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I - INTRODUCTTON

REPORT SCOPE

This report addresses the environmental impacts associated with the construc-
tion and use of a new general aviation airport to serve the people of eastern
Contra Costa County, California. The projsct site is located in the south-
eastern corner of the county, approximately three miles south of the town of
Bvron (Figure 1). The plans that have been prepared for this project are
designed to meet the aviation needs of the area over the next 20 years and <o
have a potential for expansion to meet even longer term needs. The County of
Contra Costa is the lead aaency for the proiect since it proposes to own and
operate the airport.

Federal Aviation Administration criteria for envircnmental assessment reports,
as established in FAA Order 1050.1C, “Policies and Procedures for Considering
Environmental Impacts," Appendix 6, and in FAA Order 5050.4, "Airport Environ-
mental Handbook," have been followed in the preparation of this document.
Guidelines of the California Envirommental Quality Act of 1970, as amended
have also been followed. The Final Envirommental Impact Report (this draft
document plus comments received and the responses thereto) will become an

Environmental Assessment for federal review purposes.

An Initial Study of Environmental Impacts was prepared and circulated throuch
the State Office of Planning and Research together with a Notice of Preparation
of this environmental document. The project has been assianed Clearinghouse
number 85042304.

A formal scoping meeting open to the public was held on Mav 2, 1985, to begin
the environmental document preparation process. Thirteen people attended. In
addition, 12 items of corresobondence were received, mostlv from public

agencies.



STATUS _OF PROJECT

This draft document is the second report prepared for the East Contra Costa
County Airport Site Studv. The first volume was titled Phase 1: Site Identif-

ication and Evaluation and dated Octcber 1984.

The study is sponsored by the County of Contrz Costa. Funding support has been
provided by an airport planning %rant from the Federal Aviation Administration
as provided under Section 505 of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of

1982,

The principal agencies that must review and approve the overall project pro-
poSa] before 1% can be implemented include:

o County of Contra Costa.
o Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Commission.
o California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics.
o Federal Aviation Administration.
REPORT ORGANIZATION

The content of this report is oraanized in accordance with federal, state, and

county quidelines.

o A required summary of the proposed profect and its 1mpacts is presented in

Chapter II.

o Chapter III provides backaround settina and historical information recard-
ing the project. It also sets forth the plan drawings and a description of
the project and the proposed stages of its implementation.

o Chapter V contains the environmental impact analysis. The settina, impacts
and mitigation measures are described with regard to each major cateaory of

environmental impact.



Other environmental issues required to be considered, including the issue

of growth inducement, are assessed 1in Chapter VI.

Project alternatives are discussed in Chapter VII. Reference is made to
the Phase One report for a more complete evaluation of alternative sites.
This report is herebv incorporated by reference.

Report references and individuals contacted during the snvironmentai study
are listed in Chapter VITT along with the report authors.

Miscellaneous detailed information pertinent to the profect is located in

the appendices.
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II - SUMMARY

PROJECT PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is the development of a new full-service general aviation
airport at a site adjacent to the existing Byron Airpark located in south-
eastern Contra Costa County. The new afrpori would bs owned and operated by
the County. The Byron site was selected for further evaiuation by the County
Board of Supervisors at the conclusion of the site identification and eval-
vation phase of the present study. No further commitment has been made to the
Byron site or the proposed plan beyond the effort assocfated with -the site
planning and environmental assessment.

A master plan, including a set of plan drawings, has been prepared for the pro-
posed airport. These drawings are presented in Chapter III. Implementation of
the plan 1s proposed to take place in stages over the next 20 years as the need
arises for additional facilities to serve the East County. The potential for
expansion of the airport beyond the projected 20-year needs is accommodated in

the plan.

The airport boundaries would encompass some 1,270 acres to be acquired in fee.
This property would include the Byron Airpark (2 parcels) plus all or part of
10 other parcels. The development portion of the site would cover only some
230 acres of the total. The remainder would include runway clear zones, nature

acquired to minimize the splitting of parcels.

Because of wind conditions, two new runways would be required on the site.

The longer one would be 4,350-feet long and oriented northwest - southeast; it
would have an instrument approach from the southeast. The secondary runway,
3,750-feet long, 1s proposed to be aligned east~northeast - west-southwest.
Both runways would be 1ighted for nighttime use.



Alrcrzft parking and related building area facilities (e.g., airport terminal
buflding and fixed base operations facilities) are proposed to be Tocated in
the center of the "V" formed by the tvo rumvays. Space to accommodate some 170
based aircraft would be provided initially. The planned capacity 1s approx-
imately 540 based afrcraft. About 40% of the total spaces would be hangar
units. The planned capacity would pﬁovide more than the projected 20-year
reeds; a maximum demand of 400-based aircraft 1s forecasted for 2005.

In addition to the airport site proper, easements would be obtained on ad-
joining land to protect against the development of land uses incompatible with
airport activitiss. Conservation easements, encompassing some 1,720 acres
located primarily within the runway approach zones, would preclude additional
residential development and also contain other provisions regarding noise im-
pacts, the acceptable height of structures, etc. The latter provisions would
constitute the basis of avigation easements proposed to be obtained on other
property within about two miles of the airport boundaries. The avigation
easements are considered comparatively lo# priority and generally would be
sought only ‘n conjunction with proposed subdivision or development of the

properties involved.
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A major objective of the site planning process was to minimize the adverse
environmental impacts of the project. Certain impacts would nevertheless be
unavoidable 1f the project is to be implemented. Measures intended to mitigate
these impacts are incorporated into the project to the extent practical. The
most significant impacts would potentially occur with regard to the following
environmental categories 1isted below. Additional reccmmended mitigation

measures are noted.

Geology and Soils

Impacts: Full development of the airport over a 20-year time span would entail
moving some 500,000 cubic yards of dirt. The initial phase of construction
would involve nearly half of the total, including lowering of the hil1l in the



center of the site by as much as 25 feet. The engineeiring design of the proj-
ect 1s expected to balance the cut and fi111 volumes. An unknown potential for
l1iquefaction resulting from seismic shaking exists at the site.

Mitigation:

o A1l fi11 areas would be compacted as required by federal, state, and local
standards to prevent slippage and erosfon.

o Because of the clayey nature of the soils on much of the site, special
design measures may be required to avoid shrink-swell damage to the
pavement. The engineer should work with a sofls and materials expert when
designing the project.

Hydrolagy

Impacts: Construction of the project would necessitate changes to both the
natural and man-made hydrological features on the site. By shifting the major
development area of the airport southeastward from the present Byron Airpark
site, the project minimizes the disruption to Brushy Creek and the vernal
pools. The tradeoff to this layout 1s the requirement that scme 2,800 feet of
the Byron-Bethany Irrigation District 45 Canal be placed in an undergfound pipe
beneath the runways. The project will result in increased runoff of rain

water.

Mitigation:

o Construction work should be coordinated with the Irrigation District to
avoid impairment of the canal's function or capacity.

o Establishment of on-site ponds to hold excess runoff water should be con-

sidered,

o Final project designs should be submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers
for review to assure that any concerns it may have regarding Brushy Creek

are satisfied.



Public Ut1litiss and Services

Impacts: Adequate systems for water supply and wastewater disposal are cur-
rently not available on or close to the site. The project proposes that water
be obtained from the Byron-Bethany Irrigation District canal and treated on
site. ¥astewater also {s proposed to be treated on site. Fire proteciion at
the airport would be within the jurisdiction of the Byrorn Fire Protection
District.

Mitigation:

o When warranted by airport activity levels, establ{shment of an airport-
operated fire station on the airport should be considered.

Noise

Impacts: No existing residences are located within the 55~dBA Community Noise
Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour projected for either 1990 or 2005. This, how-
ever, does not imply that the airport would have no noise 1mpacté even though
55-CNEL 1s quite conservative as a noise compatibility standard. If the air-
port is built, aircraft would overfly many of the approximately 20 residences
located within a mile of the site. How often these events would occur and how
Toud they would be would vary from place to place. Also, the extent to which
people are annoyed by these noise events would vary from individual to 1ndiv-
idual.

By means of the proposed conservation and avigation easements, the project
seeks to keep particularly noise-sensitive land uses and people from locating

in the area in the future.

Mitigation:

o Implementation of the land use compatibility measures 1isted above should
be considered.



Health and Safety

Impacts: Potentfal hazards to aircraft in flight were carefully considered in
the planning of the proposed airport. Specific concerns are the high terrain
and major transmission 1ines west of the site. An analysis conducted as part
of the present study indicates that these obstacles are located far enough from
the airport that they would not constitute major hazards, but that installation
of obstruction 1ights may be required. Also, the n<ed to e11m1nate'some of the
wind turbines proposed for land adjoining the airport site arises because of
the airspace hazards they wouid constitute.

The afrport would pose 1nsignificant hazards to people on the ground in the
area. No development presently exists in the most critical areas, the runway

approach zones. The extensive property acquisition plus the proposed conser-
vation easements would preclude future development in these areas.

Mitigation:

o Consideration should be given to implementation of the compatibility
measures l1isted 1n the land use section above.

Construction Activities

Impacts: In addition to the above long-term impacts of the proposed project,
short-term impacts would occur while construction is 1n progress. These
impacts potentially include: erosion, blowing dust, noise, safety hazards,
traffic disruption, and effects on the irrigation canal service,

Mitigation:
o Construction should be undertaken during the dry season.

o All cut and fi11 areas should be compacted according to applicable
standards.



o Vegetaiion should promptly be reestablished -on arsas of exposed soil.
o Exposed scil arsas should frequently be moistenad during construction.
o To the extent fsasible, work should be done during daytime on weekdays.

o Coordination should be established with the operators of pipelines across
the site so that the pipe locations can be adequately marked.

o Flagmen should be stationed at critical points on haul routes.

o Temporary closure of the existing afrport runways should be clearly marked
with X's.

o+ T

The proposed afrport has the potential for becoming a focal point that would
attract unwanted development in the surrounding area. This growth-inducing
tendency 1s expected to be small and can be held in check by:

o Acquisition of conservation easements on nearby land.

o Not allowing nonaviation uses on the site that would in turn attract other

development nearby.

o Providing water and wastewater system capacity for aviation-related uses

only.
o Adherence to or strengthening of present 1and use development controls.

o Adoption of an Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan by the ALUC.

-10-



Areas of Controversy

The project has generated 1imited controversy. During the site selection
process, opposition was expressed to all three sites strongly considered --

East Oakley, Hi11side, and Byron. The Hillside sfte was the most stirrongly
opposed. Only the Byron site received significant support,

The major concerns rafsed about the Byron site have been with regard to the
vernal pools, the proposed wind farms, and the possible need to acqufre resi-
dences. These concerns have been taken into account in the proposed plan. A
small percentage owners of land adjacent to the Byron site continue to oppose
development of a county airport there,

it



III - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project 1s the proposed construction over the next 20 vears of a rew pub-
lic-use, general aviation airport to be located in the southeastern part of
Contra Costa County. The airport would bs develooed, owned, and operated by
the countv. The airport's principal role would be to provide general aviation
services to the arowing population of eastern Contra Costa County.

Fee simple acauisition of approximately 1,27C acres of land wouid be reauired.
This land would encompass the planned airfield, clear zones, aircraft parking
aprons, and building areas, plus provide space for expansion bevond the 20-vear
time frame. Additional land would be affected by approach protection easements
that would restrict certain land uses and 1imit the heights of structures.

Two intersecting runways would be built, the longer one 4.350 feet lona. Init-
jal development would provide space for about 150 based aircraft. The poten-
tial demand in 20 years 1s projected at 400 based aircraft.

Fiqure 2 1llustrates the proposed Airport Layout Plan. The Approach Protection
Plan and data reaardina the airport are presented in Figure 3. Details of the
airport airspace, including profile views of the approaches, are depicted 1n

Figure 4-

Topoaraphy divides Contra Costa County into three sections: the western por-
tion along San Pablo and San Francisco Bays with Richmond as the maior citv:
the central area including the cities of Martinez (the County Seat), Concord,
Walnut Creek, Orinda, and San Ramon among others; and the eastern part extend-
ing from the Mount Diablo Range to the San Joaquin Delta countrv including the

-12-
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communities of Pittsburg, Antioch, Brentwood, and Byron. Although most of the
county's population is currently concentrated in the wvestern and central sec-
tors, the eastern section camprises nearly half of the county's land area. The
east county comprises the study area for the present project (Figure 5).

Elevations in the eastern portion of the county range from 3,849-feet atop.
Mount Diablo to as much as 20-feet below sea 1éve1 on some of the delta 1slands
protected by levees. The highest point in the southeastern area is approxi-
mately 1,300-feet MSL just under 5 miles southwest of the airport site.

Land Use

Although heavy industry has long been established in the Pittsburg-Antioch area
along the San Joaquin River, most of the rest of eastern Contra Costa County
has historically been agricultural in character. Intensively farmed cropiand
covers the flat delta area while open grazing land prevails among the hills
farther along the county's eastern edge and south. Changes are occurring, hoci-
ever. Although agriculture continues to cover a wide area, urbanization is
rapidly moving eastward from Concord, along the Highway 4 corridor on the coun-
ty's northern edge to Antioch, Oakley, and Brentwood. In time, most of the
northeastern portion of the county north of Brentwood (except flood-prone

areas) 1s expected to be urban,

The southeastern corner of the county 1ikely will remain mostly rural for the
foreseeable future. Currently the major land use trend in this area is the
development of numerous wind-turbine farms among the hills along the southern
county boundary. Two potential future developments also could greatly affect
the entire southeast county: extension of the freeway portion of Highway 4
along a new alignment from Antioch to the Byron Highway intersection southeast
of Brentwood (a distinct possibility, but probably not until the end of the
century); and construction of a major reservoir -- Los Vaqueros -- and related
facilities in the hills along Vasco Road (stil1 a much debated subject).

-13-



2opriation

The estimated population of Contra Costa County as of January 1, 1985, was
703,400 (DOF-1985). The proportion in the eastern ssction has been gradually
increasing and as of 1980 had surpassed 17%. The majority of this population
resides in the incorporated cities of Antioch and Pittsburg on the county's
north side. Other population centers inciude the city of Brentwood, and the
unincorporated cemmunities of Oakley and Discovery Bay.

The eastern section will grovw more rapidly than other parts cf the county ac-
cording to Association of Bay Area Governments forecasts. The data indicates
that 24% of the population =-- 203,700 people -~ will reside esast of Mount
Diablo by the year 2000. Antioch and Pittsburg are projected to have a com-
bined population of 136,400 by then. The city of Brentwood with 23,600 people
(compared to only 5,200 in 1985) and the unincorporated east county with 43,700

account for the remainder.

Climate

The climate of eastern Contra Costa County consists of summers that are typi-
cally hot and dry, and winters that are mild with occasional rain. The south-
eastern area is generally hotter and drier than the other areas. July and Aug-
ust are the hottest months with a mean-maximum temperature of 95°F, around
Byron. Freezing temperatures in winter are infrequent. Rainfall varies fram
area to area and is estimated to average about ll-inches annually in the proj-
ect site vicinity.

Summer stratus and winter fog are common phenomena, although the occurrence is
somewhat 1ess in the southeast than in the northeast. The southeastern area is
noted for strong winds spilling over from the Altamont Pass (see Chapter IV for

further discussion).

-1a-
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AVIATION ACTIVITY
Historical

Contra Costa County afrports, as with airports throughout the Bay Area, have
historically folloved a pattern of continuous growth. Twenty years ago, the
county's two principal airports, privately~ownad Antioch Airport and county-
owned Buchanan Field, wei'e home for about 40 and 220 aircraft, respectively.
Today the figures are about 75 and 620; some 75 imore ajrcraft are based at
Byron Airpark and the smaller landing strips in the east county.

As might be expected, the predominance of Buchanan Field 1s reflected in the
distribution of aircraft owners (Figurs 6). Most people owning an aircraft
based in the county, reside or work in the central county. Antioch and Byron
airports draw their users most heavily from Antioch and Pittsburg. Only some
3% of Buchanan's airport owners come from the east county.

Erojected

The population of the area an airport serves is a principal indicator of the
number of aircraft iikely to be based there. Other factors include the conr-
munity's remoteness, the nature of its economy, and the facilities and services
available at the airport compared to other nearby airports. For all of Contra
Costa County, there currently are about 1.07 based aircraft per 1,000 pecple,
Counting only east county airports and population, the ratio is estimated to be
a bit less, about 1.01. By comparison, the ratio in the nine-county Bay Area
region was 1.25 in 1980 (California Division of Aeronautics - 1981).

Division of Aeronautics (198l1) and Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(1984) torecasts anticipate the regional ratios to increase to about 1.7 to 1.9
by the year 2000. Applying these ratios to the projected eastern Contra Costa
County population indicates that in excess of 350 aircraft could be based in
the area if facilities are provided. Maintenance of the current ownership
ratio would result in about 210 b&sed aircraft. In either casas, a few of these
aircraft would probably remain at private strips.
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For the near-term development reeds, it is more realistic to consider the nuin
ber of aircraft that would need to be accommodated if ail the planes from Ant-
ioch and Byron airports plus a few from Buchanan and private strips were to be

based at the new facility. This assumption equates to about 150 aircraft, in-

cluding some increment of near-ierm growth.

Although these based aircraft forecasts provide the starting point for design
of the airport, their accuracy over the long run is not particularly impcrtant.
It can be assumed that, even if the Forecastad activity levels are not ieached
in the year stated, thay would be at some laier date.

For the purposes of environmental impact assessment, the highest reasonably
1ikely activity levels are used. These high-forecast based aircraft numbers
and the corresponding aircraft operations projections are as follows:

1990 2008
Based Aircraft 150 400
Aircraft Operations 45,000 160,000

JHE SITE

The site for the proposed airport is located in the southeastern corner of
Contra Costa County, 3.0 miles south of the town of Byron and 2.5 miles niorth
of the Alameda County 1ine. The nearest major road, the Byron Highway (Ccunty
Route J4) passes 1.0 mile northeast. Byron Hot Springs Road runs through the
site on a north-south alignment and Armstrong Road skirts the ncrthern and
western edges. The existing small, privately-owned Byron Airpark occupies the

site's northwest corner.

Most of the area is open grassiand. Some 20 rural residences are spread around
the perimeter of the site. Other significant development in the immediate vic-
inity includes: a major irrigation canal flowing rorthward across ihe eastern
part of the site; high-pressure gas and petroleum pipelines running diagonally
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thiougi: the middle of the site; several high-voltage transmission 1ines within
3.0 miles eas%t, west, and southsy Clifton Court Forebay, the beginning point of
the California State Water Project, 2.0 miles east; and a ratlroad 1ine running
parallel to the Byron Highway. Also of major significance to the area are num-
arous wind turbines situated among the hills as close as 1 mile south of the
site. Proposals for development of additional wind turbines within 1 mile to
the southeast and west have been important considerations in planning of the

airport lavout.

Lying on the =astern edge of the Diablo Range, the site's topography consists
of Tow r-?1ing hills, levelin~ out into flat, irrigated pastures on the east
side. Eievai ons range from 40 feet to 140 feet above mean sea ievel, aver-
aging about 50 fset. The hills, 2.5 miles to the west, range from 400 feet to
above 900 feet elsvation. One of the transmissions 1ine runs along the top of
the ridge 2t about this distance from the site.

STAGES OF DEVELOPMENT

The project as described and anzlysed herein covers the development of the air-
port that is anticipated to take place over the next 20 years. Development
would occur in stages throughout this time period. The initial construction
period is considered to extend over approximately five years. Certain elements
of the ai‘rport's potential ultimate expansion, beyond the 20-year time frame,
are indicated on the proposed plan, but the impacts of this expansion are not

assessed in this report.

Initially and throughout the 20-year planning period, the airport would be a
general utiiity facility. It would be used predominantly by 1ight, single-
engine, oropeller-driven airplanes, with some twin-engine aircraft plus occas-
ional use by small business jets. The ultimate development potential outlined
on the plan would place the airport at the Tower end of the transport class.
This expansion would enable the airport to be used by somewhat larger business
jets, but still would not be sufficient for large, airline-type jet aircraft.

-17-



sShort Jerm

The first phase of work would involve construction of the northwestern three-
quarters of the primary runaway (12-30), parking for up to 170 aircraft (includ-
ing the existing individual hangars and some FBO area spaces), and an access
road. Space for a fixed base operation 1leasehold would be estadiished. The
existing northeast - southwest runway (4-22) at the Byron Airpark would remain
in use during this initial development period. The existing nortiwest - south~
east runway (14-32) would serve as an interim taxiwsy connecting to the new

facilities.

Antermediate

During the next stage of development extending roughly from 1990 to 1995, a new
northeast - southwest runway (5-23), initially 2,750 feet in length, would be
constructed. The actual orientation of this runway could vary slighily fram
that shown on the plan, depending upon the outccme of wind studies to be con-
ducted prior to this phase of construction. With opening of the new secondary
runway, the existing Runway 4-22 would be abandoned. Other work anticipated
during this time period would include extension of the access road and con-
struction of additionai based aircraft tiedowns and T-hangars, the first incre-
ment of transient aircraft parking apron, and perhaps a terminal building. Ad-
ditional fixed base operations facilities might be develcped at this time as

well.

Long Term

Over the long term, between 10 and 20 years in the future or extending to at
least 2005, the airport could reach the full development shown on the Master
Plan. During this period, it is anticipated that the primary runway would be
extended to 4,350 feet and a nonprecision, or a precision, instrument approach
would be established from the southeast. The secondary runway would be 1ength-
ened to 3,750 feet. Parking could be provided for over 500 based aircraft and
up to 60 transient aircraft. If found to be feasible with regard to 1and uses
north of the airport, a new access road, entering the airport along the align-
ment of existing Runway 14-32, could be buiit.
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Lok nate

The potential ultimate development of the airport is depicted on the plan in
loss detail than other development. The major change would be the extension of
the primary runway to 6,000 feet in length and establishment of a precision
instrument approach, Parking for as many as 600 based aircraft could be pro-

vided.

Despite tha fact that the site 1s located in generally open land, a variety of
physica! features in the area constrain the ways in which the airport facili=-
ties can be layed out. Among these constraints are the following:

lerrain

Two hills occupy the center of the site, extending 30 to 50 feet above the
site's bas2 level. To minimize the expense of earthwork, the proposed pian
avoids the taller hill altogether and requires removal of less than 20 feet
from the highest point of the lower hill.

Other hills on all but the east and northeast sides of the site 1ie along the
potential approach paths and 1imit the choices for positioning of the runway.
Federal Aviation Regulations (Part 77) establish imaginary surfaces in the air-
space around an airport which are used as the basis for assessing potential
hazards to fl1ight. If terraim or other obstacles penetrate any of these sur-
faces, the Federal Aviation Administration conducts a careful analysis to de-
termine whethsr a hazardous condition exists and, i1f so,» what mitigation meas-

ures .should bde taken.

The proposed plan positions the runways in a manner that, at least initially,
would rot result in terrain penetrations of the approach surfaces. Long-term
extension of the secondary runway would require 1lowering of a hill located in
the southwest part of the site. Also, if the primary runway is ultimately ex-
tended to 6,000 feet, a hill in the southeast corner of the site and possibly
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two on the northern edge would have to be lowerad. Beyond thase close-in ob-
stacles, the runway approaches would be free of terrain penetrations. The ter-
rain to the southwest, however, does rise rapidly beyond the end of the ap~-
proach surface (a mile from the end of the runway), resulting in penetrations

of the horizontal surface,

¥ind

The wind conditions at Byron have been a significant concern in both the selec-
tion and the planning of the site. The speed and the direction of the wind
have both been issues. Recent analyses of the wind energy potential on 1ands
to the west and south have provided a source of data about the wind in the
area. The usefulness of this data is somewhat 1imited, however; both because
the measurements were not gathered on the actual airport site and because the
data format was not set up for aeronautical study purposes. Wind data will
need to be gathered on the site.

