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: Russell City Energy Center Impact on Hayward Airpon 

Dear Mr. Adams: 

The Flight Standards Division of the FAA Wcskrn-Pacific Region was requestedby the $an 
Francisco Airports District Ofice to commmt on the irnpact ofthe Russell Ciry Energy 
Center (RCECj on flight operations at thc Hayward Municipal Airport. Flight Standards 
reported that the thermal plumes from Ihc hca! rccovery steam generator stacks and cooling 
towers could present a Ilazard to aircraft in the Hapard flight pattern for runway IOW28L. 

Thc basis for this canclu~ionis the January 2096 FAA study, Safety Risk Andysis of 
Aircraft Overflighi of'Industrial EKhaust Plu~nes(DOT-FA4-AFS-420-06- 1). The study 
presumption WAS that high eftlux temperature or velocity From industrid facilities may cause 
air disturbances via exhaust plumes, multing in two potentid hazards to aircraff. One 
hazard is turbulence that could result in airframe dmngc or negative affects on aircraft 
stability in flight. The other is thc possible advcrse impact of high levels o f  water vapor, 
cngindaircmft contaminants, icing and restricted visibility. As cited in the above study, 
"'ihese hazards taken individually or coilectively cudd possibly result in the loss of the 
aircrafi ur fala1 injury to the crew. as well as substautial damage to grpund facilities." 

The study concluded that the accidentkcident rate for overflights of exhaust plumes is 
\- >, .

sccepbbly small. Not withstanding the safety data and the Target Level of Safcty utilized in 
the study, "..,..the FAA believes that fligh~over or around plume generating facilities should 
be avoided as there is a potential (bowvtr low) for aircraft upset at close pmximity to high 
vclocity plwm." 'Thc study specifically rcmmmends hat aircraft avoid overflight of 
plumes at less than 1 000 feet a b v e  the exheust s ~ c k  

The proposed RCEC site i s  located I.S6 rniIes southwest of 1 laykwrd. abeam the approach 
end of runway 28L. The recommended traffic pattern for general aviation aircraft of the 
type that operate at Hayward is 1.SO miles abeam, a distancc o C 360 feet inside of the 
position of tilt RCEC. It is common for aircraft to deviate from the 1-5mile 
xecornmendntionon h c  basis ofwind and other traffic. The Hayward airport i s  populated 
by pilots of varying cxpcrience levels, from rhose with considerable flight time down to 
student pilots. 



It is not reasonstblc to expar pilots to look Cot the exhaust stacks and cooling tohvers on the 
ground, then sec and avoid my visible plumes while attending to their primmy responsibility 
of safely operating the aircraft, looking for other trafic in the pattcm, and responding to Air 
Trafic Control instructions. 

ModiFying the trnff ic pattern for 10W28L to avoid the RCEC is not a feasible option to 
mitigate the risk. Pattern altitude for runways 10W28L is 600 above the ground, which is 
lower than standard. This altitude is dictated by thc overnight of air carrier aircraft on 
approach to Oaktmd International Airport and cannot be raised. The pattern cannot be 
shifted to the other side of the Hayward Airport due to the existence of a separate traffic 
pmcm for runways 1 OU2BR. 

It should be noted that the study cited a Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) for Temporary Flight 
Restrictions (FDC 4f081 I). The NOTAM states, "In the interest of national security and to 
the extent practicable, pilots arc strongly advised to avoid the airspace above, or in 
proximity to such sites as power plants (nuclear, hydro-electric, ox coal), dmis, refineries, 
industrial complexes, milituy facilities, and other similar Saciiities." It will be virtually 
impossible for pilots to comply with this NOTAM if the RCEC is built at the proposed 
location. 

Flight Standads' position that the RCEC poses a risk to airc,mft in the Hayward traffic 
pattern for runways 10W28L is based on a valid Safety Risk hnalysis md appears ta he 
consistent with h e  Caiifornia Energy Commission's staff assessment, as stated in its 
July 5,2007, letter to the Ms. Marion Blakely, Federal Aviation Administrator. 

Should you n c d  any assistance or have any questions, glezlse conlact David B u W e l d ,  
Aviati tion Safety Inspectc~r, at (3 101725-7230. 

Cc: Paul Krarner, Jr., CEC 






