS meeting to respond to Board of Supervisors’ 
questions regarding the WPAC recommendations. . 

 

County Staff recommends the WPAC: 

A. Rescind its December 12, 2012 vote against being a General Plan advisory 
committee, and accept its role as a GP Advisory committee , including the 
specific responsibilities in County Code relating to the Airport Area of 
Influence; 

B. Recommend that the BOS to waive that portion of the GP Advisory 
Committee Code of Ethics and Values, pertaining to the criteria listed under 
the third bullet point of Statement No. 1 regarding financial conflicts of 
interest, thus allowing WPAC members to live adjacent to the airport 
property. 

C. Recommend that the BOS apply the Code of Ethics and Values to the AAC 
to the extent proposed in B, above (i.e., requiring compliance with all but the 
financial conflicts portion of the Code). 

 

Question #1 – Is the WPAC a General Plan Advisory Committee or not? 

County staff maintains that the WPAC is a General Plan Advisory Committee, albeit with 
added Airport responsibilities, for the following reasons: 

1. Aside from the specific responsibilities of the WPAC with respect to airport matters, 
the primary duties of the WPAC and the General Plan advisory committees are so 
similar as to be indistinguishable.   

                                                 
1 February 26 is the first scheduled Board date which gives staff the time to prepare its Board letter after the 
WPAC’s February 7, 2013 meeting and the Aviation Advisory Committee’s (AAC) February 13, 2013 
meeting. 
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a. The WPAC was created in 1992 with responsibilities defined in County Code 
Title 2, Article 20, Sections 2-2.2001 – 2-2.2009.  Section 2-2.2009 includes 
the following responsibilities: 

i. To advise the Board regarding the land use, planning, zoning 
restrictions on land usage on the Yolo County Airport area of 
influence (subd. h); 

ii. To review and make policy recommendations on development projects 
located in that area of influence (subd. b) 

iii. To have an opportunity to review discretionary projects prior to 
approval (subd. e). 

b. General Plan advisory committees were formally recognized in the County 
Code in 2009 at the same time as the new General Plan was adopted (Title 2, 
Section 2-2.3602). A General Plan advisory committee: 

i. “…has as its primary functions to advise and make recommendations 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors on General Plan 
policies, zoning and land use applications, and other growth related 
issues.” 

ii. To have an opportunity to review discretionary projects prior to 
approval (GP Advisory Bylaws, Attachments A & E). 

c. Because of their virtually identical responsibilities and the prior existence of 
the WPAC, the County in 2009 included the WPAC as a GP advisory 
committee, adopted a General Plan coverage map for the WPAC that includes 
the greater West Plainfield area, and considers the WPAC to be governed by 
the adopted General Plan committee bylaws. 

2. All five members of the WPAC must reside within the West Plainfield Fire District’s 
boundaries, with two also residing within a mile of the Airport property line (2-
2.2002). The defined West Plainfield General Plan advisory boundaries also match 
the Fire District’s boundaries. 

3. The Airport is a unique county-owned and operated geographic subset of West 
Plainfield, but is still part of greater West Plainfield. The WPAC should therefore be 
considered as a General Plan advisory committee, including the additional airport 
responsibilities in County Code (e.g. advising on policy matters for maintenance, 
operation, capital improvements, land acquisition, aviation and transportation, etc.). 
Clearly the vast majority of WPAC business is Airport related and will be concerned 
with the “Airport Area of Influence,” but West Plainfield General Plan matters do 
occasionally arise.2 

                                                 
2 For example, members present at the November 3, 2011 joint WPAC-AAC meeting reviewed a minor use 
permit by Winters Broadband for two new towers, one of which was outside the Airport area of influence. 



3 
 

 
Question #2 – Should Conflict of Interest Rules for the WPAC be made consistent with 
those of the AAC? 
 
County staff agrees that the portion of the Advisory Committee Code of Ethics and 
Values (Attachment F) pertaining to the criteria defining financial conflicts of interest 
should be rescinded by the BOS for the WPAC for the following reasons: 
 
1. Asking WPAC members to abstain from voting on Airport issues because they may 

own property within 500 feet of the “project site” (here, the Airport) is an 
unreasonable standard as applied to the WPAC.  It also conflicts with the previously 
established residential requirements for WPAC membership (2-2.2002).  The County 
should rightly seek input from those who will most be affected by Airport 
development, and that includes adjacent property owners.  

2. Because the WPAC and AAC have overlapping responsibilities and advise on many 
of the same Airport projects, policies and issues, both committees should be governed 
by the same conflict of interest rules.    Consequently, the BOS should apply the Code 
of Ethics and Values to the AAC to the same extent the Code is applied to the WPAC.  

3. Having a personal or business interest in the Airport and/or its area of influence is not 
a conflict of interest under a state law for members of local advisory committees, and 
including members with personal or business interests on such committees often adds 
value to the advice received; 



EXAMPLES OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE REVIEWS FOR VARIOUS AIRPORT 
RELATED ACTIVITIES 

 
 

PROJECTS AND OPERATIONS 
 

PROJECT 
ADVISORY REVIEW CEQA or 

NEPA 
CLEARANCE 

 
COMMENT WPAC* AAC** 

New Hanger 
development on 
airport, if consistent 
with Airport master 
Plan and ALUP. 

No, may be 
an 

information 
item. 

No, may be 
information 

item. 

No Zoning has pre-approved and CEQA 
has already been completed for up to 
145 hangers on the airport. Project is 
ministerial. Site plan review and 
inspections are required. 

New private 
manufacturer, 
restaurant or other 
discretionary 
project on airport 
requiring a use 
permit. 

Yes Yes Yes Standard county review process with 
appropriate CEQA document. 
Zoning Administrator makes 
decision for minor use permit, 
Planning Commission for major use 
permit.  

Discretionary 
project within 
airport area of 
influence or within 
West Plainfield 
General Plan 
advisory area. 

Yes No Yes Standard county review process with 
appropriate CEQA document. 
Zoning Administrator makes 
decision for minor use permit, 
Planning Commission for major use 
permit.  

     
Updates to Airport 
Capital 
Improvement 
Program and its 
projects 

Yes Yes FAA requires 
NEPA 

clearance for 
each project 

FAA requires all projects to be in the 
existing approved Airport Master 
Plan and Airport Layout Plan. 
Appropriate NEPA and CEQA 
clearance required for each project. 
Includes runway, drainage and other 
airport facility upgrades. 

Revision to 
Facilities Directory 
– pilot instructions 

Yes Yes No Airport manager’s responsibility to 
keep up to date. If major revision to 
flight pattern, both committees will 
be consulted.  

  



 
POLICIES AND PLANNING 

 
PROJECT 

ADVISORY REVIEW CEQA or 
NEPA 

CLEARANCE 

 
COMMENT WPAC* AAC** 

Revision to Airport 
Master Plan or 
Airport expansion 
beyond that 
envisioned in 
Master Plan 

Yes Yes Yes Will require environmental review. 
Multiple comment opportunities, and 
ultimate BOS action. 

Revision to Airport 
Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 

Yes Yes Yes Will require environmental review. 
Multiple comment opportunities 
before finalization by BOS. 
Submittal to SACOG required for 
ratification. 

Revision to General 
Plan. 

Yes Yes Yes  

 

*In general, the WPAC will be consulted for projects and policies outside the airport, and for 
policy matters on the airport. 

**In general, the AAC will be consulted for projects and policies within the airport boundaries. 

Each committee will send a representative to the other’s meetings.  Public comment is always 
included during committee deliberations. 
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