By all accounts, the location is windy, although probably not any more so than
at San Francisco International Airport or Travis Air Force Base. The annual
average is estimated to be about 11 miles per hour. The strongest winds occur
in the late spring and summer and peak at an estimated average of about 25 to
30 mph during the middie of the night. Mid-day winds average about 10 to 15
mph at this time of year. The winds are strongest in the hills west and south-
west of the site and tend to become milder as the terrain flattens out. There
is some indication that the wind continues to blow more strongly above the site
and is only milder near ground level; this condition could lead to the occur-
rence of wind shear. Calm or light winds (below 6 mph) are estimated to occur

during about 40% of the annual hours.

With regard to wind direction, the available data indicates that strong winds
(above 12 mph) blow most frequently from the southwest or west-southwast. It
appears, however, that the 1ighter winds most commonly come from the northwest.
overall, the occurrence of northwest and southwest winds seems to be roughly
equal. Winds from other directions are comparatively infrequent and mostly

1ight.



3*van these wind conditions, it is clear that the airport will require two run-
ways. There might be some advantage in orienting the primary runway in a
northeast - southwest direction; however, the high terrain to the southwest
precludes this alignment. The proposed plan therefore maintains the primary
runway alignment in a northwest - southeast direction similar to that of the
longer existing runway at the Byron Airpark. The secondary runway would be
rotated to more of a east-northeasi - west-southwest direction than currently

exists at Bysron Alrpark.

Land Uses

Existing development on and near the site has influenced the layout of the

proposed facilities.

Existing Airport Facilities: The existing Byron Airpark consists of: approx=
imately 300 acres of land; two paved runways, 2,800 feet and 2,100 feet long;

two large, nearly new maintenance hangarsj; and 23 {individual T-hangar units,
each on its o=n concrete slab. The facilities are considered to have primarily
short-term value. Over the long term, they would represent only a small frac-
tion of the total investment in airport development. The Master Plan therefore
proposes that some be phased out in favor of an ultimately more efficient lay-
out. Similarly, the bouhdaries of the existing airport property contain land
that would be of marginal value to the long range development of the new air-
port and, although initial acquisition of this land is expected to be neces-
sary, 1t possibly could later be sold or leasad for compatible nonaviation

uses.

Existing Residences and Qiher Structures: In the development and evaluation
of alternaztive airport layouts, plans that would avold the necessity of ac-

quiring existing dwellings were considered to have an advantage. The proposed
plan would require no residential acquisition other than one house located on
the existing Byron Airpark property. Removal of only two nonaviation struc-
tures (two barns) would be necessary. The proposed plan also reflects an ef-
fort t6 locate the flight paths so as to minimize the number of dwellings that

would be overflown at lcw altitude.
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wind Turbine Proposals: Although there are no existing wind turbines close
enough to the site to be a factor in the lavout plan, two proposed wind farms,
one to the southeast and one to the west have been a significant concern.
These developments would 1ie along the aporoach paths to some of the possible
runway alignments and could penetrate the approach surfaces. This conflict
would either constrain the ultimate development potential of the airport or
preclude construction of scme of the wind turbines; The proposed airport plan

minimizes the conflict as much as oractical.

Roads: Amstrong Road on the north side of the site and Bvron Hot Sprinags Road
on the east were not deemed absolute boundaries for potential airport facility
development. Any severed road would have to be replaced, hcwaver, and the im
pacts and added cost were considered in evaluation of the layout alternatives.
The proposed plan would require severing of Byron Hot Sprinas Road south of
Holey Road- A replacement road would be constructed farther to the east.

Irrigation Canal: The Byron-Bethany Irrication District 45 Canal was treated
in a manner similar to the roads near the site. The added cost of a layout
that would necessitate crossing or relocation of the canal was considered as a
disadvantage to be weiahed against the greater overall efficiency and other ad-
vantages that could be attained. The proposed plan requires underarcunding

some 2,800 feet of the canal,

High-Pressure Pipelinas: Any pavement above these underground gas and oil

lines would be subject to being torn up with 1ittle or no advance notice if
necessary for emergency repair of the pipes. Also, alianment of a runwav ad-
jacent to the pipelines could require closure of the runway to allow work to be
done on the pipes. Relocation of the 1ines is fudaged to be impractical. Tha
proposed airport plan minimizes the amount of pavement over the pipelines and
aligns the primary runwav some distance away.

High-Voltage Power Transmission Lines: These pcwerlines, the towers for which

are as much as 175 feet tall, constrain the possible runwav locations by poten-
tially penetrating the approach surfaces. Relocation or underarounding of the
1ines would be prohibitivelv expensive. In the proposed plan, as much distance
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as possible is maintained between the powerlines and the runway ends. The
powerline west of the site would penetrate the proposed airport's conical sur-
face and may need to be obstfuction lighted. This could represent a signifi~
cant expsnse as usable power is not readily available along the corridor.

;|._gn4.-,.......‘ N

Several parts of the site were found to contain habitat types that are unusual
and/or particularly sensitive to disruption. Of greatest concern is a series
of vernal pools that are spread diagonally across the site. Also considered
significant is the wetland environs of the stream, Brushy Creek, that traverses
the area. Although mitigation for minor disruption of these habitats would be
reasonable, a major degree of impact was deemed to be a substantial disadvant-
age for any associated layout alternative. The proposed plan places develop-
ment where it avoids the most environmentally sensitive areas.

LAND REQUIREMENTS

The 1and acquisition requirements for the proposed airport include not only the
area where the runways and other facilities would be developed, but also the
areas beneath the runway approaches where incompatible 1and uses could pose
future problems. It is proposed that property for the airport be acquired both
in fee simple and in the form of easements. Table 1 1ists the parcels in-

volved.

Eee Simple Acquisifion

The proposed Airport Master Plan would entail fee simple,» i.e. outright, ac-
quisition of scme 1,270 acres of land including 5 acres of county road right-
of-way. This acquisition would include land for the airfield, aircraft parking
and bui1d1ng area facilities, and the runway clear zones. Sufficient land
would be obtained for future expansion; specifically, to encompass the clear
zones associated with instrument approaches to the ultimate potential primary

runway length of 6,000 feet.
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Tabie 1

PROPOSED PROPERTY ACQUISTION

-Parce] No, Ouner
EEE SIMPLE ACQUISTITION
001-011-009 Souza, A
001-011-011 Caldera, F
001-011-013 Souza, A
001-011-014 Riggic, B
001-011-015 River Purchasing
& Holding Co.
001-011-016 River Purchasing
& Holding Co.
001-011-025 Hernak, M
001-011~-026 Hernak, M
001-031-013 Hannum, J
001-031-014 Souza, J
001-031-016 Schlies, E
002-200-001 Coelho, M

Road R.O.W.

Total Fee Simple

Acreage

In Parcel Acquired — Existing Land Use

158

24
101
160
126
178

30
50
151
157
131
240

158
i4
101
80
126

1,265
—_35

1,270

¥Residence and farm buildings on portion not to

CONSERVATION EASEMENTS
001-011-005 Lopez, D
001-011-014 Riggio, B
001-011-021 Hernak, M
001-021-002 lL.opez, D
001-021-003 Steward, S
001-021~-004 Gray,
001-031-004 Hannum, J
001-031-016 Schlies, E
001-031-018 Ralph, W
001-031-019 Ralph, W
002-200-001 Coelho, M
003-160-002 Coelho, F
003-160-004 Coelho, F

Total Conservation Easements

158
160

80
158
320

13
136
131

147
59
240

207
211

158
80
80

158

320
13

136
31

147

59
120
207

1,720

-24-

Dry pasture
Irrigated pasture¥*
Dry pasture

Dry pasture
Airfield

Airfield/residence/vacant

Dry pasture
Dry pasture
Dry pasture/vacant
Irrigated pasture
Irrigated pasture*
Dry pasture

be acquired.

Dry pasture/residences

Dry pasture

Dry pasture

Dry pasture

Dry pasture

Dry pasture/residence

Irrigated pasture

Irrigated pasture/
residence/farm bldgs.

Dry pasture/proposed
wind farm

Dry pasture/proposed
wind farm

Dry pasture

Dry pasture

Dry pasture



© *Jlustrated chu!s1tion 1ines gensrally follow existing parcel 1ines or
fractionel section 1ines. This results in proposed acquisition of some prop-
erty not needed for aviation purposes. Much of the half section of land on
which the existing Byron Airpark is located falls into this classification.
Such 1and could either be leased out by the county for agricultural or other
compatible uses or possibly be resold with attached conditions restricting the
type of land uss. Also. some of the land contained within the proposed airport
boundaries would be designated as nature reserves to protect the sensitive
habita*- iocatad there.

Easements

To orotect the runway approach paths from incompatible development, acquisition
of two formz of masements, conservation easements and avigation easements are
proposed. Easements are a form of Jess-than-fee interest in real property.
They would convey to the county certain rights 1imiting the prospective use of
the underlying property. The easements would run with the land; that is, they
would apply to subssquent as well as current owners of the land.

The Master Plan calls for approximately 1,720 acres of conservation easements
affecting 13 parcels plus an indefinite area of avigation easements to be
obtained.

Conservation Easements

In additlon to the rights associated with avigation easements as outlined be-
low, *hie form of easement involves the purchase of development rights on the
subject property. Conservation easements would preclude residential or other
land uses incompatible with airport operations, but would leave the landowner
the right to use the 1and for agricultural or other open space activities spec-
jfied in the easement agreement. Other property rights including the rights to
keep others off the land, to sell or lease the property, etc. would be retained

by the landowner.
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The conservation easements would be used in locations where the noise or safety
impacts of airport activity would be a concern. Primarilv, these are areas
along the runway approach and departure corridors. If the cost of a conser-
vation on any parcel is found to be more than aporoximately 25% of the fee sim
ple price, the county would consider fee simple acauisition.

Within the proposed conservation easement area there are three paircels that
presently have a total of five dwellinas on them. Althouch no additional res-
idences would be permitted on these parcels, it is the conclusion of the Master
Plan that the impacts would not be severe anouah to warrant fee simple acauis-
ition of the property. If the judgment of any of these landowners is that they
would prefer to sell their property rather than 1ive with the impacts, the
county would offer to acauire the prooerty. Consideration also would be aiven
to acquiring other parcels adfoining the airport if the owners choose to seil.
Any property so acquired could be resold by the county with conservation ease~

ments attached.

Avigation Easements

Avigation easements firmlv establish with the airport owner certain rights per-
taining to aircraft overfliaht. Specifically, these property rights include:

o A right-of-way for free and unobstructed passace of aircraft throuah the
airspace over the property at any altitude above a surface specified in the

easement.

o A right to subject the propertv to noise, vibration, fumes. dust, and fuel
particle emissions associated with normal airport activitv.

o A right to prohibit the erection or growth of any structure, tree or other
object that would enter the acquired airspace.

o A right-of-entry onto the prooerty, with apbrooria%e advance notice, for
the purpose of removing, markina, or lichting any structure or other object

that enters the acauired airspace.
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& A right to prohibit electrical interference, glare, misleading 11ght visual
impai ments, and other hazards to aircraft from baing created on the prop-

erty.

In areas proposed for avigation easements, the primary issues are the height
of structures and trees and the nuisance impacts of aircraft overflights. Avi-
gation easements are suggested for the portions of the airport environs that
would regularly be subjected to overflights by aircraft in the traffic pattern.
Typically, the height 1imits that vould be specified in the avigation easements
would be those specified in Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, "Ob-
structions to Navigable Airspace." Depending upon their locations, however,
objects cen penetrate the Part 77 surfaces without constituting hazards to
flight. Because the Part 77 standards would preclude development of wind tur-
bines in areas where they would be acronautically acceptable, further analysis
has been done using instrument approach procedures (as defined in Terminal In-
strument Procedures Standards -- TERPS) and other criteria. The proposed avi-
gation easement height 1imits are indicated on the Approach Protection Plan.

At many airports avigation easements are obtained as a condition of approval of
development in the airport vicinity rather than by direct purchase by the air-
port owner. It is proposed that this approach be taken to the extent possi ble
with regard to avigation easements in the vicinity of the East Contra Costa
County Airport. Unlike the fee simple and conservation easement acquisition,
avigation easements would thus be obtained over a more extended period of time.
Where no new development is occurring, avigation easements would not be needed.

RUNWAY AND TAXTHAY SYSTEM

Included in the airfield portion of the proposed airport are the two future
runways, interim use of one existing runway, the major taxiways, and the runway

approaches and clear zones.

Runway Length Criteria

The required runway length at an airport is dependent upon the elevation of the
airport, the mean-maximum temperature of the hottest month, and the type of
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afircraft that will use the runway. The East Contra Costa County Airport would
have an elevation of approximately 85°feet MSL and a mean-maximum hottest-month
temperature of 85°F. Initially, the airport would be used almost totally by
small, single-engine planes, with a few twin-engine aircraft, and an occasional
business jet. Later, the proportion of twins and business jets probably would
increase as indicated in the forecasts presented in the previous chapter. This
usage would place the airport in the Utility calegory. There are four levels
of utility airport, each requiring an increasingly longer runway:

anis_uxiliix;;Stagg_I: Accommodates apout 75% of the single-engine and smaill,
twin-engine airplanes used for personal and business purgoses. Requires 2,550

feet runway length at East Contra Costa.

Basic Utiiity, Stage II: Serves essentially all single~engine airplanes plus

some small business and air taxi-type twin-engine plares. Requires 3,200 feet
of runway at East Contra Costa.

General Utility. Stage I: Accommodates 211 airplanes weighing up to 12,500
pounds, including small business jets. Requires 3,750 feet runway length at

East Contra Costa.

General Utility. Stage II: Accommodates all of the Stage I airplanes plus lar-

ger or heavier planes that have approach speeds below 12i knots, including many
business jets. Usually is capable of having a precision instrument approach.

Requires 4,350 feet of runway at East Centra Costa.

Looking beyond the 20-year planning time frame, the potential need for the air-
port to handle a greater variety of business jets, some on relatively long
flights, can be anticipated. Transport runway length requirements vary depend-
ing upon the percentage of the fleet and the percentage of the useful load to

be accommodated:

o 75% of fleet, 60% of useful load -—- 4,750 feet
o 100% of fleet, 60% of useful load == 5,650 feet
o 75% of fleet, 90% of useful load -~ 7,100 feet
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S1ternatively, the runway length can be based upon the requirements of specific
types of aircrafi intended to be accommodated. Combining these various consid-
erations, a 6,000-foot runway length should be adsquate for the foreseeable us-
age of the Easf Contra County Airport and accordingly is outlined on the Air-
port Layout Plan.

Becauss the airport would not be used by large, airline-type transport air-
craft, use of Transport category setback standards is not considered to be nsc-
essary. Ganeral Utility, Stage II, standards are all that would be required.
The proposad plan exceeds the latter standards.

Erimary Runway

For reasons discussed above with regard to wind and terrain conditions, the
primary rumway -is proposed to be aligned northwest - southeast; specifically, N
41° 201 W. It would be numbered Runway

12-30.

Given the anticipated nature of use of the airport during the latter part of
the planning period, the rumway is proposed to be constructed to General Util-
ity, Stage II, standards for length, setback distances, etc. Initially, how-
ever, only a General Utility, Stage I, length would be provided. Because Bf
the frequent strong, gusty winds, a width of 75 feet rather than the standard
60 feet is planned. A setback of 300 feet to the parallel taxiway and 500 feet
to the nearest buildings is required. Medium=intensity runway edge light1bg is

proposad.

The potential for ultimate extension of the primary runway to a 6.000-foot€10ng
Transport category is preserved on the proposed Master Plan. This extension is
shown as occurring to the southeast. A northwesterly extension would be pbs-_
sible, however, if a long-term new access road as described below is construc-
ted. In terms of the efficiency of runway utilization, the northwesteriy ex-
tension would be preferable; the disadvantages would be a greater amount of
required earthwork and tha necessity of relocating Armstrong Road. A final
decision between these choices would be a subject of future planning analysis.
Until then, preserving both possiblities would be desirable.
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A precision instrument approach to Runway 30 is planned for the long term.
Initially, the approach would be visual and a nonprecision approach is a pos-
sibility for some intermediate development stage. The Runway 12 approach is
planned to be nonprecision in the long term, visual over the short term. In-
stallation of runway-end identifier 1ights (REIL's) {is reccmrended for the ap-
proach end of Runway 30 fin conjunction with establishmeni of a precision ap-

proach to that runway.

Part 77 standards call for a clear 20:1 &pproach surface slope (l-foot verti-
cally to 20-feet horizontally) for a visual approach, 34:1 for a nonprecisicn
approach, and 50:1 for a precision approach. The associated clear zones extend
1,200 feets 1,900 feet, and 2,700 feet from the runway end. A precision ap-
proach can, however, be established with a clear approach surface siope of as

Tittle as 34:l.

Secondary Runway

The available wind data indicates that a secondary runway will be needed to
provide adequate wind coverage at the airport. Given the proposed alignment of
the primary runway, the secondary runway would mostly be needed for the freq—
uent strong west-southwest winds. As noted above, hovever, the plan recammends
that the precise alignment of this ruaway not be determined until detailed wind
data can be gathered on the site. For basic planning purposes, a runway
aligned S 66 30'W and numbered 5-23 is depicted on the Master Plan.

The secondary runway heed not be as long as the primary runway. The larger,
faster aircraft that would use the airport (business jets, for example). can
tolerate more of a crosswind than 1ight, single-engine planes. Under most cir-
cumstances these bigger planes would be expected to use the primary runway, es-
pecially once i1t has an instrument approach. The secondary runway thus is
planned to have a General Utility, Stage I length of 3,750 feet with an initial
length of approximately 2,750 feet. As with the primary runway, a width of 75
feet is proposed because of the wind conditions. Also, 1ighting of this runway
is expected to be necessary because the west-southwest winds are strongest dur=

ing the 6:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. period.
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No instrument approaches to this runway are proposed initially; howaver, the
plan indicates a long-term potential for a nonprecision approach to Runway 2Z3.

No improvements to the existing Runway 4=-22 are proposed to be made during the
interim period when it is in use as the airport's secondary runway. The runway
was paved ralatively recently (about 1980) and. although only 2,100 feet long
and 30 feet wide, is in good condition. The access road that novw crosses with-
in a few feet of the runway end would be relocated, however, in order to pro-

vide the required approach slope clezrance.

Jaxiway System

Both new runways would have full-length parallel taxiways (no parallel taxiway
is proposed for Runway 4-22 for the interim period when it is in use). Also, a
major taxilane would be established along the runway sides of the building
areas, thus 1n effect providing a dual parailel taxiway system. The runway
exit taxiways would continue across the parallel taxiways and provide direct
access to the aircraft ramps and the fixed base operations area.

A decided advantage of the overall runway configuration depicted in the Master
Plan is that 1t would have a significantly higher operationail capacity than
other configurations. Although runway capacity is not expected to be an impor-
tant concern during the basic 20-year time frame of the plan, it could be an
{ssue ultimately. With atrcraft operations at a level sufficient to have
warranted an Air Traffic Control Tower at the airport, the proposed 'Open V'
runway configuration would allow simultaneous use of runways 23 and 30 when the
winds are czlm or blowing 1ightly from the west or northwest as they often do.

The proposed plan has a runway capacity of approximately 350,000 aircraft oper—

ations annually. A 'Closed V' or an 'X' configuration, by ccmparison, would

accommodate only about 220,000 annual operations.
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Pavement Design

A Utility category airport is intended primarily to serve aircraft weighing
less than 12,500 pounds and most of the planes that would use the East Contra
Costa County Airport would weigh considerably less. The proposed runway pave-
ment section therefore is designed for 12,500-pound aircraft. Occasional use
by heavier aircraft would not damage the pavemert. With consideration for the
apparent types of soil at the site, the pavement section would consist of 2
inches of asphalt over 8 inches of aggregaie base rock over 6 inches of com-
pacted native soil. If the airport is uvliimately upgraded to a Transport cat-
egory, an overlay of the pavement would be required to increase its design
strength.

Navigational Aids

Several navigationai afds wouid be required on the ajrport in oirder for the
proposed instrument approach procedures tc be established.

A localizer would be needed for either a precision or a straight-in nonprec-
ision approach to Runway 30. This equipment would be 1ocated a short distance
beyond the northwest end of the runway. The location of the interim access
road in this area is such that relocation of the road is proposed to occur be-
fore the localizer is installed. If the road were to remain, the localizer
would have to be sited in a less than optimum position,

Establ ishment oi a precision approach to Runway 30 would also require a glide
slope antenna to be situated adjacent to the runway and approximateiy 1,000

feet from 1ts southeast end.

A YOR (Very-High-Frequency Omnidirectional Range) established on the airport
would enable nonprecision approaches to Runkays 12 and 23, An optimum location
for this equipment appears to be south of Runway 5-23.

Except for an outer marker required for a precision approach to Runway 30, no

new off-ajrport navigational aids appear to be necessary to support the pro-
posed and ultimate potential instrument approaches. Existing VOR's in the
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2rea, including ones at Stockton, Sacramento, and Linden, would be utilized.
The outer marker would be located along the extended runway centerline about 5

miles southeast of the runway approach end.

BULLDING AREA

The proposed plan l1ocates the airport's building area west of Runway 12-30 in
the middle of thse 'V'! formed by the two rumways. Facilities found here would
include tiedown and hangar parking for based aircraft, a terminal area includ-
ing transisnt aircraft parking, fixed base operations, and other miscellaneous
uses. A total of some 75 acres would be sat aside to accommodate the build-
ing area and access road needs projscted to exist over the next 20 years. An
additional area encompassing approximately 40 acres would be reserved for ex-

pansion bsyond the 20-year planning period.

Based Aircraft Parking

Some 540 based aircraft, well in excess of the maximum projected 20-year demand
of 400, could be parked within the building area depicted on the layout plan.
Of these, approximately 400 would be accommodated on the north and south ramps
and remainder would be parked within the fixed base operations leaseholds and
in the existing Bryon Airpark hangar area. About 160 spaces would be provided
in conventional T-hangar units and up to 40 additional planes could be housed
in the existing T-hangar area. In total, about 35% of the based aircraft would

be stored in hangars (the general range for airports in Northern California is
between 25% and 40%).

Autcmobile parking lots are proposed to be located conveniently close to each
of the tiedown aprons. This arrangement would enable vehicle travel within
aircraft parking areas to be reduced or, if eventually necessary, prohibited.

Jerminal Area

The terminal area would be centrally located within the building area. Term—
inal area facilities are anticipated to beccme the focal point for visitor
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traffic at the airport. A terminal buildina, planned for construction late in
the intermediate phase of airport development, would house airport offices. a
pilots' lounge. restrooms, perhaps a coffee shop, and other related uses.

" Parking areas for up to 70 automobiles and 60 transient aircraft would be lo-
cated on either side of the terminal building. Additional space would be set

aside for expansion of auto parking and the terminal buiiding. 1If, at some
future time, an air traffic control tower is reauired at the airport, it ten
tatively would be located adjacent to the terminal building.

Fixed Base Qoerations

The fixed base operations (FBO) area would constitute the commercial business
part of the airport. FBO's provide such aviation services as aircraft sales,
rental, charter, and repair, fuel sales, and flight instruction. A typical
building used by a full-service FBO would be about €0 feet by 100 feet and in-
clude an aircraft maintenance hangar and an office area. Buildings used by
special service FBO's (e.g., aircraft painting or upholstery) are usually smal-
ler. A total of some 16 acres, sufficient to meet the demand bevond the 20-
year planning period, are proposed to be designated for FBO leaseholds. The
FBO area would be located around a central taxiway spine, thus givina flexibil-
ity in the size of each leasehold (a tvpical leasehold for a full-service FBO
at this type of airport is 3 to b acres in size) and enabling the aircraft ac-
cess to each plot to be as simple as possinle. Road access would be located
around the peripherv of the area. As noted above, it 1s anticipated that up to
100 based aircraft, including rental and charter planes, would eventually be
parked within the FBO area.

