SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ITEM: 3.26
(ID # 13793)

MEETING DATE:
Tuesday, January 26, 2021

FROM: TLMA - AVIATION:

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY/AVIATION: Approval of a 5-
year Cooperative Service Agreement with the United States Department of
Agriculture, for wildlife management services at all County Airports; CEQA
Exempt; Districts 3 and 4. [$650,970 Total Cost - Aviation Grants 100%] (Clerk to
File Notice of Exemption)

RECOMMENDED MOTION: That the Board of Supervisors:
1. Find that the proposed project is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15301,
Class 1 Existing Facilities Exemption; Section 15061 (b) (3);

2. Approve the attached 5-year Cooperative Service Agreement between the County of
Riverside, TLMA Aviation and the United States Department of Agriculture for wildlife
management services at all five (5) County Airports and associated Work Plans;

3. Authorize the Assistant County Executive Officer/TLMA Director, to execute the
Cooperative Service Agreement on behalf of the County; and

4. Direct the Clerk of the Board to file the Notice of Exemption with the County Clerk within
five (5) days of approval by the Board of Supervisors.

ACTION: Policy

544 Lp4hAErim TLMA Director 12/15/2020

MINUTES OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

On motion of Supervisor Hewitt, seconded by Supervisor Spiegel and duly carried by
unanimous vote, IT WAS ORDERED that the above matter is approved as recommended.

Ayes: Jeffries, Spiegel, Washington, Perez, and Hewitt

Nays: None Kecia R. Harper
Absent: None Clerk sf the Boa
Date: January 26, 2021 By: (gj @G.w _é %é
XC: Aviation, Recorder Deputy
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

FINANCIAL DATA Current Fiscal Year: Next Fiscal Year: Total Cost: Ongoing Cost
COST $92,414 $ 126,717 $ 650,970 $0
NET COUNTY COST $ol  so $0 $0
SOURCE OF FUNDS: 100% Aviation Grants Budget Adjustment: — No

For Fiscal Year: 20/21 and 25/26

C.E.O. RECOMMENDATION: Approve

BACKGROUND:

Summary

Riverside County operates the Blythe Airport, the Chiriaco-Summit Airport, the Hemet-Ryan
Airport, the French Valley Airport and the Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport. These five
(5) general aviation airports provide critical aviation infrastructure in support of life and
safety air operations. Critical air operations based at County Airports include wildfire and
firefighting support by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, law
enforcement operations by the California Highway Patrol and the Riverside County Sheriff,
and air medical/ambulance operations. Riverside County Airports provide critical
infrastructure and connect communities with the nation’s air transportation system.

On September of 2014, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued a grant to
Riverside County to conduct a wildlife assessment at French Valley, Hemet-Ryan and
Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airports. This wildlife assessment found significant wildlife
presence at each of these airports. As a result of this finding, the FAA required a wildlife
hazard management plan be implemented to manage wildlife hazards in these three
airports.

A wildlife hazard management plan outlines the specific measures the airports will take to
manage wildlife hazards. A certified airport wildlife biologist professional is required to
implement wildlife management efforts and to ensure full compliance with federal and state
laws for wildlife management. Airport staff are able to implement limited harassment and
deterrence measures.

The US Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers airport services for wildlife management.
They employ certified airport wildlife biologists that support airports throughout the United
State. The Aviation Department has approached the USDA to solicit their full-time wildlife

services for the implementation of the wildlife hazard management plan at all County
Airports.

The attached USDA Cooperative Service Agreement and Workplans have been approved
by County Counsel as to form.
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SUBMITTAL TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Impact on Residents and Businesses
Wildlife services from USDA will reduce wildlife habitat and increase safety at County Airports.

Additional Fiscal Information
There are no general fund impacts or budget adjustment anticipated at this time.

Below is the breakdown of cost by suggested in the Work Plan:
10/1/20 10/1/21 10/1/22 10/1/23 10/1/24
to to to to to
9/30/21 9/30/22 9/30/23 = 9/30/24 9/30/25 Total
$123,218 $126,717 $130,266 $133,814 $136,955 $650,970

Below is the breakdown of cost by fiscal year:

FY 25/26 -
7/1/2510
FY20/21 FY21/22 FY22/23 FY23/24 FY24/25 9/30/25 Total
92,414 126,717 130,236 133,814 136,954 30,835 650,970

ATTACHMENTS:

French Valley Airport - Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
Hemet-Ryan Airport - Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport - Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
USDA Workplan

= 4
Jason Fanin, Principal Management Analyst /2072021 Greg@X Préx?;(os, Diretor Counly Counsel _ 12/15/2020
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County of Riverside FILED/POSTED
Facilitiess Management County of Riverside

3133 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92507 i L -

E-202100119
92/03/2021 11:52 AN Fee: $ 50.00

L e

December-1, 2020

Project Name: Cooperative Service Agreement with the United States Department of Agriculture for Wildlife
Management Services at County Airports

Project Number: EDI910012

Project Location: Hemet Ryan Airport-4710 West Stetson Avenue, Hemet; French Valley Airport-37600 Sky Canyon
Road, Murrieta; Jaqueline Cochran Airport-58860 Higgins Drive, Thermal; Riverside County