Two large hanaars suitable for FBO use are located on the existing Byron Air-
park propertv. The building near the existing T-hangar complex could be used
for a special=function type of FBO (e.g.» aircraft painting) or as an aircraft
storage hangar much as it is now. The hangar adiacent to Armstrong Road would
be within a runway clear and is prooosed to be removed. Potentially, the
structure could be disassembled and then reconstructed within the new building

area.
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Fuel sales at the airport could be provided sither by the county or by the
FBO’s. If provided by FBO's, the storage tanks and pumps could be located
within the FBO lease area. More 1ikely, a separate fueling area would be con-
structed regardless of who does the fueling. A location near the transient

iramp {s depicted on the Airport Layout Plan. The siorage tanks would be under-

greund.

Other miscellaneous facilities at the airport would include an aircraft wash
rack and possibly a pilots! aircraft maintenance shelter. The latter would be
a place wihere pilots can do o?” changes and other minor work on their own air-
craft. The proposed site for these facilities is on the edge of the north

ramp,

ROADS_AND UTILITIES

Road and utfility construction associated with the project would include new
facilities needed to serve the airport and modifications to existing systems

that would be disrupted by the airport.

Roads

Byron Highway, the nearest major road to the site, would be adequate for the
future ground travel ito the airport. Other improvements would be required,
hcwever, including widening of Byron Hot Springs and Armstrong Roads, recon-
structing the railroad grade crossing on Byron Hot Springs Road, and construc-

ting a rew access road onto the site.

The widening would bring the roads up to the county standard of 28 feet. No
additional right~of-way is sxpected to be necessary. Pavement se¢t1on
deficiencies would also be corrected.

The railroad tracks run parallel to and about 50 feet southwest of the highway
edge, but are scme 5 feet higher than the road level. Byron Hot Springs Road
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not only humps up and over the trackss but crosses them at 2 diagonal. This

confiquration is less than ideal and would be inadequate for any significant
amount of traffic to and from the airport. The plan proposes that Byron Hot
Sprinas Road south of the crossing be raised; this would reduce the sharpness

of the hump and improve the 1ine of siaht.

The interim access road cnto the airport would exiend from Armstrong Road, ap-
proximately 0.75 mile west of Byron Hot Sorings Roads around the end of Runway
17, and then along the southwestern side of the buiiding area, Althouahk pas-
sing through the Runway 12 clear zone, the road would be sliahtlv lowsr than

the runway end and would have adequate clearance beneath the approach surface.
Aligning the road in the proposed manner also provides the necessary clearance

past the end of interim Runway 22.

The one existing road that would be disrupted in order to enable construction
of the airport would be Bvron Hot Sprinas Road south of Holey Road. This road
serves a very low traffic volume: but, because it dead-ends a short distance to
the south, replacement access to the sovered end would be reauired. Gn an
interim basis, before Runway 12-30 1is extended bevond its initial 3,270-foot
length, a gravel surfaced road is proposed to loop around the southeast end of
the runway. In the longer term, a new road, a half mile to the east, extendinag
south from Holey Road then back to Byron Hot Sprinas Road is proposed. This
road would be aravel surfaced and as 11ttle as 24 feet wide until such time as

traffic warrants a higher standard.

Utilities

The oroposed airport would reauire electric, telephone, water, and wastewater
facilities. The electric and telephone service would be provided frun existina
1ines in the area. Water quD1v is anticipated to be available from the Byron-
Bethany Irrigation District 45 Canal althouah alternatives are possible. On-
site treatment 1s proposed. W%astewater treatment is also proposed to be

handled on the site.

-36-



Table 2 {temizes the estimated development costs for the proposed East Contra
Costa County Airport. Property acquisition costs plus the construction costs
for each of the three development phases are noted.

Under current federal legislation, the Afrport and Airway Improvement Act of
1982, 90% of the cost of eligible items can be funded through the Airport
Improvement Frogram. Other funds are available from the California Aid to
Afrports Program., Land acquisition and most of the construction are eligible.

Major ineligible items include:

T=hangars.

Terminal huilding.

Fixed base oparations and other private facilities.
Auto parking. '

Fuel systenm.

© 0 0o o ©°

The cost of T-hangars, a terminal building, and private facilities are not
included in Table 2.

This cost data is provided here primarily as an indication of the magnitude of
the project. A financial analysis of the project will be set forth in another

report.
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Table 2
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS

In
Millions
Property Acquisition
Fee Simple (1986-1988) $2.30
Conservation Easements (1986-1990) 0.60
Administration and Contingencies 0.30
Total $ 3.20
Phase I Construction* (1987-1990;
Airfield (initial phase Runway 12-30) $ 0.78
Aircraft Aprons (excluding hangars) 1.50
Roads (on- and off-site) and Parking 0.28
Irrigation Canal Undergrounding 0.22
Miscellaneous 0.40
Engineering and Contingencies 0.80
Total $ 3.98
Phase II Construction* (1990-1995)
Airfield (initial phase Runway 5-23) $ 0.86
Aircraft Aprons 1.24
Roads and Parking 0.17
Engineering and Contingencies 0.57
Total $ 2.84
Phase IIl Construction* (1995-2005)
Airfield (runway extensions) $ 0.91
Aircraft Aprons 0.84
Roads and Parking 0.27
Engineering and Contingencies 0.50
Total $ 2.52
20-Year Total $12.54

* Earthwork is included in each sub-element
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IV = PLANNING AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

COUNTY QF CONTRA CQSTA

The official land use plan for the area is sst forth in the East County Area
General Plan adopted in 1978. The airport site and all of the nearby land
except for Byron Hot Springs are shown as Agricultural Residential on the plan
(Figure 7). The plan does not mention the possibility of locating an airport

in the area.

Zoning for the area shows the airport site and surrounding lanc in one of three
Agricultural districts (Figure 8):

. : i -
A=2 General Agriculture 5.0 acres
A-3 Heavy Agricul ture 10.0 acres
A4 Agricultural Preserve 20.0 acres

Most of the existing parcels in the area exceed the above minimum sizes.
Although subdivision into smaller lots is technically possible without
rezoning, approval is discretionary. Factors that are taken into consideration
include road access, slopes, water availability, and wastewater disposal

Jimitations.

Ayviation Policies

Aviation policies in Contra Costa County are made by the Board of Supervisors.
An Airport Advisory Ccnmittee has been established to make reccmmendations to
the Board on aviation matters. The eleven committee members include represen-
tatives of the five supervisors, the cities of Concord and Pleasant Hil11; Diab-
1o Valley College, the County Airport Land Use Commission, the Buchanan Field
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fixed base opsrators, and homeowners residing in the vicinity of Buchanan
Field. The Airport Advisory Committee's responsibility has included regular
review of the progress of the East Contra Costa County Airport Studv.

The need to find an airport site to serve the east county has long been estab-
1ished in Contra Costa Countv policy. Several efforts have been made in the
past to select a new a1rport‘§ita; The County Board of Supervisors initiated
and participated with the Federal Aviation Administration in funding the pres-
ent studv. The Site Identification and Evaluation report, Phase I of the
study, was reviewed by the board, the committee and the public. Supported by
the recommendation of the Airport Advisory Cormittee, the Board of Supervisorss
at its December 18, 1984, meeting, directed that detailed plans and environ-
mental impact analysis be prepared for the Byron site. No other commitment to
implementation of an airport project at this location has been made.

QTHER | OCAL JURISDICITIONS

The project site does not fall within the 1imits or sphere of influence of any
city.

The site does. however, lie @ithin the boundaries of two special districts that
potentially would provide services to the airport: the Byron Fire Protection
District and the Byron-Bethany Irrication District. The Fire District's res-
ponsibility would include providing protection for the airport. Aporoval of
the Irrigation District Board of Directors would be necessary for the airport

to use its facilities as a source of water supply.

The Local Agency Formation Commission of Contra Costa County (1 AFCQ) 1s respon-
sible for approving the spheres of influence and jurisdiction boundaries of lo-
cal governmental bodies and service districts in the county. The proiect is

not anticipated to reauire any changes to such boundaries.

The Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Commission (ALU") has the responsibil-
ity of assuring ccnpatibility with reaard to noise and safety, between airports
in the countv and future land uses in the vicinity of such airports. The Com=
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mission has adopted compatibility plans for Buchanan Field and Antioch air-
ports. A new public-use airport would come within the realm of its jurisdic-

tion.

Establ ishment of furding priorities for airport projects is a responsibility of
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. These priorities serve as recom
mendations to federal and state agencies that issue grants for airport develop-

ment.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) establishes design, operation, and

safety standards for airports. airspace, and aircraft. The FAA reviews and ap-
proves plans for airport development. It also provides grants for construction
of airport facilities. To be eligible for funding, an existing or proposed new
airport must have an approved airport layout plan included in the National Air-
port System Plan (NASP). The most recently published MASP (FAA - 1980) lists a
new airport for Contra Costa County as a replacement for Antioch and a reliever
for Buchanan Field. An updated version of the NASP is scheduled to be avaii-

able early in 1986.

The California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics has permit-
ting authority for airports in the state. The Division has adopted FAA stand-
ards and regulations and enforces these through permits and annual inspection
of facilities. Although the Division does not have an active role in planning
airport facilities and does not officially approve airport master plans, the
office is interested in reviewing new or updated master plans.



V = ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

OYVERVIEW

This chapter presents the environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation meas-
ures pertaining to each major category of environmental impact. Cross refer-
ences are noted where there is an overlap in the discussion and analysis from

one section to another.

The focus of the discussion is on the long-term permanent physical changes that
would result from the project!s consiruction and on the impacts that would be
generated by use of the new facilities. An assessment of the short-term im-
pacts that would occur during the construction phase of the project is pre-
sented in the final section of the chapter.

The analysis of the project alternatives described in Chapter VII is compar-

atively brief. The emphasis is on the basic ways in which the environmental
impacts of the alternatives would differ from those of the proposed project.
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SEQLCEY. AND SQTLS

Setting
Geolngv

According to the Fast County Area General Plan, two major earthauzke fault
zones bisect the area. The Antioch-Davis fault zone trends northerlv through
the hilly western portion of the area. This fault is considered active. The
Midland fault zone, considered by scwe geoingists to be potentially active, is
believed to run from the southeasterly corner of Contra Costa County north-
northeastward along the eastern county boundary to the Yolo-Solano County lines

near Winters.

Neither of these fault 1ines cross the site itself, althouah the Midland fault
1ine is less than *wo miles to the west. A short, unnamed fault that is con-
sicered inactive crosses the site rouchlv beneath Brushv Creek. The site is
classifiad by the County Community Development Department as having low to mod-

erate ligquefaction potential.
Soils

U.S. 5011 Conservation Service mapping of the proiect area (1977) indicates
that the soil types on the site are in the Linne "LbD", Solano "Sk", San Ysidro
"gs?, Shima "Sh", and Sehorn "Sd" series. Linne solls are 1imited to the hich-
er hills; the Solano series is contained within the vernal pool areas; and the
other typzs mostly cover flat areas within the eastern and southern portions of
the site. All are clayey tvpes of soils -- clay loam, silty clay, or clayey
silt. The Solano soils are stronaly alkali. With recard to agricultural val-
ue, all of these soils are classified as Class IV -~ fairly good land, but with

major limitations and only occasional use Tor cultivation.

The clayey nature of the soils makes them impervious to water. This both en-
ables the vernal pools to exist and creates drainage problems in flat areas.
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It also gives the soil relatively poor structural strenath. Construction
Bearing Ratio (CBR) values are anticipated to be in the 3 to 7 range.

Impacts

Development and operation of an airport at the proposed site would be unlikelv
to be affected by the presence of earthauake faults in the area. Paved areas
would comprise the bulk of the develooment. A 1iquefaction analysis mav indi-
cate that the site's true 1iquefaction potential 1s hiaher or lower than the
predicted 1ow-to-moderate classification. At worst, following a major nearby
earthquake, 1t may be necessary to temporarily suspend operation of parts of
the airfield until damage due either to ground shaking or 1 iauefactior could be
repaired. Aircraft hangars and other structures would be designed to withstand
earthquakes in accordance with applicable local buildina codes. Ruildina

codes, however. do not vet recoanize 1iauefaction.

Initial construction would reauire an estimated 230,000 cubic yards of earth-
work. Earthwork reauirements over the 20-vear time span of the plan would
amount to some 500,000 cubic yards. Major areas of earthwork include: lower-
ing the hill in the center of the site by as much as 25 feet; lowering the hill
at the southwest end of Runway 5-73 by about 25 feet to provide a clear runway
approach; and general excavation or £i11 within all development areas as nec-
essary to provide a compact, level base for construction. Cut material would
be used for fi11 on other parts of the site. An overall balance of cut and
£111 within the project area is anticipated. Fill slopes would be 1imited as
reauired by Federal Aviation Administration, as well as Contra Costa County,
standards. Final grades within paved areas will generallv be no greater than

2%,

Little hard rock is expected to be found within the areas to be araded. The
earthwork should be able to be accomplished by larae earthmoving eaquipment with

relative ease.

Because of the low CBR value of the soil, the structural section of pavement

would have to be sliahtly thicker than often can be used elsevhzre. Also,
measures would have to be taken to prevent shrink-swell cracking of the pave-

-46-

S



ment a5 the underlying soil beccmes saturated and then dries up. These steps
could include excavation of additional native material where the pavement would
be placed and replacing it with a subbase and/or scme type of moisture barrier.

Altsrnatives

The impacts associated with other lavouts of this site would be largelv the
same 25 those of the proposed project. Development of an alternative site
would have significantly different impacts. At the East Oaklev site, no grad-
ing of n111s would be involved, but the below water level of the around would
create coustruction difficultiss as well as reauire construction of stronger
levaes. lons ruction of an airport at the Hil1side site would entail substan-

tially more earthwork than at 3yron.

Mitiqation Measures

Excavation of the hill and other earthwork on the site would be unavoidable
elements of the project. Because of the cost of moving dirt, an objective of
the engineering desian of the facility would be to keep quantities as low as

Do§sib1e.

The enqgineer should work with soils and materials experts during design of the
proiect toassure that 1iauefaction potential and other geologic and soils con-

ditions of the site are properly taken into account.

Standard construction technioues would be used to prepare the surfaces to be

filled and to compact the fi11 material.
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Setting
Drainage

Drainage from the site flows in a generally west to east direction into one of
three different water courses. The largest of these is Brushy Creek. Extend-
ing some seven miles southwest of the site, this stream drains an area of ap-
proximately 6,800 acres and crosses the centar of the site in a northeasterly
direction. Along the north edge of the site is an unnamed tributary of Brushy
Creek that has a drainage area of some 2,500 acres extending five miles west-
ward. Only the northwestern corner of the site drains into this waterway. .
These two creeks merge near the northwest corner of *the site. The southwestern
part of the site (about 50% of the total area) drains into a small creek that
joins Brushy Creek about a mile to the east. Flow from Brushy Creek ultimate-
ly empties into the Italian Slough about two miles downstream of the site.
The latter water course is a part of the San Joaquin River delta system that
laces the entire eastern part of Contra Costa county.

The average flow volumes in these water courses are relatively smaill, but ex-
hibit significant peak flows during rain storms. Brushy Creek, for example,
has an average annual flow of 3 cfs (cubic feet per second), but peaks at
around 2,600 cfs. According to U.S. Geological Survey topological maps, both
Brushy Creek and its northern tributary are perennial streams (flowing all year
around) upstream of the site, but become intermittant (flowing only seasonally
or during storms) as they cross the site. The southern tributary is completely
intermittant.

The natural courses of these waterways have been extensively altered both on
the site and downstream from it. These changes were done at various points in
time and for various reasons. Examination of old aerial photographs reveals
that very 1ittle alteration had been done prior to 1950. Early woirk on the
original airstrip in the 1960's resulted in rerouting of the northerly tribu-
tary of Brushy Creek around the northwest end of Runway 14-32., Other work was
done on the west side of the airfield including construction of drainage
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ditches and moving of dirt to slightly raise the runway elevation. More exten
sive work, especially the realigmment of Brushy Creek, was done in the last few
years when Runway l4~32 was paved and extended to the southeast. Downstream of

the site, much charne! modification has occurred within the last 10 years. In
the area between Byron Hot Springs Road and Byron Highway, Brushy Creek and
both of its tributaries have been realigned and channel ized to allow creation

of irrigated fields.
Fioodir

Floeding 17 a yrodlem in the area, although no flood control plan has been
adopted.  strip of land averaging about 600 feet wide along Brushy Creek is
indicated as = “‘ood hazard zone on U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment 1976 Flcod hazard maps as well as on associated county maps. Most of
the existing airfieid is also within this flood zone. Significant problems
have occurred along the north tributary of Brushy Creek where it parallels and
then crosses under Armstrong Road. Flooding in this area has blocked the road
in recent years. The County Public Works Department has directed the current
owners of the airfield property to remedy this situation. Flooding probiems
also occur slightly downstream of this area where Brushy Creek, joined by its
northerly tributary, pass under the Byron-Bethany Irrigation District canal.
At peak tlow periods, water will back up behind the canal or overfiow into it.
The Irrigation District has not rectified this situation in large part because

of the expense that would be involved.

Yernal Pools

Relatively rare hydrological features, vernal pools, exist on the site. These
pools occur in locations where the topography and the nature of the underlying
soil are such that rainwater collects in them during storms and is unable to
drain out. Instead, the water slowly evaporates during the spring. The result
is a very special ized habitat for certain species of plants. This topic 1s
discussed thoroughly in the Vegetation and Wildlife section.
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Irrigation Canal

A tinal hydrological feature in the area, mentionad above, is the irrigation
canal, the 45 Canal, operated by the Byron-Bethany Irrigation District. Rough-
1y following the 45-foot contour 11ne, the canal flows northward from the Cal-
ifornia Aqueduct about one mile south of the site. The canal is an open chan-
nel having a minimum flow of 100 cfs. For about 2,800 feet south of Armstrong
Road 1t is concrete 1ined, trapezoidal in cross section with a width of 22 feet
across the top; the next section to the south, zbout one mile in length, has
only earthen embankments. 7he canal primarily serves adjacent agricultural
lands, but is under consideration as a source of water for the town of Byron.

Impacts
Drainage

Construction of the project would necessitate changes to both the natural and
man-made hydrological features on the site. Tradeofis between impacts on
Brushy Creek and the vernal pool system on one hand and the irrigation canal on
the other hand were considered in the design of the proposed airport. Compared
to other layout alternatives, the proposed design has minimal effect on the

natural hydrology.

Alterations to Brushy Creek and its northern tributary would mostly be 1imited
to overcrossings and improvements to correct flooding problems. The overcros-
sings, for taxiways and an access road, would be accomplished by installation
of culverts to accommodate the water tlow. Such culverts probably would not
exceed 100 feet in length. Aircraft parking and building areas avoid the

existing creek beds.

The natural drainage of most of the area proposed for airport facility devel-
opment is to the southeast into the southern tributary of Brush Creek. Based
upon a preliminary engineering evaluation, it is anticipated that this direc-
tion ot tlow would be maintained for most of the paved areas of the airport.
Kemoval of most of the 86-foot hill on the eastern edge of Brushy Creek could
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have same impact of drainage flow into the creek and adjacent vernal pools.
Depending upon the fina) engineering design of the facilities, the flow pos-
sibly could either increase or decrease, but im either case the change is ex-
pected to be small. Provisions would be made both on site and, if necessary,
off site to accommodate any additional flow into the southern tributary. At-
tention would be given in engineering design of the facilities to avoid any
significant changes in the drainage into the large vernal pool located in the

southeast corner of the site.
Water CQuaiity

Water flov‘ng Trom paved areas of the site would contain minor amounts of rub-
ber, oil, debriss otc. Such deposits would be comparable to those coming from
paved roads and, although representing an increase from current conditions, are
not expected to have any significant impact on water quality. Runoff from any
central fueling facilities on the airport would be run through a clarifier to
eliminate the water contamination that might occur from activities in these
areas. VYegetation would be reestablished in cut and fi11 areas to minimize any

erosion that might occur.

Existing water supply wells in the area are generally shallow (less than 40-
feet deep). Care would need to be taken in the design of an on-site wastewater
treatment facility airport to avoid groundwater contamination.

Flooding

Construction of the airport can be regarded as an opportunity to reduce or
eliminate scme of the existing flooding problems in the area, particularily
along Armstrong Road. Measures that would be taken could include earthwork to
modify existing dikes, enlargement of culverts, and creation of retention

ponds.

Irrigation Canai

Impacts on the 45 Canal would be extensive, but, with proper design, should not
affect its operation. Up to 2,800 feet of the canal in the vicinity of where
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1t now crosses Byron Hot Springs Road would ultimately need to be placed in a
covered pipe. The pipe would be designed to assure that it does not constrain

the capacity of the canal. New connections to serve the irrigated pastures

east of this section of the canal may be necessary.

Mitigation Measures

Measures to mitigate the hydrological impacts of the proposed project would
mostly be incorporated into the engineering design of the facilities, These

include:

o Designing drainage fram construction areas to avoid significant changes

in tlow into the vernal poo!é.

o Assuring that existing drainage courses are adequate to handie the ad-
ditional tlow from the airport. If necessary, impirovements would be
made to any man-made channels. Establishment o7 on-site ponds to hold

excess runoff should be considered.

o Installing a clarifier through which all drainage from around any cen-

tral fueling facilities would run.

o Reestablishing vegetation in cut and fill areas to minimize erosion.

o Designing changes to the 45 Canal so as to avoid impairment of its
utility.

Any unanticipated impacts that might arise after construction of the facilities

would be dealt with as necessary.

Coordination with other involved agencies has been established as a principal
means of avoiding problems. This coordination shouid be maintained during the
engineering and construction phases of the project. The Army Corps of Engi-
neers is one such agency. Prajects having signiticant affects on wetlands or
certain streams require that a permit be obtained from the Corps. Correspon-
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dsnca from the Corps, concludes that neither Brushy Creek nor the vernal pools

constitute areas of concern to that Agency. Nonetheless, the Corps should be
notified regarding the final designs before construction commences.

Another agency with which coordination would continue to be essential is the
Byron-Bethany Irrigation District. Initial contact with the District indicates
thet the proposed changes to the 45 Canal should be possible. A formal request
and approval would be necessary during the engineering design, however. The
timing .7 tha project comstruction to avoid disruption of irrigation water
service is expected to be important. Coordination should be maintaired with
the adjace t iundowners whose field irrigation may be affected by the project.
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Setting
Introduction

Information regarding the existing vegetation and wiidlife on the site was ob~
tained from several sources. Most significantly, the site was surveyed by a
professional biologist familiar with the types of habitats occurring there.
The objective of this field reconnaissance was to identify the species of
plants and animals established on the site and especially to search fer certain
rare and endangered species thought possibly to inhabit the area. Herbarium
specimens of the plant species of concern were examiined to aid in the on-site
identification process. The field survey was conductad in early April 1985;
this is considered an ideal time to find the local plants in bloom, particu-
larly those of special concern. Other information sources included a liter-
ature search and a computerized check of the California Department of Fish and
Game Natural Diversity Data Base. Both provide data regarding where different
plant and animal species have previously been identified. Also examined were
current and historical aerial photographs of the site.

Five general ized habitat types are found on the site: vernal pools, freshwater
wetland, introduced annual grassland, cultivated land, and disturbed areas.
These are each described below, followed by a discussion of the vegetation and
wildlife of special concern. The locations of each habitat type are depicted

in Figure 9.

Habitat Types

Yernal Pools: The rarest of the habitat types found at the site are vernal
pools. Vernal pools are small depressions found in certain grassland areas.
Fi11ing with water during winter rains; they slcwly evaporate during the spring
and in the process thay support a unique variety of plant 1ife.
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Their existence is dependent upon a particular combination of soil, topo graph-
fical, and hydrological conditions. The floor of vernal pools is usually comr
posed of_an'alka11ne. hardpan, impervious type of soil that prevents drainage.
The topography consists of shallow basins (sometimes calied hogwallows) sur-
rounded by distinct hummocks (mima mounds). Hydrologicaily, the basins must
have some inflow of water, but not so much that they lose the opportunity to
dry out. The springtime evaporation of water from the pools concentrates ions
in the remaining water and in the soil, creating the alkaline conditions and

intensifying the hardpan effect.

The vegetation of vernal pools is unique. Plant species have evoived very nar-
rowly to the specific conditions of the pools and most are not found in other
types of habitats. Different species have adapted to the varying amounts of
inundation associated with the pools. Thus as the water level recedes in the
spring, the plants coming into flower cften appear in concentric rings of dif-
ferent species and colors around the drying pool margins. Microclimate dif-
ferences between even adjacent pools is common. variations in drainage, soil
moisture, salinity, seed availability and other factors can result in each pool
having a different composition of species than 1ts neightors. Even within a
given pool, the species apparent may vary from year to year depending upon the
amount and temporal pattern of rainfall received.

Vernal pools once were much more widespread than they are today. Before Eur—
onean settlement of California, vernal pools are belleved to have bsen rel-
atively common throughout the central valley in low-1lying, poorly drained
soils. Most have been eliminated by agricultural expansion, water controi
projects, and urban development. The California Department of Fish and Game
classifies vernal pools as rare or endangered habitats. Few vernal pools occur

outside of California.

The project site contains four fairly distinct clusters of vernal pools
stretching for about 1.5 miles along a northwest - southeast axis (for purposes
of discussion, these clusters are labeled poois A, B, C» and D). These clus-—
ters vary in size from about 28 to 100 acres. Altogether, some 16% of the site
consists of vernal pool type of habitat. Because of differences in natural
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sncitions &s well as man-made changes caused by creek channelization and the
construction of levees, the existing airfield runways, and the pipelines, the
quality and diversity of the pools vary.

The field survey revealed the northwesternmost of the pool clusters -— pool
area A, located west of the intersection of the existing airfield runways -= to
have a substantial diversity of species and a high wildlife habjtat value des-
pite obvious man-made alterations to its original state. There is evidence of
earth ramoval and grad1ng'of the area. Nonethsless, the underlying hardpan re-
meins and the native vegetation has reestablished itself even though the shape
of the p021s has undoubtedly been changed. The flora of this area (particul-
arly Suaer»_frotinosa and Allenrolfia occidentalis) indicates that these pools
are more 21kz]ine than the others. The larger pools in area A also may support
tvo uncommon crasses (Qrcuttia and Neostapfia) that grow only on the dried bot-
toms of large vernal pools and vernal lakes; these, however, could not be iden-
tified during the April field survey in that the larger pools still contained
standing water at the time. The great diversity of wildlife in this area 1s
due in part to the prolonged presence of standing water and probably also part-
1y to the exclusion of cattle because of the proximity of the the existing air-
field runways. Birds identified during the April visit included, red-winged
blackbird, black-necked stilt, black-shouldered kite, mallard, gull, savannah
sparrow, long-billed curlew, and marsh hawk. Also noted were coyote and rabbit
or hare tracks around the muddy margins of the pools. The smaller pools, al-
though not used by wildliife to the same extent as the larger pools, contain an
unusual and highly specialized animal population that includes amphibian lar-

vae, fairy shrimp, and other smail crustaceans.

The pools in area B, situated at the southeast end of the existing Runway 14~
32, are comparatively undisturbed. The most significant modifications have
been to the drainage patterns along the northern and eastern edges as a result
of the runway construction, realignment of Brushy Creek, and construction of
the pipelires. Also, the vegetation has been somewhat trampled by cattie.
Overall. the diversity of plant species in area B, particularly in the undis-
turbed western side, was found to be greater than in either area A or C. The

pools in this area appeared to be the least alkaline.
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Area C, in the southeastern portion of Section 22, was noted to have less di-
versity of plant species than the preceding areas. In contrast to the other

pool areas where each pool is largely unique in its floral composition, those
in area C are more homogeneous. Heavier cattle grazing may contribute signif=

icantly to this condition,

The largest pool cluster is Area D, nearly 100 acres in size; situated east of
Byron Hot Springs Road and south of the 45 Caral. This area was not surveyed
during the April reconraissance. It is known, however, to be one of the best
examples of vernal pcois in the vicinity of the project.

Ereshwater Wetlands: This habitat type occurs in small patches along Brushy
Creek west of the existing airfield and the tributary creek to the north. It
also includes man-made ponds situated immediately north of the present airfiald
buildings. In total, wetlands comprise less than 1% of the site. These areas
differ from the vernal pools in that the water flow is deeper and more con-
stant. Emergent vegetation consequently is more permanent and includes peren-
nial plants such as cattails, tule, and bulrushes. The wetlands provide a
water supply, a rich food resource, and a varied source of cover that together
give it a high wildlife habitat value. Moreover, the presence of the wetlands
increases the habitat value of the adjacent vernal pools and grassland areas.

Introduced Annual Grassland: Grasslands occupy the bulk of the site (over 60%)

and are the most common habitat type in the area. The vegetation includes a
high proportion of introduced annual grasses together with a mixturs of native
and nonnative spring wildflowers. Except near the existing runways, the grass-
lands on the site have been heavily grazed by cattle. Grasslands have impor-
tant habitat value for raptorial birds and other animals that hunt by sight.
Their prey includes insects and small birds and mammals. The smaller species
feed on seeds and other parts of the plants. W1ildlife idantified during the
field survey included golden eagle, march hawk, turkey vulture, black-
shouldered kite, horned lark; meadowlark, and savannah spariow; plus pocket
gopher, black-tailed jackrabbit (scat)., and coyote (tracks).
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Cultivated Land: Cultivated land is 1imited to the eastern edge of the site
(totally about 13%), east of the 45 Canal. Agricultural use consists of irri-
cated pasture; no crops are grownh on the land. The area has lov wildlife hab-

itat value.

Disturbed Areas: Included in this category are areas (about 8% of the site)
occupied by structures or paved for roads or airfield runways and taxiways.
The vecatation and wildlife value is minimal.

Plant and Animal Species of Concern

This dizcus. 3" focuses on specific rare or endangered species of plants and
animals which 1iterature sources and other data indicates could be present at
the site. A special effort was made during the field survey to look for these
species. A listing of all species identified at the site is included in Ap-

pendix B.

Plants: Species of concern in the area include Amsinickia grandiflora. l.as-
thenia conjugens. Eschscholtzia rhombipetala, and Iropidocarpum capparideum.
None of these were found at the site in the habitats suitable for their exis-
tence. A variety of l.asthenia, L. fremontii, was noted in several of the ver—
nal pools on the southern and western parts of the sits, but this variety is

not classified as rare or endangered.

Animals: The animal species of greatest concern in the project area is the San
Joaquin kit fox. This species is classified as rare on the California Endang-
ered Species List and as endangered on the Federal Endangered Species List.
The site lies about five miles northwest of the Bethany Reservoir and a similar
distance east of the Los Vaqueros region, two of the known habitats of the kit
fox, and has been thought to be on the edge of their territory. Typical signs
of kit fox presence in an area include mounded sprays of freshly dug dirt out-
side oval holes, trails beaten through the grass converging on holes, and scat

and remains of prey.
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No such signs were found on the site during the April fieid survey. No holes
suitable for dens were noted. Equally importantly, there was almost no evi-
dence of ground squirrels or badgers, favorite prey of the kit fox; Pocket
gophers are common on the site, but their was no indication of canine digging
around their burrows. Canine footprints found in the mud around the vernal
pools were determined to be coyote; iven these findings, 1t is concluded that,
if kit fox ever are present on the site, their uss of the area is 1imited to
occasional hunting of casual territorial movements.

Another species of concern in the area, according to the California Department
of Fish and Game, is the prairie falcon. Nests have been reported within five
miles of the site. This bird probably includes the airport area in iis hunting
territory, but none were spotted during the reconnaissance.

Alternatives

No detailed study or field investigation of the vegetation and wildl ife on the
alternative sites has been conducted. The principal habitat types of these
sites can be generally characterized, however. East Oakley is rich pasture
jand for cattle; it is mostly within the natural inundation area of the San
Joaquin/Sacramento River Delta and is kept from flooding by leveas. The Hill-
side site is primarily open rangeland on roiling hills. The Southeast Brent-
wood site is composed of intensively cultivated crop land and orchards.

Jmpacts
Habitats

A major design criterion in the layout of the proposad airport was to avoid
el imination or disturbance of the most critical habitats. The habitats most
impacted by the project would be grasslands and vernal pool area C.

Vernal pool area A would remain unchanged by the profect, except for the min-
imum amount of alterations that might be necessary to correct the flooding
problems along Amstrong Road. Area C would also be left mostly undisturbed.



Impacts would be 1imited to construction of the airport access road across {ts
northeast corner and the possibility that removal of the hill to the east could
scmevhat affect the drainage flow into the area. Area C, identified as the
least significant of the vernal pool areas, would be eliminated during the mid
to long-range phases of airport facility construction. Area D would be im-
pacted only at 1ts northern end. where some of'it would be covered by runway
construction. In total, approximately 35 acres of the estimated 200 acres of
varpal 2ol haditst on the site would be eliminated by the projsct. Altern-
ative 1avouts for the airport all would have substantially greater impact on

“he verna! nnno’ 4.

The freshwater  stlands along Brushy Creek and its northern tributary are
similarly progozed to be disturbed as 1ittle as possible by the proposed proj-
ect. The northwestern end of the airport building area, for example, stops at
the cresk boundary. Impacts on the creek are expected to be 1imited to minor
drainage changes resulting from grading of the area to the east, flood control
measures, and new crossings for the airport access road and a taxiway. The
greatest impact these changes would have on the habitat value would be ol imi-
nation of scme of the animal burrows and other habitat on the eastern side of
Brushy Creek where the existing 86-foot hill would be lowered by some 20 feet.
Alternative plans would necessitate channelization or piping as much as 6,000
feet of the existing Brushy Creek and northern tributary.

Approximately 175 acres of grassiand (open pasture) and 20 acres of cultivated
land (irrigated pasture) would be eliminated over the 20-year development of
the project. Portions of areas within the runway clear zonas could continue to
be available for cattle grazing. To the extent possible, water would continue
to be supplied to the remainder of irrigated pastures partially taken by the
project, although the configuration of the irrigation system could need to be
changed. Other possible layouts of the airport would have somewhat 1ess of an
impact on grasslands and generally none on cultivated areas.

Same disturbed areas would be reused as part of the proposed airport. Other
areas would be abandoned. A total of approximately 230 acres not now covered

by development would be disturbed by completion of the project.
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Species of Concern

No rare or endangered species of plants or animals were determined to exist on
the site and the project is designed to minimize or altogether avoid disturb-
ance of the habitats where they would have most 1ikely been found. The project
would not affect the existence of any species oi plant or animai. The project
would eliminate grassland and the associated vegetation that providas habitat
for small mammals and other common wildlife. These animals would be displaced

by the project.
Alternatives

No comprehensive investigation has been done of the impacts that would occur if
another airport site was developed instead of the one proposed. Considering
the vastly different types of habitats on each of the sites, the impacts would

obviously be substantially different as well.

Mitigation Measures

It 1s anticipated that most of the impacts that would raquire special mitiga-
tion measures have been avoided or minimized by the proposed design of the
project. However, the specific areas to be disturbed by the project should
again be surveyed by a biologist prior to when construction of major new phases
of work commences. If any species of concern are discovered at that time or
even after work is in progress, efforts would be made to find the most suitable

mitigation measures.

As mitigation for elimination of one area of vernal pools, the bulk of the
other vernal pool areas on the site are proposed to be dedicated as nature pre-
serves. Oversight of these areas perhaps could be delegated to a pubiic or
private entity specifically concerned with their ecological importance,

The possibility of creating new vernal pools in another location has bean con~

sidered as an additional mitigation measure. Vernal pools, however, are a com-
plex mosaic of soils and plants, Evidence frcm biologists indicates that ver-
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nal pools probably cannot be created by man. Nonetheless, it may be possible
to recreate a vernal pool that has disappeared as a result of manmade drainage
changes. There are places on the site where vernal pools may once have existed
before levees were constructed, altering the natural drainage pattern. The
possibility that removal of some of these levees could reestablish vernal pools
without disrupting areas proposed for aviation uses should be investigated.
Removal of lavees also may allow Brushy Creek to follow more of its natural
course, thus allcwing any former freshwater wetland areas to be reestabl ished.

Drainage patterns from the proposed construction areas should be designed to
minimize changes in the flow of water into vernal pool areas unless such
changes weuld be heneficial to the vernal pool habitat. When the project is
being engineerad, biologists should be consulted regarding vernal pool drainage

nzeds.

As a replacement for the removal of irrigated pasture, the possibility that
irrigation water can be supplied to nonaviation, currently dry pasture, por-
tions of the sits should be investigated.

-62-



sSetting

A review of 1iterature and other data has revealed no recorded prehistoric or
historic archaeological sites within the propoced project area. One historic
site 1s located nearby, however, and theie is scme indication that historic
artifacts could be found within the project boundaries. No field reconnais-
sance of the area has been conducted as part of the current study and there is

no record of any past surveys.

The one nearby site is Byron Hot Springs. It is included on the county 1ist of
historic places. The Hot Springs Hotel was a popular recreation and health spa
for prominent citizens of the San Francisco Bay Area from the 1880's until the
early 1900's when the natural hot springs dried up. The facilities were used
as a Japanese prisoner of war camp during World War II. Several major his-
torically significant structures and other smaller ones still stand, including
the hotel, baths, manager's house, and cottages. All are in dilapidated conm
dition. There 1s evidence that scme of the smaller buildings are occupied. A
possibility exists that a publ ic park could be establ ished on the site (see

Recreation section).

An historic map of Contra Costa County depicts some settlement in the project
vicinity (McMahon - 1885). Extensive agricultural activities and, to a lesser
extent, other development have greatly disturbed the natural surface of the
earth in the area and probably would have covered any artifacts that may be
there. Nevertheless, 1t is possible that artifacts associated with early farm
steads could be found on the project site.

Other than the hangars on the existing Byron Airpark, the only buildings within
the development area of the proposed project are two barns located adjacent %o
each other about 1,300 feet west of Byron Hot Springs Road and Holey Road. Ac-
cording to the property owner, both were built 1n the 1940's and primarily are

used for storage of hay.

-63-

L



Impacts

The project would have no direct impact on any krown archaeologically signif-
jcant features. The only structures that vould need to be removed as a result
of the project are the two barns and one hangar building.

An indirect impact of the project would be an increase of already existing alr-
craft o ariights of Byron Hot Springs. A minor amount of noise impact would
rasylt, byt the historic value of the site would not be degraded.

Mitigatier Maasures

A field survey of the project arsea should be conducted by a qualified arch=-
asologist during the initial engineering design phase of the project.

If any artifacts are found during construction activities, work in that area
should cease until an archaeologist can investigate and determine the possible
archaeological value. This provision should be stated in the project construc=

tion specifications.
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Setting
Existing Land Uses

Southeastern Contra Costa County is a rural area characterized by primarily
low-intensity agricultural activities. Cattie grazing is the most cammon land
use, some on irrigated pasture, but mostiy on open rangeland. The soils,
especially those near the projsct site, generally are inadequate to support
crop production.

The small unincorporated community of Byron, population under 1,000, and the
growing resort community of Discovery Bay with presently over 3,000 residents:
are the only areas of ‘concentrated development within six miles of the proposed
airport. Within a mile of the site, residential development is Timited to a
total of about 20 dwellings mostly located to the west along Armstrong Road and
to the east along Byron Hot Springs Road. The age of these dwellings ranges
from less than 5 to more than 40 years and the quality also varies greatly.
Three of the dwellings are mobile homes. The nearest school to the airport
site is the Byron Elementary School located 2.5 miles north.

The location of most of these land uses are depicted on the Approach Protection

Plan (Figure 3).

Future Land Use

For the most part, land uses in the area have historically changed very slowly.
The one major exception to this pattern has been the rapid sprsad of wind farm
development during the past five years. Beginning in the windiest locations of
the Altamont Pass in adjacent Alameda County, construction of new wind turbines
has moved northward to within 1.0 miles south of the airport site and, as noted
in Chapter IV and elsewhere in this chapter, is now proposed for two properties
immediately adjacent to the site. This trend is significant in several res-
pects:
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o #ind farms are highly compatible with the cattle grazing for which the land

has been used.

o The wind farms effectively preclude extensive residential development on

the properties involved.

o The value of lands suitable for wind farm development has risen substan-
tially. Although it is too early to accurately predict the effect, early
est:mztes ars that the land values have about tripled. Soon to be imple~
mentod¢ changes in the tax structure invelving wind turbines (see Socioecon—
omics and Housing section) also could affect the land values, probably in a
dowrward direction.

A potential davelopment that could have even more significant consequences for
the southeastern part of the county is the Los Vaqueros Reservoir. This proj-
ect, known formally as the Los Vaqueros Offstream Storage Unit, has been pro-
posed by the California Department of Water Resources to augment the yield of
the State Water Project. It would consist of two large reservoirs in the vi-
cinity of Vasco Road southwest of Byron. The main reservoir would cover an
area of up to 7.5 square miles and would require relocation of the road. A
secondary reservoir, the Kellogg Forebay, would cover nearly 0.9 square miles
extending up a narrow valley to about one mile west of the present Byron Air-
park. If the water project is built, much of the adjacent land could be devel-
oped as a park and the reservoir itself could be open to recreational use. The
impacts of such a development undoubtedly would extend to the land uses and
road system throughout the area.

Impacts

Implementation of the proposed project would permanently change the land use of
the site and could also affect the future uses of surrounding lands.

On Site

The most substantial land use change would be the conversion of a small, pri-
vately owned airport plus nearly 1,000 acres of adjacent land into what ulti-
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mately would become a full-fledged, public airport. A total of some 12 parcels
with six different owners are included within the proposed 1,270-acre fee sim

ple acquisition area. Tab]e 2 1n Chapter III 1ists tha parcels involved. The
distribution of different types of land uses within the acquisition area is

summarized in the Vegetation and Wildlife section.

Other than the existing Byron Airpark facilities, improvements on the affected
property are minimal. Two barns, described in the Archaeology ssction, are
situated within the building area of the proposed airport and would have to be
removed. An irrigation system has been installed on some 170 acres of pasture
1and located within the acquisition area mostly east of Byron Hot Springs Road.
A portion of this acreage would be encompassed by the runway system, but the
remainder could be leased from the county and remain in use as agricuitural
Jand. Other improvements on the site include the previously described irriga-
tion canal and high-pressure gas and oil pipelines. Although undergrounding of
a portion of the canal would be required, 1ts use as well as that of the pipe-
lines would not be impaired by the project.

Only one dwelling is located within the proposed'fea simple acquisition area of
the airport. This house is situated in the southwestern corner of the Byron
Airpark property. Although it would be acquired as part of the acquisition of
the Airpark, it is not in an area needed for aviation-related uses and its

removal would not be necessary.

Airport Environs

The project would have three types of potential effects on land use near the
airport site proper. In simplest terms, these impacts can respectively be des-
cribed as proscriptive, indirect, and qualitative in character.

Proscriptive: The proposed conservation and avigation easements would prohibit
certain types of land uses in the airport environs. Only those land uses com-
patible with airport activities would be permitted. Noise-sensitive uses (such
as residential development) and other uses (such as schools or shopping cen-
ters, however unlikely they may be) that would have high concentrations of
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ceopie would not be acceptable for &reas beneath tho runway approaches. Res-
trictions would also be necessary on the height of structures and on other con-
ditions (e.g. production of smoke or glare) that might create hazards to air-
craft in fl1ight. There is 1ittle pressure for development in the airport vi-
cinity other than wind farms and perhaps some additional residences;y conse-
quently, these types of potential land uses are the ones most likely to be af-

fected by the proposed rastrictions.

Wind farms would bs a problem close to the planned runways because of the
height of the turbines (ppes_proposed for the area are up to 145 feet highl.

Of the twe wind farme proposed for development adjacent to the airport, con-
structicn wonld be restricted cn a fourth to a third of the property as indi-
cated or the Auproach Protection Plan. Other wind farms that may in the future
be proposed for the airport vicinity would have to be evaluated on a case~by-
case basis with the height of the turbines being the primary consideration.

Residential davelopment is proposed to be precluded from areas that would regu-
1arly be subjected to low-altituds aircraft overflights (below about 400 feet
AGL). Noise, safety, and nuisance impacts are 2all concerns. Based on a den-
sity of one dwelling units per existing parcel, potential construction of up to
11 residences would be precluded. If the property could be subdivided to the
maximum extent allowed under current zoning (an improbable prospect. because of
various requirements), a total of some 183 possible dwellings would be affect-

ed.

There is no conflict between the proposed airport plan and the preliminary plan
for Los Vaqueross Reservoir and associated facilities. The Tuway Canal would
be about 1.0 mile southwest of the approach end of Runway 5.

Indirect: The possible indirect land use impact of the proposed airport 1s
that 1t could stimuiate a demand for other development in the vicinity. This
agrowth inducement issue is discussed in the following chapter.

Qualitative: The third kind of 1and use impact that the project would have on
the surrounding area is a difficult one to assess. It concerns the quality of
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life that the areas's residents enjoy. The assessment is difficult because to
a great extent this factor depends on each individual's perception of the
area's character and what elements of it are most important. Many neople un-
doubtedly value the area's quiet, rural atmosphere and would object to any type
of development that would give a sense of more "hustie and bustie.” The proj-
ect would affect the character of the area -~ there would be more aircraft
overflights and vehicle traffic and just a generally higher ievel of activity.
How much this change would disturb people would vary from individual to indiv-

idual.

Alternatives

The land uses differ among each of the alternative airport sites and the im
pacts would vary accordingly. The East Oakley site would primarily affect pas-
ture land of an operating dairy. Land uses on and around the Hillside site are
similar to those at Byron -- grazing land on the site with scattered rural res-
jdences around the periphery. The Southeast Brentwood site 1s in intensive
agricultural production plus some dwellings would be ancompassed within the

site boundaries.

The 1and use impacts of alternative layouts for the Byron site would differ
from those of the proposed project mostly in a matter of degree. The total
acreage to be acquired would vary to some extent depending upon the config-
uration of the runways and their relationship to existing parcel 1ines. The
proposed wind farms would be more severely restricted by those alternatives in
which the primary runway would be west of the proposed alignment. Also, ac-
quisition of dwellings would be necessary with some layouts.

Mitigation Measures
Acquisition

The removal of land from agricultural production is the principal impact the
project would have on existing land uses. This impact can partially be miti-
gated by allowing 1and not needed for development of airfieid faciiities to be
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1az3ed out for compatible agricultural uses. In places closest to the runway,
the use would be 1imited to growing and cutting of grass or hay; inm locations
£ar enough away for a fence to be constructed around the runway, cattlie could
be allowed to graze. The 1and could be leased to adjacent landowners or as a
plot (or plots) independant of the adjoining parcels. The possibility that
some of this land could be irrigated should be‘investigated. Agricultural uses
would continue to be acceptable on all property proposed to be covered by con-

servation or avigation easements.

A possibie @xpansion of this purchase—and-]ease—back arrangement would be for
the couw » -0 acquire conservation easements rather than fee simple on certain
porticrs 7 the proposed airpn=t site. The proposed acquisition boundary gen-
arally fo 1exe sisting parcel lines (only three of the 12 parcels in the fee
simnle acquisition area would be split). The result 1s that some land would be
acquired that is not essential to airport needs. There may be advantages to
trimming off some of the edges of the acquisition area illustrated in the pro=
posed plan. Similarly, much of the 1and within the clear zones might not need
to be purchased in fee if it could be assured that only compatible agricultural
uses would take place there (the FAA, however, may require the fee simple pur=
chase). These means of mitigating the impacts of land acquisition should be
examined when the property purchases are being negotiated. It could be found
+hat they would both reduce the acquisition costs and be beneficial to the

1 andowhei*S.

Incompatible Uses

A potentially more significant 1and use impact associated with the project is
the possibility that development incompatible with airport activities could
occur around the site. The project proposes two major measures to mitigate

against this possibility.

o The fee simple acquisition area would extend beyond the projected 20-year
needs of the airport to protect for the ultimate foreseeable development.
The ultimate runway clear zonss are included within the proposed property

11ine.
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o Proposed conservation and avigation easements would permanently assure land
use compatibility in areas extending more than a mile from the airport
while allowing the underlying ownership of the 1and to remain private.

In addition to these actions, other land use controls that should be considered

include:

Airport-¥icinity Height Limit Zoning Ordinance: Such an ordinance would gener-

ally parallel the 1imits set by the avigation easements, but could be imple~
mented prior to when the easements would be obtained on some properties. Also,

it would cover a broader area than the avigation easements.

LGuuaLLaniJuuLZQning: The County could modify the current 1and use zoning

for the airport vicinity as appropriate to assure that only those uses compat-
ible with the airport wouid be permitted. Given the predcminantly agricultural
zoning of the area, few changes would likely be necessary.

Buygx;ﬂua:gngss;fxgg:am: The County could institute a program requiring that

prospective buyers of property in the airport vicinity be notified by their
real estate agent and/or title company regarding the proximity of the airport
arnd the type and level of activity anticipated to occur there. Such a program
could reduce the nuisance impact of the airport by eliminating the surprise
factor and enabling individuals who might be most annoyed by aircraft over-
flights to avoid moving to the area.

Ad1:unjiJJuuLlEﬁLJZumnissinn_Elan: The new airport would come under the juris-

diction of the Contra Costa County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) and the
commission would probably adopt a 1and use compatibility plan for the airport
environs. Such a plan would address the noise, safety, and height 1imit
aspects c¢f compatibility between the airport and its surroundings. Moreover,
state law requires that the local land use plan and zoning designations be
consistent with the ALUC plan unless specific steps are taken to override the

commission's plan.
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HATURAL RESOURCES

Setting

The natural resource in the area that is most significant to the project is

wind energy. The extent of local wind energy development is described in the
“and Ura mechisr.  Nearly 5,000 wind turbines of various designs and sizes have

been e . -4 iv .= around the Altamont Pass to take advantage of the strong
and cons’ i winds. The best wind conditions are found on the hills bord-
ering -gg, Farther nort>. in the vicinity of the proposed airport, the
hills &, o .+d =ie wind conditions are more marginai. With present tech-
poicgy. an “vorate wind speed of ahout 11 mph is considered necessary for a
wind farm to oo wractical. A discussion of the economics of wind farms follows

in the Socineconomics and Housing section.

The agricultural value of the land is low. This topic is discussed 1n the
Vegetation and Wildlife and the Land Use sections.

Jmpacis

If the airport is to be built, construction of wind turbines 1n certain areas
close to the airport would have to be prohibited or restricted as described and
{1lustrated in Figure 10 in the Airspace analysis. Approximately 258 to 33% of
the maci.ines proposed for installation west and southeast of the site would be
affectad. Although the differences may be slight, the portion of each of the
wind farms that would be precluded represents generally the poorer part in

terms of wind energy potential.

Another type of impact that the project would have on natural resources is the
consumption of materials for construction of the airport pavement and other fa-
cilities. Base rock and asphalt would be the two major construction compon=

ents. No particular difficulty in locally obtaining these materials is antic-

ipated.
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Alternatives

Evaluation of the alternatives conducted during the site selection phase of the
project indicated that the most significant natural resources existing on those

sites are good agricultural soils on the East Oakley and Southeast Brentwood
sites and sand at the Hillside site. Development of these sites xould 1imit
the future use of the soils, but would have poientially allowed or even in-
creased the rate of sand extraction. Each of the alternative sites would con-
sume somewhat 1ess natural rescurces for constructicn materials because of the

lack of a need for a second runway.

Alternative layouts of the Byron site, as noted in the Airspace section, would
have a more significant impact on wind turbine development than the proposed
plan has. Similar amounts of construction materials would be used in each

plan.

Mitigation Measures

The project was designed to minimize the necessary restrictions or proposed
wind farm sites. Short of not building a new airport at the Byron site, no

other mitigation measures are suggested.

Efforts should be made to avoid wastagae of natural resources used in construc-

tion of the project.
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Setting

Eastern Contra Costa County is socioeconomically an area of generally modest
incomes. The characteristics of the area differ from north to south, however.
The northern part, around Oakley. is experiencing rapid growth in part because
the hames in the new subdivisions there are among the least expensive in the
San Francisco Bay Area. Brentwood and vicinity, in the central part of the
East Courty: 15 also increasing in population; however, intensive agricultural
production, including various types of orchards and other crops, is still the
economic mainstay of the ccmmunity. Agricultural activities, primarily cen-
tered around cattle raising, are also the principal sources of income in the
southeastern corner of the county surrounding Byron and the project site. The
recent spread of wind turbine development in the hills near the county line has

provided a new source of income for some of the area's landowners.

Wind farms typically are developed by wind energy companies that obtain invest-
ment money from private parties, lease the land from local landowners, and then
install and maintain the wind turbines. A typical wind turbine costs about
$150,000 to install. The annual revenue to the landowner can average about
$1,000 per machine; at 2 to 5 acres per machine the resulting $200 to $500 per
acre income is significantly more than the typical $115 per acre that can be
obtained from cattle grazing (San Francisco Chronicle = 1985). Local govern-
ments also benetit financially from wind farm development. Property tax rev-
enues can amount to about $1,900 per turbine initially, but this figure de-
creases rapidly as the equipment is depreciated. Over a 20-year 1ifespan of a
wind turbine that was worth $150,000 new, the total personal property tax as-
sessment would be approximately $20,000.

A major incentive to investment in wind farm development 1in recent years has
been the federal and state tax credits given for alternative energy sources.
The intention behind these programs has been to help the get industry past the
initial expense of developing-a new technology. Now, though, the credits are
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schedulad to expire (federal at the end of 1985, state within three vears) and
are not expected to be renewed. What affect this expiration will have upon
future wind farm development in the area is still uncertain.

= -“‘M. .
As noted in the Land Use section, some 20 dwel1inas are l1ocated within a mile

of the proposed airport. These dwellings vary from modern: large hcmes to

older farm house to mobile haomes.

Grants for airport development are availabie from the Federal Aviation Admini-
stration and the Califeornia Division of Azronautics. Approximately 90% of the

construction costs are eligible for federal and state funding.

Impacts

Except for the restrictions that would be posed on wind farm development. the
project's impacts on socioeconomic and housing conditions in the east county

are anticipated to be relativelv minor. The airport itself would be a smaill
additional source of employment in the area. Additionally, to the extent thet

it would attract visitors, it would bring outs{da income to the area.

Employment generated by the airport would not have any significant effect on

the demand for housing in the area. The project does not necessitate the ~
removal of any dwellinas from the existing housing stock. It would, however,
preclude development of new residences in certain areas bordering upon the

site.

The project would have an adverse impact on income that local landowners
potentially could obtain from wind turbine development on their property. ks
noted in the Natural Resources and Airspace sections, portions of two proposed
wind farms would need to be prohibited to prevent conflict with the airport.

Local govermment also would lose approximately $13,000 per year currentlyv ob-
tainad from taxes on the property that would be removed from the tax rolls as a
result of county acquisition of the airport site. Partially offsettina this
loss would be the additional taxes that would be paid on the increased number
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of aircraft that would be expected to be based in the county. Increased avi-

ation fuel sites would also generate more taxes. New aviation businesses at

the airport would pay taxes as well.

Construction of the airport would cost the county as much as $1.2 million
over the next five years and perhaos $2 million through 20 years. These esti-
mates are based on a county share of 10% of the eligible project costs as
established in current FAA grant guidelines plus various costs from noneliaible
ttems. sroject start-uo and administration, etc. It 1s expected that the
county funds would mostly be obtained from revenues generated by Buchanan Field

and late» by *the new airport. This subject will be further addressed in

another study report.

Mitication Meastires

These impacts are minor. No mitigation measures are suacested.
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Setting

Airspace is a category of environmental impact unigue to projecis involving
airports. It is concerned with the interaction between airports, the effects
of a project upon the airway system, and the existence of obstructions to the

navigable airspace around an airport.
Airports

Except for the Byron Airpark {tself, all of the existing airports within 10
miles of the proposed East Contra Costa County Airport are private-use facil-
jties. Most are used primarily for agricultural activities. The nearest are:
Baldwin Strip, 4 miles northeast; T's Nectarine Ranch, 5 miles north-northwest;
and Pilati Strip, 5 miles north. All have very Jow activity and operate only
under daylight, visual flight rules conditions.

Alrways

The nation's airspace is divided into controlled and uncontrolled areas. Air-
craft operations conducted within controlled airspace must meet more stringent
standards with regard to visibility, distance from clouds, etc., than those in
uncontrolled airspace. All aircraft operating in controlled airspace do not
necessarily need to be in contact with FAA air traffic controllers, however;
the requirements vary depending upon the type of controlled airspace invecived.
The airspace above the Byron site {s controlled beginning at 1,200 feet above
ground level. The site is located beyond the boundaries of the San Francisco
Terminal Control Area wherein all aircraft must be in contact with traffic

controllers.

Within the 1ow-altitude (from 3,000 feet AGL up to 18,000 feet MSL) portion of
the controlled airspace a series of routes called Victor Airways have been est-
ablished. A half dczen airways pass through the airspace within 5 miles of the
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Dyiren site converging at an intersection 6 miles to the west., Aircraft follow-

ing these airways navigate by means of radio signals from various navigational

aids called VOR's (Yery-High-Frequency omnidirectional Range). The VOR's near-

. est the proposed airport are located southeast of Stockton, at Linden (north-
east of Stockton), south of Sacramento, at Oakland, and at Concord.

Obstructions

Obstry .icns *o the navigable airspace are defined by Part 77 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations, "Obstructions to Navigable Airspace," and by U.S. Term
inal Ir-* vment Procadures Standards (TERPS). Each establ ishes imaginary sur-
faces in - 2 airspace around @n airport. If the height of an object (high ter-
rain, tress, s uctures, etc.) exceeds a Part 77 surface, an evaluation is con-
ducted py the “iA o determine i a hazard results. Often the only requirement
is installation of obstruction 1ighting on the object so that it can be more -
easily seen at night or when visibility is poor. More serious obstructions, if
they cannot be removed or prevented from being constructed, can result in res-
trictions on use of the airport (e.g. where traffic patterns are located, how
instrument procedures are designed, or when the airport can be used). In the
most extreme cases, an airport can be restricted to private use or even forced

to close.

TERPS surfaces supplement the Part 77 surfaces and are used specifically in the
design of instrument approach procedures. The height of objects that penetrate
the TERPS surfaces determines first whether an instrument approach procedure
can be established and, if so, the minimums (cloud ceiling height and horizon-

tal visibility) required for an aircraft to be able to land.

There are various potential obstructions in the vicinity of the proposed East
Contra Costa County Airport. These include: high terrain to the northwest,
west, southwest, and south; poweriines in the hills to the west and others to
the south and east; and existing and proposed wind turbines west, southwest,

and southeast of the site.
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Impacts

Afrports

None of the existing airports near the proposed East County facility are close
enough or busy enough for any significant airspace conflicts to result.

Airways

The abundance of airways near the proposed airport is both an advantage and a
disadvantage. The advantage is that they would enhance navigation to the aii-
port and simplify the establ ishment of instrument procedures. The disadvan-
tage, a minor one, is that more aircraft are flying over this area than perhaps
over other locations. This is not regarded as a significant factor, however,
because such aircraft are at a minimum altituds of 3,000 feet and usually are

much higher.

Obstructions

The obstruction issue has been analyzed in considerable detail during the
course of the project planning and environmental impact aralysis.

Jerrain and Power lLines: The high terrain to the west and southwest penatrates
the Part 77 surfaces associated with the proposed airport. The location of the
northeast - southwest runway was dictated in part by the terrain in this area.
A hill on the site near the runway end would need to be lowered to provide a
clear approach surface. (See Approach and Clear Zone Plan, Figure 3). Beyond
this, the nearest penetrations are nearly 5,000 feet from the runway (beyond
the normal traffic pattern 1imits). It is concluded that, although the high
terrain would affect some of the potential instrument approach procedures and
could necessitate certain constraints on visual flight rules operations, the
overall impact is not serious. A similar conclusion has been reached with re-
gard to ‘the power 11ines, particularly those east and south of the site. Thosa
to the west are more significant because of their location near the ridge tops.
Obstruction 1ighting of some of the towers may be necessary and could be expen
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vous power o the lights; power in the transmission 1ines is not continuous) .
A determination on this matter will be made by the Federal Aviation Administra-

4=, (A major portion of the cost would result from the need to get contin-

tion.

Wind Jurbines: The wind turbines are a more difficult issue. The concern is
w#ith the new wind farms proposed to be Jocated within a mile southeast and west
of the airport (existing wind turbines farther away present no problem). The
‘et -+ the anticipated sequence of events requires county action regarding
the wird <arm proposals before final decisions can be made on the airport plan
preclude” the normal analysis by the FAA. Although it is anticipated that the
FAA, who~ raviewing the propoz=d airport plans, would concur with the analyses
conduciue "¢ e prasent study, the possibility remains that the future devel-

opment of tha airpert could in some manner be constrained.

The easterly portion of the development to the southeast would 1ie on the ex-
tended runway centerline within 4,800 feet of the pianned end of Runway 30 and
within 3,200 feet if the runway is ultimately extended to 6,000 feet. The
proposed turbines, 128 feet high to the top of the rotor blade arc, would pen-
etrate both the Part 77 and the TERPS surfaces for a precision approach to the
extended runway. Although nearly three-quarters of the wind farm development
is concluded to pose nho signiticant problem, construction of the turbines in
and near the runway approach zone would conflict with the ultimate development

potential of the airport.

Analyzing the potential impact of the wind farm proposed on the property west
of the airport site is, in certain respects, more complex than the above anal-
ysis. Because the terrain in this location is higher than that to the south-
east, wind turbines of almost any height (the proposed ones would be 145 feet)
would penstrate the airport's Part 77 horizontal surface. This surface would
be established at an elevation of approximately 235 feet MSL, 150 feet above
the highest point on the airport runways and would extend approximately 10,000
feet from the ends of Rumways 12 and 30. As noted above, however, penetration
of a Part 77 surface does not necessarily constitute a hazard. The present
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analysis concludes that no significant hazard would be presented if wind tur-
bines of the 145-foot height proposed are constructed on the waestern three-

quarters of the wind farm site lying more than about 5,000 feet from the near-
est planned runway ends. This conclusion 1s based in part upon the following

considerations: the normal tratfic patterns would be within this distance from
the runways; aircraft entering and leaving the traffic pattern would te at an
altitude adequately above the proposed wind turbines; and only visual opera-
tions would occur over this area because the higher terrain farther to the west

requires that instrument operations be restricted to east of Runway 12-30.

If other wind farms are proposed near tke airport site, they would have to be
examined on a case-by-case basis to determine if they would conflict with

development or use of the airport.

Alternatives

As mentioned in Chapter III, the locations of existing and proposed objects
that could constitute airspace obstructions were major design constraints. Al-
ternative plans in which the primary runway would be aligned close to the ex-
{sting Runway 14-32 would conflict with the wind farm development more serious—
1y than the proposed plan does. The critical height 1imit areas for the aiter-
native plans are indicated in Chapter VII. Moving the runways northward would
create more terrain obstructions although tne significant ones could be removed
with a feasible amount of earthwork. A shift toward the east would result in
the transmission 11ines in that area becoming critical obstructions.

Each of the alternative sites would have some airspace constraiats. The exten-
sive network of high-voltage transmission 1ines in eastern Contra Costa County
is a factor at almost any potential airport site. The wind turbine issue, how-

ever, is not present at the alternative sites.

Mitigation Measures

The only significant airspace impacts associated with the proposed project are
the potential airspace obstructions. As suggested previously, the first meas-
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are usually taken to mitigate any hazards that cannot be avoided is to {install
obstruction jights. Smaller electric lines close to the site would be under-

grounded as part of the project if they pose conflicts.

As a means of assuring that unacceptably tall structures are not erected in the
airport vicinity, the Master Plan proposes that avigation easements be obtained
on nearby property. These easements would set the allowable height 1imits and
permit ths county to install obstruction 11ights where necessary.

Once the airport plans have been approved by the Federal Aviation Administra=-
tion, proposals for constructioh of tall objects in the vicinity would have to

be submi.:ed to that agency fcr evaluation of potential conflict with the air-

port.
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Setting
Current Conditions

The major access routes to the site for mest of the potential airport users
would be via State Route 4 and County Route J4 (Byron Highway). Both are cur-

rently two-lane roads.

The existing local roads serving the site are Byron Hot Springs Road. Armstrong
Road, and Holey Road (see Figure 2). These are each substandard tko-lane roads
with pavement in generally poor condition. Right-of-way widths are 50 or 60
feet. Byron Hot Springs Road intersects with Byron Highway at a 45° angle
compl icated by an adjacent railroad grade crossing that necessitates an approx-
imately S5-foot hump in Hot Springs Road.

Current traffic volumes on most of the roads in the area are low. Average
wveekday two-way traffic counts in eariy 1985 were as follows
(Contra Costa Public Works Department - 1985):

o Route J4 -~ between airport site and Byron -- 5,353
o Route J4 =-- north of Byron -- 6,534
o Route 4 =-- west of Discovery Bay -- 8,657
o Route 4 ~-- south of Brentwood == not measured

estimated at 10,000
o Route 4 =-- 3 miles north of Brentwood -= 16,074

Peak hour traific volumes on these roads are generally less than 10% of the
daily two-way totals and under 15% of the daily one~way totals. No counts have
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hean conducted on the 1ocal roads adjacent to the site. The estimated counts,
though, are 1ess than 500 vehicles per day.

Future Conditions

The need for future improvements on major roads in the area hasa been evaluated
in a seriesof Route Concept Reports prepared by the California Department of
Transportation. The repert on Route 4 proposes that the route be relocated and
sonstru~ted as a fofur-lane freeway extending from about the present junction
wiwth Rovts 160 to near the junction with County Route Ja. No specific
alignmen® = suggested. The cities of Antioch and Brentwood, however, have
adopted a corridor that they wont the freeway to follow. County staff
indicates ‘that construction of this freeway is probably at leastal5 to 20 years

away.

Two other highway routes in the arsa do not presently exist as state roads.

One route basically follows the same corridor as Highway J4 from Route 4 north
of Byron to Interstate 580 near Tracy.. This road would be constructed as a
two-lane conventional highway with provisions for widening to four lanes. The
other unconstructed highway in the airport site vicinity is Route 84. If
built, this road would run from near the present junction of Interstate 580 and
Route 84 close to Liviermore to Route 4 between Byron and Brentwood. The
concept for this route is a four-lane freeway. No specific alignment has been

adopted.

Profections of future traffic volumes on these roads are not available. Con-
sidering the continuing land use development in the area, however, the traffic
will certainly increase substantially, especially north of Brentwood. The
nearest major traffic generator to the airport site is the community of Dis-
covery Bay; 1ts continued expansion will add considerable traffic to Highway 4
and, to a lesser extent to Highway J4 as well. Possible construction of Los
Vaqueros Reservoir would have major impacts on traffic throughout the area as

well.
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No public transportation serves the airport area. Dial-a-ride service is
available with prior arrangement: without an advance cail, a 2-hour wait is
common. Taxi service and rental cars are currently unavailable in the area:
the nearest taxl service or rental car agency is in Antioch or Tracy.

Impacts
Traffic Generation

The airport would acenerate additional vehicle traffic on roads in eastern
Contra Costa Countv. The impact would be significant on the roads immediately
adjacent to the site, but minor with respect to Byron Highway or Route 4. The
five- and twenty-year projections for total traffic to and from the aiiport are

as follows:

Aircraft Operations  __Estimated Total Yehicle Trips
Year Annual Average Dav Average Dav _Peak Day  Peak Hour

1990 45,000 1275 250 60N 100

2005 160.000 450 900 1.600 200

These projections of airport-related traffic include trips qenerated by air-
craft pilots and passengers, employees of the airport and airport businecses,
and other people who visit the airport for miscellaneous reasons. At aeneral
aviation airports not havina commuter airline activity, the number of airporti-
related trips has been found to correlate most closely with the number of air-
craft operations. The above traffic projections are data from existing air-

ports that provide similar services.

The 1990 peak-hour airport traffic would represent 1ess than 20% of the current
average day, peak hour traffic on Bvron Hiahwav. Mecreover, the peak-period
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traffic to the airport would normally occur on weekends; the highway traffic is
probably 1ighter than averagé on such days. Even with the airport traffic, the

highway capacity appears unlikely to be strained any time in the near futurse.

At greater distances frem the airport, traffic will have d.spersed onto a var-
{ety of routes. Althouah Highway 4 can be expected to hand]e,the majority of
airport~bound traffic, the airport's proportion of the total on this road wcuid

be small and the airport peak-period traffic woculd not coincide with the over-
11

i
The traffic that the airport would add to Byron Hot Sprinas and Armstrong Roads
would be sianificant not so much because the volumes would be ‘particularly

all peak-traffic on the road.

high, but because these roads cannot safely accommodate any notable traffic in
crease. The problems of the narrow pavemant width and poor grade crossing were
cited above. Improvements to both roads are included as part of the proposed
project. In’/accordance with County standards, the pavement would be strength=
ened and widened to 28 feet from Ryron Highway to the airport. The existing
riaht-of-way should be adeauate. Proposed improvements at the ‘qrade crossing
would increase the sight distance over the hump and reduce the arade on the
Byron Hot Sprinas Road side of the crossina.

Access Time

As noted in Chapter I1I, the bulk of the airport users are expected to come
from the Antioch, Oakley, and Brentwood areas. The present average travel time
from central Antioch to the airport site is approximately 30 minutes. Since
the Oakley and Brentwood areas are closer to the site, the airport access time
for the average user is estimated to be s1ightly less, about 25 minutes. This
time is expected to stay about the same in the longer term -- the centroid of
the user population would mcve closer to Brentwood and to the airport, but
overall traffic increases would probably reduce the averaae speed. The one
significant development that could reduce the access time would be extension of
the Route 4 freewav. Construction of the westerly access route onto the site

also would save a minute or two.
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Figure 11 depicts the access times to the Byron site from throughout the east
county and surrounding areas. The estimated 1980 and projected 2000 total~pop=

uiation within 20 and 30 minutes of the site are as noted below:

Total
Access Market Area
Year Time ; . Area Bopulation
1980 20 *inutes within Contra Costa County 15,000
A1l Areas¥* 40,000
1880 30 Hdinutes wWithin Contra Costa County 65,000
All Areas* 130,000
2000 20 Minutes Within Contra Costa County 45,000
without freeway
2000 20 Minutes Within Contra Costa County 60,000
with freeway
2000 30 Minutes within Contra Costa County 125,000
without freeway
2000 30 Minutes within Contra Costa County 180,000

with freeway

* Including adjacent portions of Alameda and San Joaquin Counties

Road Closures

Another impact of the proposed airport would be the need to sever Byron Hot
Springs Road south of Holey Road. All parcels now served by this road must
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continue to have access. The road presently becomes a private road at a wind
farm about 1.5 miles south of Holey Road. Five large parcels -- one with a
single residence on 1t, one with the wind farm, and three that are undeveloped.
including the one proposed for deveiopment of a wind farm -- have access from
the road. The State Department of Water Resources does not normally use Byron
Hot Springs Road for access to the Aqueduct or the Delta Pumping Plant (the
regular access is from the south).

The proposed project would maintain access to all parcels now having access
from Byron Hot Springs Road. However, because the traffic on this portion of
the road is extremely 1light and expected to remain so (except possibly during
constructionm of the wind fars)}, the repiacement road is proposed to be a min-
imal facility. On an interim basits, a short, unpaved road would be censtructed
around the southeast end of the runway. Later, a longer new road would be nec-
essary. This road, about 1.3 miles in length, also would be gravel surfaced
until such time as traffic volume would warrant a heavier construction. Both
the interim anu the later roads would be on the proposed airport property.

Alternatives

Several access road alternatives have been considered.

A more extensive reconstruction of the grade crossing would perhaps enhance
safety to some extent, but would be substantially more expensive and would
disrupt both the adjacent properties and traffic on Byron Highway; the volume
of traffic involved does not warrant this levele of effort.

o Establishing Holey Road as the major access route to the airport would
increase the access distance for most users and undoubtedly would not
be used unless the existing connection at Byron Hot Springs road and

Byron Highway was severed,
o With regard to replacing the severed portion of 8yron Hot Springs Road

south of Holey Road, the principal alternative would be a new road ex-
tending running along the north side of the California Aqueduct from
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the south end of North Bruns Way to Byron Hot Springs Road. This al-
ternative would be advantageous 1f a road could be built on state Tands
or a public sasement across the property proposed for wind turbine
development, Its disadvantages would be that some additional right-of=-
way would be required and it would not as readily provide emergency
access to the south side of the airport.

Another type of alternative to be considered is with regard to the mode of ac-
cass ¢ the airport. It is assumed here that the private automobile would be
the means of access for essentially all airport users. Although it 1s unlikely
that any o2ihsr mode could account for any substantial percentage of the access
trips, th2 availability of othar choices would be desirable. The demand, how-
ever, would bo insufficient to support modes such as scheduled bus service or
jocal rental car service’éxcept in conjunction with overall improvement of ser-
vices within the southeastern part of the county. Possibly, as airport traffic
increases, better dial-a-ride service would be possible or some loaner cars

might be made available at the airport.

Alternative layouts of the Byron site would generate similar amounts of vehicle
trarvic as the proposed plan, but would have different impacts on some of the
immedi ately surrounding roads. Neither of the alternative plans would require
severing of Byron Hot Springs Road, although Plan b would involve rerouting a
portion of Armstrong Road. ¥idening of the northerly segment of Byron Hot
Springs Road and improvement of the grade crossing would be necessary in any

case.

Each of the alternative airport sites would have its own distinct impacts on

Jocal roads. Aside from the differences in which roads would require improve-
ments, probably the most significant difference is that the average access dis-

tznce to the alternative sites would be less than to Byron. The East Oakley
site would be particularly advantageous in this regard in that it 11es within

15 minutes access time trom most of the potential airport users. A full evalu-

ation of this issue is contained in the Site ldentification and Evaluation

report.
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Measures to mitigate the anticipated ground traffic and circulation system
impacts of the proposed airport are incorporated into the project. These

include:

o Widening and strengthening of Byron Hot Springs and Armstrong Roads.

o Improving the grade crossing on Byron Hot Springs Road near the
intersection with Byron Highway.

o Replacing the severed portion of Byron Hot Springs Road with a new road

on the proposed airport property.

As long-term mitigation for the grade crossing problem, construction of a new
access route to the airport should be considered. A preferred alignment for
this road, from an airport access standpoint, would be from Byron Highway about
a mile south of the town of Byron and along the west side of the Byron Hot
Springs property. Approximately 1.4 miles of new right-of-way would be reg-
uired., If this new road is constructed, the access road donto the airport
should be relocated to run along the alignment of the existing Rumnway 14-32,
crossing Brushy Creek near the edge of the building area as depicted on the
Airport Layout Plan. Relocation of the access roradd also would be necessary
efore the localizer needed for instrument approach capability to Runway 30

could be installed.
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PUBLIC UTILITIES AND SERVICFES

Setting
Utilities

The existing utilities serving the area are 1imited to electric and telephone
systems. Pacific Gas & Electric Ccmpany provides electrical service. Low-
voltage ovarhead iines run along west side of Byron Hot Springs road and north
and wes* sides of Armstrong Rozd. The telephone service is operated by Pacific

Bell.

Domestic water in the area is obtained from wells on the individual properties.
Both the flow rates and the quality are generally poor. Nitrate contamination

is the principal quality problem.

As of mid 1985, efforts are under way to determine the feasibility of instal-
ling a community water system for Byron. The preliminary boundaries for this
system are those of the Byron Sanitary District; that is, encompassing the

built-up part of the community. The potential sources of water are the Byron-
Bethany Irrigation District's 45 Canal or deep wells. Funding remains the

major question; if the need for a system can be adequately documented, appli-
cation ¥i11 be made for State Safe Drinking Water bond funds and construction

could be underway in two or three years.

Septic systems are used for wastewater disposal in the vicinity of the site.
Percolation rates in much of the area are poor because of the clayey soils.
The Byron Sanitary District provides wastewater treatment for some 300 mostly
residential connections within the Byron community. The system's capicity is

adequate for the current and projected needs.

As noted in Chapter III, in addition to the local service systems, several
major utility distribution 1ines pass through the project area. These include



six PGAE electric transmission 1ines within two miles of the site and two hiah-

pressure pipelines that cross the site. The precise locations of the
transmission 1ines can be seen on the Approach and Cizar Zone Plan (Figure 4).

The two pipelines run about 12 feet from each other in a northwest - southeast
direction across the center of the siie within the same 30-foot right-of-way.
The westerly pipe is operated by Chevron USA/Standard 01l and transports crude
oi1 at a pressure of 400-500 psi. The pipe is 18 inches in diameter, construc-
ted of steel. The second pipe is cwnad by Standard Pacific Gas Line, Inc. and
used by PGRE for transmission of natural gas. Tt 1s a 26~-inch diameter 1ine
with pressures of about 450 psi. In coniunction with this pipes PG&E.also has
a telecommunications 1ine (used to reiay data regarding ilows, pressures: etc.)
that runs through the area underground near the existing airport and overhead

in other areas.

A third 1ine, now abandoned, paraliels these two throuah the northern part of
the site, then diverges slightly to the east. Its most recent use apparently
was for transporting water northward to the Ridgemoor sand-extraction facility.

Services

The =ite falls within the jurisdiction o7 the Contra Costa County Sheriff's
Department. The nearest station is located in Oakley, but regular patrols
cover the Byron area. Typical response time to the site vicinity is 7 to 10

minutes.

Fire protection in the area is the responsibility of the Byron Fire Protection
District. A station is located in Byron about 3 miles from the airport site.

Four to five volunteers are usuallv available to respond to a call within five
minutes. Fire fighting equipment includes a truck with foam spreading capabii-

ities.
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Impacts
Util1ties

The proposed airport would require electric and telephone, water, and waste-

water facilities.

General aviation airports typically are not large consumers of electricity.
The principal pcwer uses at the East Contra Costs County Airport would be for
runway ligh%ing, a rotating beacon, security 1ighting, and functions within
buildings, air conditioning being the major one. These power requirements
probably can be met with 220 volt, 300 amp (3-phase, 4-wire) service. Annual
power consimptionis estimated to be about 60,000 kwh initially. increasing to
perhaps 300000 ksh in 20 years. Fixed base operations and other private
facilities on the airport (e.g.» privte airport hangars) would have additional
requirementsat about the same order of magnitude. The existing service 1ines
within the immediaite vicinity of the site would need to be upgraded to
accommodate these needs, but the overall capacity in the area is adequate.

Telephone system requirements at the airport would be 1imited to a few 1ines —-
perhaps as manay as a couple of dozen -- serving the terminal building and

fixed base operations.

The principal water uses at the airport would be for drinking and restroom
functions, aircraft washing, and fire protection. Totatl water consumption
would be relatively low. Potable water would be needed for at least the first
of these uses. Also, for fire protection, local tlow rate and pressure re-
quirements must be met. The anticipated source of water for the airport 1s the
Byron-Bethany Irrigation District 45 Canal. Preliminaray discussion with the
District management indicate that such a proposal would be given serious con-
sideration. On-site treatment of the water would be necessary, with the
capacity limited to that required for airport-related uses.

Alternative water sources include deep wells on site or a connection to the
proposed Byron community system. Major shortcomings of a well are uncertainty

-93-



of adequate volume and the possible need for added treatment because of ni-
trates in the groundwater. Connection to the community systsm would require

installation of some 2.225 miles of pipe from where the system would otherwise
end. Approval ofthe County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) alsso
would be needed for service to be provided to the airport. although the LAFCO
has not yet adopted a sphere of influence for this proposed system, the bound-
ary likely will be contigious with those of the Byron Sanitary District. This
option would have greater growth-inducing effects then the proposed plan and
would 1ikely be more costly as well, 1it's advanatage would be avoidance of the

need for on-site treatment and pumping facilities.

Disposal of wastewater is also proposed to be done with on-site facilities The
estimated average Tiow ranges fromr 1,250 gaiions per daya initially to 4,500
gallons per day 1n 2005 provided that no restaurant is located at ths airport.
Finding a location on the site where an adequate percolatior rate for a septic
system could be obtained may not be possible. Some type of mechanically
aerated system installed on the site would therefore be necessary

The alternative form of wastewater would be to run a small diameter, 1ow-
pressure force main northward to Byron Sanitary District system. This altern-
ative would require LAFCO approval since the district's sphere of influence is
Timited to 1ts' current service area. It also would have a a growth-inducing
potential similar to that of a water 1ine extension.

In addition to the utiiity usage generated by the proposed airport, the project
would affect or be affected by the major power and pipe lines in the area. The
issue with regard to the power transmission 1ines is one of possible airspace
obstructions and safety hazards as discussed in those sections of this chapter.
No need for relocation, undergrounding, or other major modification of these
lines is contemplated. Instaliation of obstruction 1ights on the towers and
marker balls on the 11ines may: however, be necessary in some locations. The
pipelines l1ikewise would not need to be altered by the project. The proposed
plan 11imits construction over the 1ines to a minimum area of pavement. If any
significant change in the depth of earth cover over the pipes would be neces-
sary, appropriate measures would be taken to protect the pipes and allow them

to be accessible.
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Services

The airport would not place any sianificant demand on local police or fire
services. The need for emergency ssrvices is expected to be infrequent and no
additional manpover would be reauired. The initial response to most incidents
at the airport normally would be made by airport and fixed base operations
personnel. Sheriff's officers may be called for occasional security problems.
Calls to the Bvron Fire Protection District could be necessitated by structural
fires or aircraft accidents. The type of equipment currently operated by the
Fire District should be adeauate for the kind of incidents 1ikely to occur at

the airport,

An agency thz: would be more sianificantly impacted by the project is the

Counity Public Works Department. The East Contra Costa County Airport would be
owned by the county with maintenance and operations being the responsibility of
Public Works, probably in a manner similar to that employed for Buchanan Field
Airport. Additional county personnel would be needed to handle the dav-to-dav

duties at the new airport.

Mitigation Measures

Prel iminary contact has been made with the major agencies involved. Further
coordination should be established with all affected agencies during the
engineering phase of the project. These agencies include:

Pacific Gas & Electric Company electric and pipeline divisions.
Pacific Bell Telephone Company.

Standard Pacific Gas Line, Inc.

Chevron USA

Byron-Bethany Irrigation district.

Contra Costa County Health Department.

Byron Five Protection District.

O © 0 0o o o o

Early consultation with local fire authorities durina the engineering design of
the project should be used to determine what fire flow reauirements, if anv,
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should be met. Pressure pumps or on-site storage should be considered, 1f

necessary, to meet such requirements.
anted by the voiume of aircraft activity, consideration should be

When waré
taticn on the airport, cwned and operated under

given to establishing a fire s
airport auspices.
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NQISS

Setting

Southeastern Contra Costa County, including the environs of the project site,
is basically a quiet, rural area. The primary sxisting noise sources are:
local traffic; the nearby rail 1ine; farm equipment; animals; aircraft over-
fiight~ hoth frcem the existing airport and from in-route flights; and wind.
Pmbient caytime noise levels in the area were measured at 35 to 45 dBA with
wind noiss heing the major variable. Presently, the only noise-sensitive land
uses in ©»: vicinity are residences. If the Byron Hot Springs property is
developed as a park, noise impacts upon it could be a concern there as well.

Impacts

Noise can be described as an unwanted or disruptive sound. Two basic elements
determine whether a sound is perceived as disruptive: (1) characteristics of
the sound itself and (2) the human activity taking place when the sound oc-

curs.
Measurement

Sound is measured primarily in terms of its intensity or loudness as indicated
on the decibel (dB) scale. In order to measure the noise value of a sound,
however, it has been found that other factors also must be considered. To take
such factors into account, various composite noise descriptors have been de-
vised. The descriptor most commonly used in California to measure noise gene-
rated by aircraft operations at an airport is the Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL). Inputs to the calculation of CMEL contours include the sound
Jevel transmitted by individual operations of each aircraft type using the air-
port, the time of day when the operations occur, runway utilization and atr-
craft flight track gecmetry, and the takeoff and landing profiles of each air-

craft type.
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The projected short-term (1990) and long-term (2005) CNEL contours for the East
Contra Costa County Airport are depicted in Figures 12 and 13, respectively.
These contours are based upon forecasts of 45,000 and 160,000 annual operations
for the respective time periods. Additional data used to calculate the con-

tours is summarized in Appendix C.

Sign1f1canée

The type of human activity is a factor in determining the disruptiveness of a
noise because a noise level that may be disruptive to one type of activity may
be acceptable with respect to another. Various studies have been done to as-
certain the decibel level at which noise will interfere with a given activity.
These data in turn have been used to establish relationships between acceptable

composite noise levels and specitic types of land uses.

State of California airport noise standards as well as Federal Aviation Regul-
ations (Part 150) establish a CNEL of 65 dBA as the maximum accepiable noise
exposure for residential land uses. This criterion, however, is set primarily
with regard to air carrier airports in urban locations. For typical general
aviation airports in suburban or rural settings, a 60-CNEL or even a 55-CNEL

standard is more applicable.

The latter is suggested as the appropriate basis for evaluation of noise im-
pacts of the proposed East Contra Costa County Airport, at least for the fore-
seeable future. Two considerations support this recommendation:

o Ambient noise levels in the project area are very low and there has been
1ittle experience with the impacts of aircraft noise.. Although the Byron
" AMrpark is already established at the site, it has so 1ittle activity that
its impact is nearly insignificant compared to a more typical general avi-
ation facility.

o Because very little residential development exists in the area, a 55-CNEL
standard can realistically be achieved. Moreover, by adhering to this
standard with regard to any future residential development proposals in the
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area, a very high degree of land use compatibility can be maintained. At
some point in the future, if the area develops and ambient noise levels 1n—
crease, this standard can be reconsidered.

An examination of the contours presented in Figures 12 and 13 shows that there
would be no existing residences within the 55-CNEL contour in 1990 or 2005.
The nearest dwellings to the runway are 1,000 feet to the side and, along the
takeoff flight tracks, the nearest that might commonly be overflown are 3,000
faat frop the closest end of a runway. The proposed 1imits of conservation
easement acquisition include the projected 55-CNEL contour for 2005, thus no
future recidential development should be able to take place within this impact

ared.

Even though a THEL of 55 dBA i5 quite conservative as a 1and use compatibility
standard, it does not totally mark the 1imit of the noise impacts that would be
generated by the proposed airport. In circumstances where the ambient noise
level is low and the airport has a small volume of activity, composite noise
Jevels are often not as significant as individual event noise levels as a
measure of noise impact. Loud overflights can be particularly intrusive even

though infrequently occuring.

Alternatives

Each of the alternative airport sites would have some degree of noise 1impact
on surrounding land uses. The extent of the impact depends largely upon how

much residential development already exists in the respective environs. The

East Cakley site is perhaps best in this regard, although the Byron and Hill-
side sites would not be appreciably different in the most affected areas.

Alternative layouts of the Byron site would distribute the noise impacts dif-
ferently, but the same group of residences would be affected in scme degree.
The proposed plan has comparatively about as 1ittle noise impact as is possible

at this site.
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An airport's noise impacts can be mitigated both by removing or preventing de-
velopment of noise-sensitive land uses in the airport environs and by reducing
the noise that the airport generates. The proposed project takeé the former
approach; there appeai's to be 1ittle need to constrain the use of the airport
bocause of the noise it wouid create and it would be poor planning for a new
airport to be in that position from the vary start unless absolutely necessary.
The acquisition of conservation easements on the most impacted 1and wouid pre-
clude new incompatible uses. Avigation easements would establish the right of
aircraft to overfly a property and make a norma! amount cf noise. The buyer
awareness program discussed in the Land Use section would further help minimize

problems of incompatibility and should be considered.

If, when the airport begins operations, specific compatibility problems are
found to exist with regard to individual existing residences, avaiiable options
that should be considered include adding sound insulation to the building
(probably not a very effective solution considering the low noise levels) or
acquiring the property outright. Unless it is concluded that the noise level
would be annoying to most people, any residential property acquired under these
circumstances could be resold with a conservation or avigation easement

attached.
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The principal health and safety issus associated with the proposed project con-
cerns the safety of aircraft operations. There are two aspects to aviation

o 22 tzzards <0 aircraft and their occupants and hazards to people on the
_TOURY cte vi inity of an airport. Some relevant points can be drasn by
exzmip -+ -~a%i~mwide statistics on general aviation accidents assembled by the
Nation: _ungperiation fafel, Board.

¢ Duiing uh- ;.riod from 1972 through 1981, general aviation aircraft acci-
dents occurrad 2t a rate of approximately 2.6 per 100,000 operations. -
About one-%hird of these took place beyond the influence area of an air-
port; thus about 1.8 accidents have occurred on or near an airport for

every 100,000 aircraft operations.

o Of the airport-related accidents, about 71% occurred within airport bound-

aries.,

o Landings accounted for 63% of airport-related accidents; take-of f and
taxi/static accidents ccmprised 30% and 7% of the total.

o Two-thirds of airport-related accidents historically have involved no in-

Juriss.

o Historically, less than one general aviation accident 1in 150 nationwide has
ipvolved an aircraft collision with a building., Over a l6-year period end-
ing 1979, only 27 such accidents resulted in an injury to an occupant of

the building,

(Sources: NTSB - various years; AOPA - 1983)
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Because of the very low level of activity at the existing Byron Airpark, the
facility has not developed much of an accident history. A review of NTSB rec-
ords from the mid 1970's to 1984 does not reveal any accidents associated with

the airport.

Another facet of the safety issue as 1t involves the proposed airport is ground
transportation safety. The inadequacy of local roads, as noted in the Ground
Transportation and Circulation discussion, represents a safety concern. Byron
Highway has had serious accidents due at least in part to the high speed of
travel on it and the tnsufficient shoulders. Byron Hot Springs and Armstrong
Roads, although narrow, have low traffic volumes and normally low-speed travel.
There is no record of any unusual number of traffic accidents on these roads.

Impacts
Airport Design Standards

Federal and state design standards for airports have been established with saf-
ety as a primary concern. These standards specify such things as: runway
length and width; setback distances from runways and taxiways to aircraft park-
ing areas and buildings; surface gradients, both on paved areas and adjacent to
them; and clear zone sizes and approach surface slopes. The proposed airport
design meets or exceeds all of the appropriate standards.

Hazards to Flight

With regard to the safety of aircraft in flight near the airport, two matters
are of specific concern: wind conditions and nearby obstructions to the air-

space.

The fact that strong and sometimes turbulent winds occur in the vicinity of the
proposed airport was noted in Chapter IV. This fact was considered carefully
during the site selection process. The conclusion reached was that the wind
conditions, although far from ideal, are not inherently unsafe. Strong winds
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pose the greatest problem when crosswind operations are necessary. The pro-
posed airport would alleviate this problem by having two runways. The recom-
mended 75-foot width of both runways further provides pilots with some 1eeway

in operation of the aircraft, particularly during landings.

High terrain, power transmission 1ines, and wind turbines discussed previously
constitute the most significant potential airspace hazards near the airport
s¢te. Fwcaot for some small close-in hills on the site that may need to be
graded dcwn, the high terrain would not be a major factor. It lies far enough
from the r~oposad atrport that it would not constrain normal traffic patterns
or othe:r ‘ght procedures. Pcwer lines are more of a concern in that they are
not as vi=ibls =3 terrain and other obstacles. Further analysis will be re-
quired to deiermine whether any of the power lines should be obstruction 1ight-
ed as a safety precaution. The existing wind turbines are far enough from the
airport site to pose no problem. New wind farms proposed for closer to the
airport would partially conflict with the airport's airspace as explained in
the Airspace analysis in this chapter. For safety reasons, some of the tur-
bines should not be permitted if the future development potential of the air-
port is to be preserved. Also, obstruction 1ighting of some of the turbines

may be necessary.

The net effect of these potential obstructions is that they would not be allow-
ed to represent significant hazards: either they would have to be eliminated
or 1ighted or the operation of the airport would have to be restricted (e.g. by

raising the instrument approach minimums).

Hazards on the Ground

Potential hazards to people on the ground would result from the many aircraft
overflights of the area. Statistically, however, as the above cited data sug-
gests, the risk would be extremely smail. Moreover, the development density in
the airport environs is very low. The extensive open space surrounding the
site would enhance the airport's margin of safety. In the great majority of
otf-airport accidents, the ptlot has substantial discretion regarding where to
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attempt an emergency landing. Given any reasonable choice of a flat, open
area, the pilot will head for that spot and try to avoid any structures or
other obstacles that would increase the 1ikelihood of infurv to the aircraft

occupants.

Ground Traffic Hazards

Another potentially adverse safety impact of the pronosed airport would arise
from the motor vehicle traffic it would generate; As described in the Ground
Transportation and Circulation section, however, the amount of traffic cene-
rated would be small. The proposed improvements to bring the local airport
access roads up to county standards should reduce the risks associated with
airport-generated trafiic to a nealiqgible level. The airport may contribute in

a minor wavy to the eventual need to uparade Byron Hiahway.

Mitigation Measures

The porincipal measures intended to mitigate potential safety impacts of the
proposed airport are designed into the profect. These include:

0 Adherence to Federal and State airport desian standards

o Providing wider than normal width runways to compensate for the arsa's

strong, gusty winds.

o Undergroundina of local power distribution 1ines that cross the runway

approaches,

o Obstruction 1iachting of hazards to the airport's airspace.

o] Establishment of easements to assure the maintenance of compatible land

uses in the vicinity.

o Uparading Byron Hot Springs and Armstrong Roads and the railroad arade

crossina.
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o O%¢her safety mitigation measure that should be considered include land
use compatibility measures adopted in the form of local land use zoning
and an Airport Land Use Commission plan, as described in the Land Use

section.

A final consideration, although not one that directly enhances safety, is that
airport tenants would be required to carry property and 1iability insurance.
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Seiting

Energy consumption at a typical general aviation airport results primarily fram
three different types of activities: aircraft operations, access trips, and
lighting and other electrical uses. Light: single-engine planes consume on the
order of 10 to 15 gallons per hour while cruising. This equates to about 15
miles per gallon. Although this mileage is less than that achieved by mcst
recent model automobi]es; aircraft gain from generally being able to travel a
more straight-line distance between iws points. Uses of eiectricity are noted
in the discussion of Pubiic Utilities and Services.

The current consumption of energy at the site is negligiile. The level of air-
craft operations at Byron Airpark 1s smali. Electricity usage is 1imited most-
1y to interior 1ighting and miscellaneous equipment in the two large hangar

buildings.

Jlmpacts

The project probably would contribute to an increase in energy consumption for
transportation purposes to, from, and within eastern Contra Costa County. The
more extensive facilities that would be available at the new airport would be
conducive to an increase in aviation activity compared to what does or could
occur at Byron Airpark and Antioch Airport. A corresponding increase in air-
port access trips would result as well. Assuming that a full range of general
aviation services would be offered at the airport, the tota® amount of fuel
sold could be on the order of 75,000 to 100,000 gallons per year in 1990 and

300,000 to 500,000 gallons in 2005.

Nighttime lighting of runways, air conditioning in buildings, and other uses of
electricity would consume additional energy. Total annual consumption for both
public and private facilities on the airport is projected at up tc 120,000 kwh
initially and 600,000 kwh in 20 years (see Utility section).
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Alternatives

The alternative airport sites would consume a similar amount of energy as the
Byron site. Being located closer to the potential airport user than the Byron
site is, these sites would generate less access trip mileage and fuel use than
Byron; this effect, though, probably would be slightly reduced by more usage of
the facility resulting from the more convenient location. All sites would be

abcut the same with regard to other forms of energy usage. Also, there would
be no appreciable differences in energy consumption among the alternative lay-

outs of the Byron site.

Mitigation Measures

Design of the airport has taken into account minimizing taxiing distances, thus
saving fuel consumed during that phase of activity. The proposed runway layout
also would minimize delays to airborne aircraft by enabling both runways to be

used simultaneously under certain conditions.

No feasible means of reducing access trip energy consumption are apparent (see
Ground Traffic and Circulation section).

Installation of a radio controlled switch enabling pilots to turn on the 1ights
as needed should be considered as a means of reducing energy consumption.

The design of the airport buiidings should include means such as added insul-

ation to make them as energy-efficient as practical.
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Setting

The airport site 1s situated at the eastern edge of the San francisco Bav
Area Air Basin less than 4 miles from the boundary of the San Joaquin Valley
Air Basin. The boundary between these two basins follews the county 1line; ali
of Contra Costa County is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.

Despite the formal air basin boundaries in this area, the air quality in the
vicinity of the site is probably more similar to that of the San Joaauin Valiey
Air Basin than it is to the more urban 5an Francisco Bav Area. No air auality
monitoring stations are located sufficiently nearby to offer data representa-
tive of the air cualitv at the site. Given the lack of population in the area,
the agricultural activities, and the strong winds, it is probable that suspend-
ed particulates constitute the major air aualitv problem.

Impacts

The project would create air auality impacts as a result primarily of aircraft
operations at the airport and motor vehicle trips to and from the facilitv.
Some emissions may also occur during fueling activities. Estimates of emis-
sions generated by airport-related activities are summarized in Table 3. These
estimates are calculated from emissions data for individual aircraft landing
and takeoff cycies provided by the Bay Area Ouality Manacement Distrit.

This emissions total is considered relativelv small even in the long rance and
would be unlikely to have any sianificant effect on ths area's air auaitv.

Data from Federal Aviation Administration quidelines (FAA - 1982) indicate tihat
non-air carrier airports having less than 180,000 annual operations normally do
not create sianificant air quality impacts. Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1s the crit-
ical pollutant in determining this threshold: this level of annual activity
corresponds to the number of peak-hour aeneral aviation operations (about 50!
that would produce off-site concentrations of CO approaching 10% of the nation-

al one-~hour standard (40 microarams per cubic meter).
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Aircraft emissions associated with the airport are calculated on the basis of
the average time required for various types of aircraft to complete sach phase
of a normal landing and take-off cycle (LTO cycle). The cycle begins at the
point when an aircraft descends through an altitude of 3,000 feet on its ap-
proach and ends when it reaches this altitude on departure. This altitude is
considered to represent the upper boundary of the surface layer of air wherein
surface features (e.g. trees and structures) affect atmospheric turbulence and
A4fFfusion. The full LTO cycle is divided into five phases of aircraft oper-
ations: (1) approach and landing; (2) taxi-idie in; (3) taxi-idle out; (4)

takeoff: and (5) climbout.

Automob’ e eri-sions estimates are for the portion of the access trip within
five milas of ths airport. This represents the area within which most trips
would be on the same roads. The number of access trips are as noted in the

Ground Traffic and Circulation section.

The figures are calculated on the basis of a typical aircraft or automobile in
use in 1985. As technology improves and older planes and vehicles are retired,
the average emissions per LTO cycle or per mile will decrease. No estimate of
the percentage reduction in emissions has been made here; thus, the totals in
Table 3 reflect a greater impact than that expected to occur.

Alternatives

Other airport layout alternatives would have fairly similar air quality im-
pacts. Minor differences would occur depending on such factors as taxi dis-

tances tc and from the runway.

The impacts associated with alternative airport sites would be similar with
regard to aircraft emissions. There would be differences, however, with res=
pect to total access trip emissions because of the varying trip distances in-
volved. Because the Byron site is farther from where most airport users re-
sides it would generate more total emissions than the other sites; this dif-
ference, though, would be slightly offset by the probably greater usage a

closer site would receive,
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Table 3

AIRPORT-RELATED AIR POLLUTANTS

YEAR - 1990

45,000 Annual
Aircraft Operations

Pounds Per Day

co _HC NOx S0x ISP
Aircraft
Single-Engine 777 15.0 1.2 * *
Twin-Engine 82 z.8 0.3 * *
Business Jets 2 2.7 0.4 0.1 x
Sub-Total 861 18.5 1.9 0.1 *
Automobiles*¥ 62 6.2 8.8 0.6 1.6
Total Emissions 923 24,7 10.7 0.7 1.6
YEAR - 2005%%%*
169,000 Annual
Aircraft Operations
Afrcraft
Single-Engine 2,650 51.2 4.0 * *
Twin-Engine 510 17.6 2.0 * *
Business Jets 35 1.5 6.3 .5 =
Sub=-Total 3.195 80.3 12.3 1.5 *
Automob{les*¥* _222 22.2 31.4 2.2 6.0
Total Emissions 3,417 102.5 43,7 . 3.7 6.0

* Less than 0.05 pounds per day.

*% Emissions within 5 miles of airport.
x#* No allowance for improvements n emissions technology.

CO = Carbon Monoxide

HC = Hydrocarbons

NOx = Oxides of Nitrogen

SOx = Sulfur Oxides

TSP = Total Suspended Particulates

Sources: Hodges and Shutt
Bay Area Air Quality Management District - 1982

-112-



Emissions associated with the No Project alternative would be less than those
of the proposed project to the extent that the air and ground trips involved
are not made. If the trips are made, the principal difference would be a shift
of the impact area from the Byron vicinity to the vicinity of Buchanan Field or
to some other airport or, if the trip is made on the ground, to the areas along

roads that might be used.

¥itigation Measuras

The measures capable of having perhaps the most significant effect on reducing
aircraft and vehicle emissions are not ones that can be taken at the project or

local isvei. Continued efforts on the part of the state and federal govern-
meits as well as manufacturers can be anticipated to reduce emissions levels of
new planes and autcs. These improvements would have a long-term benefit with
regard to. the oroposed project. Any circumstances that would speed up the re-

tirement of older aircraft and vehicles also would produce a local benefit.

At the airport itself, the most effective means of reducing pollution is to re-
duce delay. This applies to aircraft waiting their turn for landing or takeoff
and also to the distance that aircraft must taxi to and from the runway. Al-
though some short-term inefficiencies are inherent in the plan, the long-range
"open V" layout is designed to maximize the efficiency of operations at the
airport. When warranted by the volume of aircraft traffic (typically a minimum
of 160,000 generna! aviation operations), establishment of an air traffic con-
trol tower should be pursued with the Federal Aviation Administration.

With regard to motor vehicle emissions, one mitigation measure often considered
is greater use of public transportation. This would be impractical with regard
to the project, however, both because airport trips would not be concentrated

enough within any period of time and because the overall demand at the airport

and in the vicinity would be low.
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RECREATION

setting

Existing recreational opportunities in the vicinity of the proposed airport are
relatively 1imited. The water-oriented, recreational community of Discovery
Bay, located 5 miles northeast, is perhaps the most substantial recreational
development. Additionally, several navigable waterways come within two miles
east of the site, providing access to the greater San Joaquin River Delta sys-
tem. The nearest parkland is the Bethany Reservoir State Recreational Area,
Jocated 3 miles south of the site in the northeast corner of Alameda County.

Another recreational facility in the area 1s the existing Byron Airpark. The
majority of the current flight activity is recreation oriented. 1In addition to
standard 1ight aircraft, experimental and ultralight aircraft also are based at

the field.

Other major recreational developments have been suggested as future possibii~
1ties for the area. Closest to the airport site is the Byron Hot Springs less
than one mile north. As a result of the recent annexation of eastern Contra
Costa County to the East Bay Regional Parks District, the Hot Springs has been
among a number of sites in the area considered for public acquisition and de-
velopment as parkland. Current indications are that the District will not
presently pursue acquisition and development of the Byron Hot Springs. Private
development of some sort could be a possibility, however. The property is
shown as planned recreational use on the East County General Plan.

Another interest of the East Bay Regional Parks District in the area is the
preservation of vernal pools. As previously noted, several clusters of these
features are found on the airport site. At the present time, no plans for ac-
quisition or other means of protection have been pursued by the district.

One further recreational possibility in the area is associated with the pro-
posed Los Yaquercs Reservoir previously described in the Land Use section., If
this project is built: the County of Contra Costa has requested that the state
acquire much of the surrounding land for development as a park.
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Jupacts

Development of the airport would expand the opportunities for recreational fly-
ing. Although much (perhaps even the majority) of the future activity at the
airport would be for business purposes, recreational use would centinue be sig-
nificant. The ne¢ airport would offer greater capacity and safer flying cond-
jtions than now exist in the area; both factors which could be conducive to
recreational uss. It also is possible that an area could be set aside espec-
ially for sailplane and ultralight aircraft use if conflicts with other air-

craft can he avoided.

The propuszg © r-art could have both positive and negative effects on possible
develoumeni of recraational facilities at Byron Hot Springs. On the positive
side are the piropesed access improvements -= an improved grade crossing at the
Byron Hot Springs Road and Byron Highway intersection -and, in the long term, a
possible rew road on the west side of the Hot Springs property. The airport
would also provide air access to a Hot Springs park; a campground for people
who fly in might be a possibility. The negative aspect is that aircraft using
the airport would regularly either overfly the Hot Springs or come close enough
to be audible. Whether such noise would be disruptive would largely be depend-
ent upon the types of activities that would be established at the Hot Springs.

The project would not have any impacts relative to Section 4(f) of the U.S. De~-
partment of Transportation Act. This section declares that i1t shall be a nat-
ional policy "that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty
of the ccuntryside and public park and recreational lands, wildlife and water-
fowl refuges; and historic sites." The act further states that federal approv-
al shall not be given to any transportation project which requires the use of
any publicly-owned 1and of this type uniess "there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to the use of such 1and" and the project "includes all possible

planning to minimize harm" to such areas.

-115-



Miiigation Measures
It the Byron Hot Springs is some day developeG as a recreational facility, ef=-
forts should be made to minimize the airport's noise impact on 1t and to pro-

mote types of activities there that would be compatible with the noise levels.

No need for other types of mitigation measures are currsently apparent.
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Aetiing

The predominant visual character of the area around the proposed airport is one
of low rolling hills, green in the winter and spring, golden in the summer and
fall. Scattered among the hills, groups of rural residences, farm buildings,
trees, and cattle can be seen. To the west, the hills become steeper and many
are topped oy wind turbine machines. Eastward, the hills flatten out into ir-
rigated agriculiural lands spreading toward the Byron Highway, the Clifton
Court Ferapay. cnd the San Joaquin River delta.

From the Byron Highway, the nearest major road, the buildings of the existing
airfield can barely be seen. Most passers-by probably become aware of the
field's presence only when aircraft are seen taking off or landing.

Ampacts

The proposed project would not significantly change the visual character of

the area. Topographic changes necessitated on the site by the project probably
would be noticeable mostly just by people familiar with the area. New airport

structures would be 1ow to the ground (typically 25 feet or less in height) and
generally not very visible except from the immediately adjacent roads. Arriv-

ing and departing aircraft would be the principal sights marking the airport's

presence.

At night, the rotating airport beacon would be visible from surrounding areas.
The light beams of the beacon, which alternate green and white, would be angled
upward so as to be more visible from the air and to avoid shining on structures
on the ground. Runway lights and other lights on the airport would be apparent
mostly only fram locations to the west which would overlook the field. None of
the airport 1ighting is expected to be disruptive to residents of the area.
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The most apparent visual changes produced by tihe projcct would be ones sesn
from the air by occupants of aircraft landing at and departing from the airport’
or flying over the area. Large scale features such as the runway system, air-
craft aprons, clusters of hangar buildings would be ttie most apparant by day.
At night, the rotating airport beacon would be visible from miles away; the
runway 1ights becoming noticeable at closer distances. For a pilot looking for
thie airport, the high visibiiity of these features would be a positive visual

impact.

Mitigation Maasures

Design standards should be established Tor the airport to assure the attrac-
tiveness of hangar buildings and other structures. Landscaping should be in-
stalled in major public areas. Vegetation should be reestabiished in earthwork

areas both for aesthetic reasons and to reduce erosion.

Although an unlikely prospect to occur. measures should be taken to assure that
the rotating airport beacon does not shine directly on nearby structures in the
hills west of the site or otherwise become unnecessarily annoying.
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CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

Setting

The impacts addressed in the precedina sections either {nvolve permanent phvs-
ical changes to the site or are continuous effects associated with use of the
proposed airport facilities. The impacts of construction activities, by com=-

narison- are shori-term in duration; they end as each phase of development is

compl etad.

Construct ‘on of the project as laved out in the master plan would take place in
1ncrements cver @ 20-year time span. The proposed development staaing is out-
14ned in Chapter III. The first counle of vears would be occupied with proo-
erty acauisition. A major spurt of activity would follow with construction of
the first segment of the primary runway and the initial oortion of the buildina
area. This work would be acccmplished over one or perhaps two construction
seasons. About half of the total earthwork in the project would be done durina
this time period. Another major construction vear would probably occur in the
1990-t0-1995 time frame when the secondary runway would be built. During other
years, various pieces of the building area would be developed as dictated by

the demand for additional facilities.

Ampacts

Erosion: Removal of the existing around cover plus the large amount of earth-
work involved in the project presents the potential for significant erosion
problems. This in turn could lead to siltation and other water aual ity impacts

on Brushy Creek and other downstream waterwavs.

Ajir ggaljxy: Blowing dust from the construction site could be a sianificant
problem, especially considering the strong winds in the area. Some increase in
dust levels at nearby homes. particularly those downwind of the construction

area may be unavoidable.
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Noise: large construction equipment == including heavy graders, earth movers,
trucks, and other diesel equipment -- are relatively noisy. The nearly 1,000-
foot distance from the airfield construction area to the nearest homes should
help keep this impact to a tolerable level. The noise of truck traffic on adj-

acent roads may be the more significant impact.

Safety: Safety would be a major concern during the construction period. The
concern is for not only the construction crew, but aiso for the general public
and the users of aircraft operating at Byron Airpark.

o The operation of heavy construction equipment inherentiy involves scme de-
gree of risk., The existence of high-pressure gas and oil pipeiines across

the site is a particular concern.

o The general public would not be allowed on tha construction site for reas-
ons of safety. The heavy truck traffic to and from the site would present
some unavoidable dangers, however. It is estimated that at least 2,200
truckloads would be required to haul base rock, aspnalt, and other materi-
als to the site during the initial phase of development.

o Because most of the proposed new facilities would be located some distance
from the existing Byron Airpark runways, it is anticipated that the present
airport could remain open during the construction period. Temporary clos-
ure of one or both runways may nonetheless be necessary while certain items

of work are accomplished.

Road System and Traffic Circulation: Reconstruction of portions of Byron Hot

Springs and Armstrong Roads are included as elements of the proposed project.

Temporary closure of thase roads probably would be necessary while the work is
being done. The improvements probably would be done in two stages with widen-
ing of the roadbed done early on in the construction sequence, but resurfacing
waiting until after most of the heavy truck traffic is finished. The type and
quantity of truck traffic associated with the project construction would cause
1ittle, if any, deterioration of roads, such Byron Highway, that are designed

tfor such tratfic.
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Icrigation System: Construction of an underaround pipe to replace a portion of
the 45 Canai may nacessitate brief disruptions in irrigation water supplied by

the canal.

Energy Consumption: Consumption of energy, primarily in the form of diesel
fuel, would he an unavoidable effect of the project's implementation. Because
of variations in types of equipment used by contractors, no estimate has been
made of the total consumption that would resuit.

Archaeology: As noted in the discussion of this topic earlier in this chapter,
it is possible althouah unlikely that artifacts could be uncovered on the site

during construction.
Mitigatio gasures

Erosion: Good engineering and construction practices should be followed to
minimize erosion problems. These should include:

o Undertakina construction during the drv season not onlv to minimize
erosion but to keep construction equipment from becoming mired in the

mud,

o Ccmpacting fil1 areas to reduce the erosion potential as required by
Federal, State and local standards.

o Planting new vegetation on all exposed cut and fill surfaces.

Air Qualitv: Special efforts, including frequent moistening of exposed soil,
should be taken to keep blowing dust in check.

Noise: To the extent feasible, construction work should be done between 7:00
a.m. and 6:00 p m. on weekdays so as to avoid the more noise-sensitive niaht-

time and weekend periods.
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Safety: Precautions should be taken to assure the safety of the construcifon
crew, the general public, and airport users.

"o Al)l safety precautions reguired by law should be adhered to during ths

construction.

o Coordination should be established with the pioal ine operators so that
the lines can be accurately jocated and adequately marked.

o Haul routes should be located so as to minimize the potential safsty
impacts. If desmed to be an appirooriate precaution, flaamen siould be
stationed at key points cof potential traffic conflicts,

o During periods when temporary closure of one or both runwavs is neces-
sarv, the runways should be clearlv marked with X*s tc indicate their

closure.

Road Svstem and Traffic Circulation: Temporary closure of local roads while
construction is done on them should be kept to as short a time as practical or

temporary alternate routes should be established.

Irrigation Svstem: Coordination with the Byron-Bethany Irrication District
should be maintained to assure a minimum amount of disruption of irrigation

water supply.

Archaeology: If artifacts are found on the site during construction, work in
that area should cease until a aualified archaeoloaist can investicate the
significance of the findings.

The above provisions should be included in the engineering specifications for
the fob. Detailed arrangements would be worked out throuan consultation be
tween the contractors. the on-site engineering inspector, the design engineer,
the county, and other involved parties. Additional measures should be taken to

the extent practical to minimize other impacts that mav arise.
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VI - OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

N N )
ROPOS » L) [

The most substantial irreversible change that would result from the project
would be to the topography of the site. Over the 20~year time span of the plan
implementation, two hills on the site would be iowered and some 500.000 cubic
vards of earth would be moved. The phvsical placement of new pavement and
other materials on the site would also, for most practical purposes, bs jrre-
versible; they could be removed if necessitatea by some iater, higher priority,
development plans for the area, but probably wouid not be if the airport was
merely abandoned.

The commitment of materials, energy, manpower. and money to development of the

airport would be irreversible.

Because of these expenditures, the commitment to use of the site for an airport
would certainly be a lona-term one. This commitment could be reversed, thoughs.
if unanticipated future conditions should so warrant.

As long as the airport remains in operation, the proposed closure of local

roads would be permanent,
H=INDI

The potential for the proposed airport development to induce gqrowth in south-
eastern Contra Costa County is perhaps one of the most significant impacts that
the project could have. County policies call for minimizing arowth in this
area and for maintaining agricuitural activities to the areatest practical ex-
tent. FPlacement of a major node of activity in this area could foster demands
on the part of nearby landowners to be allowed to develop or sell their proo-
erty tor airport-related or other uses that would be more profitable than cat-
tle arazing.
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in evaluating this issue, it is concluded that the growth-inducement impacts of
the project can be held to an insignificant level. The following reasons sup-
port this conclusion.

o The type of airpert that is proposed is not inherently growth inducing.
Unlike airiine airports or major general aviation airports, the proposed
East Contra Costa County Airport would be a relatively quiet place. Pilots
and others would go to and from the airport and conduct aviation-related
buzirness there: but would have 1ittle reason to remain in the immedi ate
arsa, Many general aviation airports, even ones with a couple of hundred
air- ~nes, exist in relatively isolated locations with 1ittle other devel-

opment arcuni them.

o No non-aviation related development is proposed to be accommodated on the
airport site. Once the airport plans have been adopted by the county and
approved by the Federal Aviation Administration, a change in county policy
and concurrence by the FAA would be necessary to allow such uses. The
sizing of on-site water and wastewater facilities for aviation uses only
would also effectively preciude other types of development.

o The area currently lacks the conditions == including nearby population or
economic base and existing infrastructure -- that would be conducive to
growth. The airport by itself would not change these conditions. Policy
changes and other actions would be necessary to create these conditions.
If and when growth does occur in this area, it would much more 11ikely come
as an expansion of the grewth now occuring in the Oakley and Brentwood
areas to the north or possibly from the Livermore area to the southwest
than it would be to develop first around the atrport.

o The water and wastewater systems that would be constructed to serve the
airport, whether sel f-contained on the airport property or extended from
systems serving the community of Byron, are proposed to be sized oniy to
meet the needs of the airport. By limiting the capacities and not allowing
connections to the systems from surrounding properties, the infrastructure
necessary to support significant future development in the area would not
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be provided as a direct result of the project. Tf construction of the sys—
tems is funded by Federal Aviation Administration grants., the FAA would
expect the capacity to remain avallable solely for airport-related uses.

o It would not be in the best interests of the airport for many possible
types of development to be allowed to occur in the vicinity. Residential
development would be particularly incompatible with the airport for reasons
of noise, safetv, and general nuisance. Tha proposed project includes not
only the fee simple acauisition of a substantial amount of property, but
also the acquisitiion of conservation easements designed to precluds
incompatible development from surrounding lands. Additionally, it is an-
ticipated that an Airport Land Use Commission plan would be adopted for ithe
airport area and that this plan would not allow incompatible development.

The type of arowth that the project cleariv wouid induce would be in aviation
activity. The facilities proposed to be provided weuld be far superior to
those now available at the Byron Airpark or elsewhere in eastern Contra Costa
Countv. The airport is expected to attract most of the aircraft owners and
pilots from this area, plus perhaps some that now use the more crowded Buchanan
Field and Livermore airports. The overall level of aviation activity in the
region would probably be sl1ghtly hicher with creation of the East Contra Costa
County Airport than it the demand is constrained by lack of airport capacity.

Implementation of the project would represent a lona-term commitment on the
part of Contra Costa County to this particular site as the means of serving
local aviation demands. For the foreseeable future, it would foreclose the
option of developing a public airport at a different location.

The proposed acauisition of more property than is expected to be needed for
aviation purposes in even 20 vears enhances the long-term viability of this
airport site. The establishment of conservation and avication easements on
adjacent property is a further step in this direction. An approach that would
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be 1ess expensive in the short term would be to acquire a smaller amount of

land initially and then add to the property as needed. The long-term costs of
such an approach could be significantly higher, however; for one, the cost of
the raw land could go up even if growth is held in check and, secondly, incom-

patible development including wind farms or residences could occur in locations
that would be critical to future expansion of the airport.
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V1I - PROJECT ALTERNATTVES

There are three basic alternatives to the provosed preoject:
o No Projsct == A new airport would hot bs buiit 1n the east county.

o Alternative Site —- A new airport weuld be built at a different jocation in

the easat county.

o Alternative Lavout -— new airpori would be built of the Byron sits, but a
different plan would be followed.

The following discussion describes the major features of these alternatives.
Also indicated are the reasons why the propoused proiect is preferred over each

of the alternatives.
NO PROJECT

The premise of the "No Project" alternative is that Contra Costa Countv would
not build a new general aviation airport to serve the east countv. Such a
decision, though, would not necessarily mean that the status quo would be main-
tained. The demand for aviation facilities would continue to arow, althouah it
would be somewhat constrained by a lack of facilities.

Under the “"No Project" scenario, some or all of the following events could oc-

cur:

o Privatelv-owned Antioch A{irport would eventuallvy close as it beccmes envel-
oped by urban expansion. Most of the 75+ aircraft based there would be
moved to Buchanan Field if space can be found for them. Other planes might
be relocated to Rio Yista Municipal Airport or private airports in the east
county; a few may go to more distant airports or be sold to owners in other

areas.
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o Buchanan Field would continue to be the only full-service or publicly-owned
general aviation airport in Contra Costa County. - Aircraft activity at the
airport would increase more rapidly than if an east county airport is

built.

o Byron Airpark would be further developed as a private airport. Develop-
ment, however, would be much less extensive than if the proposed publicly-
owned airport is constructed. Expansion of aircraft parking areas and.
pessib1y. addition of new taxiways would be the moet 1ikely improvements.

ALTERNATIVE SITE

The process of identifying and evaluating a site for an east county airport was
presented in detail in the Phase li Site Indentification and Evaluation re-
port.. The report conclusions were considered by the County Airport Advisory
Committee and the Board of Supervisors and were addressed by the public at
hear1ngs held by these two bodies. The Airport Advisory Committee recommended
to the Board of Supervisors that detailed plans be prepared for the Byron site

and the Board concurred in this selection.

Figure 14 maps the locations of the various possible sites originally identi-
fied and also shows the top candidates. Layout concept plans of the three
sites that were the primary alternatives to Byron are presented in Figures 15,
16, and 17. Reference is made to the Phase 1 report for descriptions of these

sites.

Chapter V of this environmental document only briefly notes the general charac-
ter of the impacts that development of these sites would generate. A more
thorohgh evaluation is contained in the Phase 1 report.

ALTERNATIVE LAYOUTS

Therefare numerous possible variations with respect to the design of an airport
tor the Byron site. Three concept plans were prepared and presented to the
Airport Advisory Committee for consideration. One plan was determined to be
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superior to the others in several important respects as discussed in the Design
Constraints Section of Chapter III. The other two are illustrated in Figures

18 and 19.

Various minor modifications to the basic proposed plan are expected. Some of
these are noted in Chapter III. It is anticipated that certain changes will
occur as the detailed engineering analyses are accomplished. Other changes
probably would be made in later phasses of the airport's development as neaded
in response to the actual conditions that evolve. Changes to the indicated

sequence of development also could happen.

Another type of layout alternative would be development of a scaled-down afir-
port at the Byron site. No plan for such a facility has been prepared. The
clear direction given by both the Airport Advisory Committee and the Board of
Supervisors has been that the airport should not be unnecessarily constrained -
- 1t should have the potential to serve the county's need for well beyond 20
years. Preserving this capability has meant that substantially more property
is proposed tTor acquisition than would be needed for many years. It 1s uncer-
tain what sort of plan or acquisition boundaries would be appropriate for a

more limited airport.
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Planning Department Contra ~ Appendix A

County Administration Building, North Wing Sta.
P.O. Box 951 County

Martinez, California 94553-0095
Anthony A. Dehaesus Director of Planning
Phone:372-2035

NOTICE OF PREPARATICN
AND SCOPING SESSION

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR EAST CONTRA COSTA COUNTY AIRPORT
County File #PW 85-43: The project is the proposed construction of a new public use,
general aviation airport to serve eastern Contra Costa County. Approximately 500 to 700
acres would be acquired for airfield, aircraft parking and runway approach protection
purposes. Two intersecting runways would be required; the longer one having an initiai
length of 3,800 feet with potential extension to 6,000 ieet. Initial development would
provide space for about 150 based aircraft with potential demand of 400 based aircraft in
20 years.

The proposed site is in southeast Contra Costa County, 2.5 miles south of Byron and 1.0
miles west of County Route J4, bounded roughly by Armsirong Road and Byron Hot
Springs Road. An existing privately owned airport, Byron Airpark, occupies part of the
site. Brushy Creek traverses the site.

As the owner of abutting property, or as an otherwise interested person or organization,
you are invited to submit any comments you may have on this project, and raise any
significant environmental issues of which you are aware so they can be considered in the
environmental review process. -

This letter plus enclosures will constitute a Notice of Preparation. -Please circulate this
information to the appropriate persons and agencies as soon as possible. 1 would
encourage those interested to contact me directly by phone or letter to convey any
concerns they may have. We have selected a consulting firm to prepare an EIR;
therefore, the earliest contact will ensure the best coverage of any concerns. It is hoped
that the Draft EIR will be brought to public hearing at the earliest possible date.
Additionally, our office will conduct a scoping session on this project for those that wish
to attend. It will be held at the Delta Community Services Center (730 Third Street,

Brentwood) on May 2nd at 2:00 p.m.

If Ayp; have any comments on this Notice of Preparation, please contact me by
7 G /C) /;74;}(._‘ .

Sincerely yours,

Anthony A. Dehaesus
Director of Planning

g
e < Py
/’:’/t ‘ez f—&%

-~ James W, Cutler, Chief
Comprehensive Planning

JWC/mb5a
cc:  File No. PW 85-43
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Public Works Department )

ays Lot 251985
Initial Study
OF ENVIRONMENTAL SIGN{FICANCE
Fite# _PW_85-43 iy it iy
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Prepared by _ oM Cutler - Date_April B, 1985
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

{ )categorical Exemption (Class )( )Negative Declaration (X)Environment Impact Report Required
{ )Conditional Neg.Declaration

The Project (May) CWOPOONQY) Have A Significant Effect On The Environment

IThe recommendz’ion is based on the following (List all items identified as significant):

— ___The project will have various significant impacts (see attached checklist and discussion)
and may alze ha contioversial in nature.

What (fhanges To The Project Would Mitigate The Identified Impacts (List mitigation measures for
any significant impatts and Conditional Negative Declaration).

Some mitigation will be accomplished by the way in which the site development is planned.
To the extent possible, the most significant natural habitats will be avoided and the

nzed to acquire existing residences will be minimized. HMitigation of environmental impacts
also will be considered in the engineerina design of the proposed facilities.

USGS Quad Sheet_Byron Hot Springs Base Map Sheet#_None Parcelf
GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS: & Clifton Court Forebay

1. Location_The nronosed site is in southeast Contra Costa Countv, 2.5 miles south
of Byron and 1.0 miles west of Countv Route J4, bounded rouahiv by Armstrona Road
and Byron Hot Sorings Road. An existina nrivatelv owned airport, Bvron Airnark,
occunies nart of the site. Brushy Creek traverses the site.

2. Project Description_TIhe nroject i n i n
[ul iati i ra C oproximatelv
511 to 700 acres would be acouired for airfield, aircraft narkina and runway
aonroach nrotection nurposes. Two intersecting runways would be reauired; the
onger one having an 1mi

by L] b .
6,000 feet, TIritial develonmént would provide space Tor about 150 based aircraltt

notetitial demand of 400 based aircraft in 20 years.

3. Noes it appear that any feature of the project will Ayes [Ono maybe
generate significant public concern? (Nature of concern):
Noise, possible relocation of residents, impacts on natural environment

4. Will the project require approval or permits by other Eyes Ono
than a County agency? Agency names(s) __2irnort Land Use Commission

5. Is the project within the Sphere of Influence of any city? (Name)_ Mo
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ANALYSIS:

S=Significant N=Negligitle C=Cumulative No=None U=Unknown

1.

Wwater. Will the project result in:

a) Is any portion of the project within a Flood Hazard Area? YES an~o
! . S N 8 NO E]
b) Reduction of surface or ground water quality or quantity? 0O 0O ]
) Increased runoff or alteration to drainage patierns and
Sireams? - O 0 0 0
d)  Erosion of or sedimentation in & body of water? O oo @ 0O
Earth. (Consider the Seismic Safety Element) Will the propusal
result in or be subject to: y
a) Is any portion of the project within an Alquist-Priolo Act
Special Studies Zone? (if yes, date County Geologist notified OvYEs & No
b)  Potentially hezardous geologic or soils conditions on or S N C NO U
iinmedintely adjoining the site? (slides, springs, erosions, liqui-
faction, earthquake faults; consider prime soils, slope, septie
tank limitations). Cite any geologic or engineering reports.
(County Geologist consulted?) No -— O ®O O O
¢) Grading (consider height amount, steepness and visivility of g oo o G
proposed slopes; consider effect of grading ‘on trees, creek ]
channels and ridge topsXAre there any grading pluns?) OvYES M NG
lant/Animal Life. i
Plant/Anima; 22¢ S N C NO U
a)  Will there be a reduction or disturbance fc sny habitat for )
plants and enimals? (including removal or disturbance of irees) ¥ oo o G
b) Will the Project affect the habitat of any rare, endangered or
unique species located on or nesr the site? See Discussion. W Oag o o
¢)  What vegetation (habitat) types exist on the site (give relative . i
% or proportions if significant)? List habitat types. See Discussion
Air. Wil the Project result in deterioration of existing air quality, $ N C NO U
including creation of objectionable odors, or will future project
residents be subjected to significant pollution levels? o0 O O
Noise. Will the project result in:
a) Is any portions of the project within the 1890, 60 dBA Noise OYES X NO
Contour? {(check Noise Element at 1000 scale maps)
b}  Increases from existing noise levels? ® OO0 0O 0O
Energv/Natural Resources/Hazards (Consider General Plan, Safety
and Seismic Safety Elemenis). Will the projects result in:
a)  Any additional consumption of energy? 0o 8o o 0
b) Affect the potential use, extraction, conservation or depletion
of a nuturzl resource? Ooo ® 0O
¢) Increase risk of explosion, release of hazardous substances
or other dangers to public health and safety? oo QO 4d

Utilities and Public Service. Will the project:

a)  Reguire alteration or addition to or the need for new utility
systems (including sphere of influence or district boundary
change; water, sewer, solid waste)?

EYES Oro
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10.

11.

12.

13.

b) Result in the nced for new or expansion c. the following i NO

services: fire and police protection, schools, parks and

recreation, roads, flood control or other public works fac-

ilities, public transit or governmental services {include

changes to sohere of influence)? X O
e¢)  Affect recreational opportunities (consider General Plan

Recreation Element-Trails Plans)? O &
Transportation/Circulation. (Consider the Major Roads Plan) Will
the project result in:
a)  Additional traffic generation or increase in circulation pro-

blems (consider road design, access, congestion, parking and

accident potential)? a O
b) Special transportation considerations (waterborne, rail, air

or public transportation systems and parking faeilities)? Yes
)  Increase in commuting to and from local community? ® 0
Housiny and Community Develcpment. (Consider Housing Ele-
... Is the projeet:
a) Located within a Neighborhood Preservation Area? O YES 3 NO
b) Is thaer= an opportunity for construction of low and moderate

ineoni2 housing? DJYES X NO
Cultural Resources. _'.
a) Review by the Regional Clearinghouse? (théir recommend- OYES X NO

ation)? - Date
b) Any nearby County Historie Sites (Consider Historical

Resources Inventory) Yes
Aesthetics. (Consider the Sceniec Routes Element) Will the
project obstruct any public scenic vista or view, create an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view, or produce new
light or glare? OYES ® NO
Is this project a growth-inducing action {encourage additional
requests for similar uses) or set a precedent in the area? O YES B NO
Mendatory Findings of Significance. (A "yes" answer on any of the
following questions requires preparation of an EIR)
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality

of the environment, or curtail the diversity in the environ—

ment? X YES O No
b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term,

1o the disadvantege of long-term, environmental goals? OYES ®NO
e) Does the projeet have impacts which are individually lim-

ited, but cumulatively considerable? X1 YES OnNo
d) Does the project have environmental impacts which will

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either

directly or indirectly? OYEs Xl NO

Discussion:
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DISCUSSION

1a.

Ce.

2b.

3a.

C.

5b.

Brushy Creek crosses site. Creek flow volumes will be considered in

engineering design.

New pavement will increase local runoff. Effects will be accounted for in

project engineering.
Site is in an area of low to moderate 1iquefaction potential.

Extensive nrading will be required. <Quantities will be estimated and

impacts assessed.

New pavement will el iminate vegetation presently growing in the affected
locations.

A unique plant species--Lasthenia conjugens--is found along the edges of
vernal pools on the site. Some of these areas would be significantly
affected by the;prodect. No tracks, dens, or other stgns of the San
Joaquin kit fox (an éndéngered species) have been found on the site,
although the area may be on the edge of the animal!s_range.

The proportions of different habitat types on the site are estimated as

follews:
Introduced annual grassland - 55 percent

Vernal pool systems - 25 percent
Djsturbed areas - 15 percent
Freshwater wetland - 5 percent

Aircraft operations and vehicle access trips will contribute small

amounts of air pollution emissions.

Aircraft operations will increase existing noise Tevels. The extent of
the\;;gzés will be assessed.
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6a. Airport facilities and aircraft operations wil1 consume energy in rel-

tively small amounts.

c. The probability of an airciraft accicent off the airport will increase as
activity increases, but the risks will be negligible because of the

minimal nearby development.

7a. Additional electrical and telephone Tines may need to be extended to the
site. Water and sewage requirements wiil be met by facilities to be

developed on site.
b. Some additional county stafi may be needed to operate the airpcrt.

8a. Airport traffic will require that Armstrong and Byron Hot Springs Roads

be improved.

b. The project will change the air transportation system in the county.

c. For most users, the access trip distance to the new airport will be
greater to the ﬁntioch Airport, which is expected to closa.

10b. Byron Hot Springs is located about 0.6 miles north ot:the site.

12. The project is expected to have negligible growth inducing impacts. The

issue w111 be assessed nonetheless.

13a. The potential for significant adverse impactls exists. Most impacts are
expected to be minor, however, and mitigation measures will be incor-

porated into the design.

c. The cumulative impacts of the airport's long-term development will be
more significant than tke short-term impacts. A Z0-year master plan for
airport development will be prepared and the environmental aralysis will
address the impacts expected over this camplete period.

d. The project's major effects on human beings would be upon those househol cs
that may need to be relocated off the project site. The total number of

residences affected is expected to be less than {ive and could be zero.
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Appendix A

California Department of Transportation, District 4
Wallace J. Rnthbart. District CEQA Coordinator
April 30, 1985

California Office of Historic Preservation
Marion Mitcheli-Wilson, Neputy State Historic Preservation Officer

iMay 1, 1985

Francis M. Scott
undatad (raceived Mav 9, 198h)

Local fgsncy Formation Comrission of Contra Costa County
Dewey Mansfield, Executive Officer
May 10, 19&: :

Conta Costa Countvy Community Develonment Depariment, Transportation
Planning Division

Maurice Shius Acting Assistant Director

May 16, 1985

William E. Ralnh
May 16, 1985

Wind Energv Specialties, Inc.
Logan Belton, Project Coordinator

May 21, 1985

rtalifernia Air Resources Board. Local Projects Supoort Branch,
Technical Support Division

Gary Agid, Chief

May 24, 1985

East Bay Reaional Park District
T.H. Lindenmever, Project Coordinator, Planning and Design

May 28, 1985

Armv Corps of Enaineers, Sacramento District
Robert Clarks, Chief, Unit 1 Regulatory Section

California Nepartment of Transportatin, Division of Aeronautics
F.G. Lernke, Chief, Technical Services Branch
June 5, 1985

Ca]ifornia Department of Fish and Game, Region 3
Brian Hunter, Reagional Manager
July 5, 198k
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Appendix B

PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES IDENTIFIED

BYRON AIRPARK RECONNAISSANCE, APRIL 6, 1985

PLANTS

Achyrachena mollis
Alopecurus saccatus *
Allenrolfia occidentalis *
Amsinckia intermedia
Avena barbata

A, fatua

Brodiaea laxa

B. pulchella

Bromus mollis

B. diandrus

Cotula coronopifolia
Cryptantha sp. *
Distichilis spicata
Downingia elegans *
Eleocharis acicularis
Erodium spp.

Eryngium vaseyi *
Festuca sp.

Frankenia grandiflora *
Grindelia camporum
Hemizonia pungens
Hordeum leoporinum
Juncus bufonius

Juncus sp.

Lasthenia chrysostoma
L. fremontii

L. sp.

Layia sp.

Lepidium dictyotum

L. latipes *

Lolium multiflorum
Lupinus cf. bicolor

L. cf. micranthus
Myosurus minimus *
Navarettia sp.
Orthocarpus campestris
O. purpurascens
Plagiobothrys sp. *
Pogogyne sp. *
Polypogon monspieliensis

Psilocarphus cf. brevissimus *

Ranunculus californica
Rorippa nasturtium-agquaticum
Rumex sp.

Scirpus cf. californicum

S. cf. robustus

Silybum marianum

Spergularia media *

Suaeda fruticosa *

Typha sp.

B-1

blow-wives

iodine bush
fiddlieneck

wild oats

blue-dicks
soft chess
ripgut brome
brass buttons

salt grass

filaree

gum plant
common spikeweed
farmer's foxtail
toad rush

goldfields

tidy tips
peppergrass

rye grass

lupine

mouse tails
skunkweed

fieid owl clover
red owl clover
popcorn flower

rabbit's foot grass
wooly marbles
buttercup
watercress
dock

tules

bulrush

milk thistle
spurrey

seep weed
cattails



ANIMALS
Mammals

Lepus californicus
Thomomys bottae
Canis latrans

Amphibians
Hyla regilla

Bircs
Anas platyrhynchos
Cat"artes aura
Elanus leuvcurus
Agulla «hrysaetos
Circus cyaneus
Numenius americanus
Eremophila alpestris
Hirundo rustica
Sturnella neglecta
Agelaius phoeniceus

Passerculus sandwichensis

* denotes vernal pool species

B-2

black-tailed hare
Botta's pocket gopher
coyote

Pacific treefrog

mallard

turkey vulture
black~-shouldered kite
golden eagle
northern harrier
long-billed curlew
horned lark

barn swallow
meadowlark
red-winged blackbird
savannah sparrow



Appendix ¢

NOISE IMPACT CALCULATIONS INPUTS

Laid 22 1 7 22 X 2T R 22222 L S e EE R LR T YT RN

AIRCRAFT MIX 1990 Projection
Total Operation=

Annual Avg Day Percentage

6ingle Engine A3, 100 118 95,8%
Twin Engine 1,800 S 4,07
Business Jets 100 0.3 0. 2%
total 45,000 123.3 100 %
bt b L T2 22T T T T i d b L B R T L E

TIME OF DAY 1990 Projection
Percent nf A1l Oporations

Day Evening Night

7 a.m, 7 p.m. 10 p.m.

7 p.m, 10 p.m, 7 a.m.
Single Engina 94, 0% 3.0% 1.074
Twin Engine R7.0% 2.3% 0.7%
Business Jets P7.0% 2.3% 0.7%
L2 2 e 22 Y2 % %% L2 LR L2 T L LT 2T Yy
RUNWAY UTILIZATION TABLE 1990 Projection

Percentage of Takeofiw

RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY
4 22 12 30
Single Engina
Day 0.0% 3.0% 12,0% BS. 0%
Evening Q.0% 1.5% 23.5% 75.0%
Night 0.0% C. 0% 35.0% 65, 0%
Twin Engine
Day 0.0% 1.04 13.4% BT &%
Evening 0.0% 0.5% 24.2% 75.3%
Night 0.0% 0, 0% 53.0% 65.0%
Buyiness Jets
Day 0,0% Q.0% 14,0% B846.0%
Evening Q.0% N.Q% 24,5% 75.5%
Night 0.0% 0.0% 35. 0% 65. 0%

LA 2 2 2T T I T Y Ty % LA 2 2 2 LT LT T RNy
1990 Projecticn

Parcentage of Landings

RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY
4 22 12 30

Single Engine

Day 1.0% 10.0% 10.0% 79.0%
Evening Q. 5% F.0% 22.5% 7Z2.0%
Night 0, 0% 0, 0% 20.0% ah, 0%,
Twin Engine
Day 0.3% T 0% T.0% BZ. 7%
Evening 0. 2% 1.5% £4,2% 74, 1%
Night 0.0 0. 0% 35, D% 45. 0%

Business Jets

Lay 0,0% Q.0% 8L, %
Evening Q. 0% 0,0% X 7.0,
Nignt N.0% 0. 0% TT0% 65, 0%

(4]

***ﬁ"ﬂ’?l"'""G'U#**ﬁ*'*iil&i’*'**'*'**G***'Iii
AIRCRAFT MIX 2005 Projection
iotal Operation=z .

Annual Avg Day Percentage

Zingle Engine 147,200 403 §2.0%
Tein Engine 11,200 31 7.0%
Zusiness Jet 1,600 4.4 1.0%

total 160,000 438.4 100 %

il datatat et b L2 2 LT R TR E P VP e
TIME OF DAY ZI20% Projection
Percent of All Dperations

Day Evening Night

7 a.m, 7 pem, 10 p.m.

7 Seme 10 p.m, 7 a.m,
Single Engine 9. 0% 6.0% 2,0%
Twin Engine 93.0% 5.0% 1,5%
Business Jet PX.5% S O% 1.5%%

* it 8 T XU T o
RUNWAY UTILIZATION TABRLE 2000 Frojection

YT Ty Yrm W

Percentage of Takeofis
RUNWRY RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY
S 23 12 0

Single Eng ne

Day 1.0% 27.07% B. 0% &4, 0%
Evening D.6% 32.4% 11.0% S6.O%
Night 0.2% 37.8% 14, 0% 48. 0%
Twin Engine
Day Q0. 7% 21.0% 8.a% &9. 5%
Evening 0. 4% 25.0% 12.9% &1.7%
Night 0.1% 28. 9% 17.0% 54. 0%
Business Jets
Day 0.4% 15.0% F.O% 7. 0%
Evening 0.2% 17.5% 14.8% 67050
Night 0.1% 20.0% 19.9% 60, 0%

ilil!*ii!&&&&#bll‘dlnlli!&*&l##&i‘&ilinli*liHi‘lcl
2005 Frojection

Percentage of Landings

RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY RUNWAY

] 23 12 30

Single Engine
Day X. 0% TOL 0% S. 04 £2, 0%
Evening 2, V% 35.0% 7.5% 55.5%
Night 1.0% 40, 0% 10.0% 4%, 0%

Twin Engine

Day 2.0% 5. 0% 7.5% 65. 07
Evening 1.4% . 0Y% 10, 0% 58.6%
Night 0.8% 35.0% 12.5% S1.7%

Business Jets
Ray 1.0% 20,07 10,0% 65, 0
Evening 0.8% 25. 0% 2. 5% 61, 7%
Night 0.5% I, 0% 15.07 S4.5%



Califorria Environmental Quality Act

NOTICE OF
Completion of Environmental Impact Repert

I: Negative Declaration of Environmental Significance

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELCPMENT DEPARTMENT

651 PINE STREET P.O. BOX 951 MARTINEZ, CALIFORNIA 94553 - 0095
Telephone: (415) 372- __2035 Tontact Person __Jim Cutler

Project Description and Location:

EAST CONTRA COSTA COUNTY AIRPORT County File #PW 85-43: The project is the
proposed construction of a new public use, general aviation airport to serve eastern
Contra Costa County. Approximately 500 to 700 acres would be acquired for airfield,
aircraft parking and runway approach protection purposes. Two intersecting runways
would be required; the longer one having an initial length of 3,800 feet with potential
extension to 6,000 feet. Initial development would provide space for about 150 based
aircraft with potential demand of 400 based aircraft in 20 years. The proposed site is in
southeast Contra Costa County, 2.5 miles south of Byron and 1.0 miles west of County
Route J4, bounded roughly by Armstrong Road and Byron Hot Springs Road. - An existing
privately owned airport, Byron Airpark, occupies part of the site. Brushy Creek traverses
the site.

[____I Justification for Negative Declaration is attached.
The Environmental Impact Report is available for review at the address below:

Contra Costa County Community Development Department
4th Floor, North Wing, Administration Building

Pine & Escobar Streets

Martinez, California

Review Period for Environmental Impact Report or Negative Declaration: __0October 7, 1985
thru _ November 21, 1985

By %“‘*—f/ é’/ﬂ&)

AP9R 6/85 GEmmunity Development Department Representative