Description of Project: Riverside County operates the Blythe Airport, the Chiriaco-Summit Airport, the Hemet-Ryan
Airport, the French Valley Airport and the Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport. These five general aviation airports
provide critical aviation infrastructure in support of life and safety air operations, including wildfire and firefighting support
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, law enforcement operations by the California Highway Patrol
and the Riverside County Sheriff, and air medical/ambulance operations. County Airports provide critical infrastructure and
connect communities with the nation’s air transportation system. On September of 2014, the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) issued a grant to Riverside County to conduct a wildlife assessment at French Valley, Hemet-Ryan
and Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airports. This wildlife assessment found significant wildlife presence at each of these
airports. As a result of this finding, the FAA required a wildlife hazard management plan be implemented in manage wildlife
hazards in these three airports. A wildlife hazard management plan outlines the specific measures the airports will take to
manage wildlife hazards on the airports. A certified airport wildlife biologist professional is required to implement wildlife
management efforts and to ensure full compliance with federal and state laws for wildlife management. Airport staff are
able to implement limited harassment and deterrence measures.

The US Department of Agriculture (USDA) offers airport services for wildlife management. They employ certified airport
wildlife biologists that support airports throughout the United State. The Aviation Department has approached USDA to
solicit their full-time wildlife services for the implementation of the wi 1dlife hazard management plan at all County Airports.
The services will be retained in the form of a cooperative service agreement and work plans. The approval of the USDA
Cooperative Service Agreement is defined as the proposed project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
The project is the procurement of wildlife management services at existing facilities; no expansion of the existing facilities
will occur. The operation of the facilities will continue to provide aviation services. No additional direct or indirect physical
environmental impacts are anticipated.

JAN 28202 2.2



Nanmie of Public Agency Approving Project: Riverside County
Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Riverside County

Exempt Status: State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 1, Existing Facilities Exemption; Section 15061(b) (3),
General Rule or “Common Sense” Exemption. Codified under California Code of Regulations Title 14, Article 5, Section
15061.

Reasons Why Project is Exempt: The proposed project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA
specifically by the State CEQA Guidelines as identified below. The project will not result in any specific or general
exceptions to the use of the categorical exemption as detailed under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2. The project
will not cause an impact to an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern nor would the project involve unusual
circumstances that could potentially have a significant effect on the environment. The project would not result in impacts
to scenic highways, hazardous waste sites, historic resources, or other sensitive natural environments, or have a-cumulative
effect to the environment. No significant environmerital impacts are anticipated to occur with the USDA Cooperative
Service Agreement: ' '

e Section 15301 — Class 1 Existing Facilities Exemption: This categorical exemption inciudes the operation, repair,
maintenance, leasing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures or facilities, provided the exemption
only involves negligible or no expansion of the previous site’s use. The project, as proposed, is limited to an
agreement to retain wildlife management services from the USDA to develop a wildlife hazard management plan
at County Airports where significant wildlife exist and need protection and coordination to allow both airport
operations and wildlife to operate harmoniously. The project will not require physical modifications to the existing
sites which would increase or expand the use of the sites, and is limited to the continued use of the sites in a similar
capacity; therefore, the project is exempt as e project meéts the scope and intent of the Class 1 Exemption
identified in Section 15301, Article 19, Categorical Exemptions of the CEQA Guidelines.

e Section 15061 (b),(3) - “Common Sense” Exemption: In accordance with CEQA, the use of the Common ‘Sense
Exemption is based on the “general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a
significant effect on the environment.” State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061(b) (3). The use of this exemption is
appropriate if “it can be seen with ceftainty that tliere is no possibility that the activity in question may have a
significant effect on the environment.” /bid. This determination is an issue of fact and if sufficient evidence exists
in the record that the activity cannot have a significant effect on the environment, then the exemption applies and
no further evaluation under CEQA is required. See No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 Cal. 3d 68. The
ruling in this case stated that if a project falls within a category exempt by administrative regulation or 'it can be
seen with certainty that the activity in question will not have a significant effect on the environment', no further
agency evaluation is required. With certainty, there is no possibility that the project may have a significant effect
on the environment. The proposed USDA Cooperative Service Agreement will not result in any direct or indirect
physical environmental impacts. The use and operation of the airports will be substantially similar to the existing
use and will not create any new environmental impacts to the surrounding area. No impacts beyond the ongoing,
existing use of the sites would occur. The creation and implementation of a wildlife hazard management plan will
further reduce any potential environmental effects to wildlife and result in a net benefit to the environment.
‘Therefore, in no way, would the project as proposed have the potential to cause a significarit environmental impact
and the project is exempt from further CEQA analysis.

Therefore, the County of Riverside hereby concludes that no physical envirorimental impacts are anticipated tooccur and the
project as proposed is exempt under CEQA.. No further environmental analysis is'warranted. :

Signed: //‘Z'/// g/i Date; 12-1-2020 |

Mike Sullivan, Senior Environmental Planner
County of Riverside, Facilities Management
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY .

DEPARTMENT OF FISHAND GAME Cued Pl =l

ENVIRONMENTAL FILING FEE CASH RECEIPT -
Receipt#: 21-52128

State Clearinghouse # (if applicable):

Lead Agency: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE FACILITIES MANAGEMENT Date: 02/03/2021

CountyAgency of Filing: RIVERSIDE Document No: E-202100119

Project Title: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE FACILITIES MANAGEMENT COOPERATIVE SERVICE AGREEMENT WITH

Project Applicant Name:  COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE FACILITIES MANGEMENT Phone Number: ~ (951) 955-8009

Project Applicant Address: 3133 MISSION INN AVE, RIVERSIDE, CA 92507

Project Applicant: | OCAL PUBLIC AGENCY

CHECKAPPLICABLE FEES:

O Environmental Impact Report

D Negative Declaration
D Application Fee WaterDiversion (State WaterResources Control BoardOnly)

O Project Subject to Certified Regulatory Programs

D County Administration Fee $0.00
D Project that is exempt from fees (DFG No Effect Determination (Form Attached))
m Project that is exemptfrom fees (Notice of Exemption)
Total Received $50.00

Signature and title of person receiving payment &A@D\A Deputy

Notes: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE FACILITIES MANAGEMENT COOPERATIVE
SERVICE AGREEMENT WITH THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE FOR THE WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT SERVICES AT COUNTY

AIRPORTS




County of Riverside
Facilities Management
3133 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92507

Date: December 1, 2020
To: Kiyomi Moore/Josefina Castillo, Office of the County Clerk
From: Mike Sullivan, Senior Environmental Planner, Facilitics Management

Subject: County of Riverside Facilities Management Project # ED1910012
USDA Cooperative Services Agreement for County Airports

The Riverside County’s Facilities Management’s Project Management Office is requesting that
you post the attached Notice of Exemption. Attached you will find an authorization to bill by
journal voucher for your posting fee.

After posting, please return the document to:

Mail Stop #2600
Attention: Mike Sullivan, Senior Environmental Planner,

Facilities Management,
3133 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92507

1f vou have any questions, please contact Mike Sullivan at 955-8009 or email
at msullivan@rivco.org.

Attachment

cc: file




RIVERSIDE COUNTY CLERK & RECORDER
AUTHORIZATION

TO BILL
BY JOURNAL VOUCHER

Project Name: USDA Cooperative Services Agreement for County Airports

Accounting String: 537080-22100-1910700000- ED1910012

DATE: December 1, 2020

AGENCY: Riverside County

THIS AUTHORIZES THE COUNTY CLERK & RECORDER TO BILL FOR FILING AND
HANDLING FEES FOR THE ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENT(S).

NUMBER OF DOCUMENTS INCLUDED: One (1)

AUTHORIZED BY: Mike Sullivan, Senior Environmental Planner, Facilities Management

Signature:

PRESENTED BY: Liliana Valle, Coun irport Manager

-TO BE FILLED IN BY COUNTY CLERK-

ACCEPTED BY:
DATE:

RECEIPT # (S)




USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268
COOPERATOR NUMBER:

COOPERATIVE SERVICE AGREEMENT
between
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE (COOPERATOR)
and
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE (APHIS)
WILDLIFE SERVICES (WS)

ARTICLE 1 - PURPOSE

The purpose of this Cooperative Service Agreement (Agreement) is to reduce and minimize
threats posed by wildlife to aircraft and human safety at airports under the ownership of the
County of Riverside. This work is to be completed by the United States Department of
Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS) under
the Agreement with the County of Riverside. Airports to be included under this Agreement are
Chiriaco Summit Airport (Chiriaco Summit), French Valley Airport (Murrieta), Hemet Ryan
Airport (Hemet), and Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport (Thermal).

ARTICLE 2 - AUTHORITY

APHIS-WS has statutory authority under the Act of March 2, 1931, 46 Stat. 1468-69, 7 U.S.C.
§§ 8351-8352, as amended, and the Act of December 22, 1987, Public Law No. 100-202, §
101(k), 101 Stat. 1329-331, 7 U.S.C. § 8353, to cooperate with States, local jurisdictions,
individuals, public and private agencies, organizations, and institutions while conducting a
program of wildlife services involving mammal and bird species that are reservoirs for zoonotic
diseases, or animal species that are injurious and/or a nuisance to, among other things,
agriculture, horticulture, forestry, animal husbandry, wildlife, and human health and safety.

ARTICLE 3 - MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES
The cooperating parties mutually understand and agree to/that:

1. APHIS-WS shall perform services set forth in the Work Plan (Project), which is attached
hereto as Exhibit “A” and made a part hereof. The parties may mutually agree in writing,

at any time during the term of this Agreement, to amend, modify, add or delete services
from the Work Plan.

2. The Cooperator certifies that APHIS-WS has advised the Cooperator there may be private
sector service providers available to provide wildlife damage management (WDM)
services that the Cooperator is seeking from APHIS-WS.

3. There will be no equipment with a procurement price of $5,000 or more per unit
purchased directly with funds from the Cooperator for use on the Project. All other
equipment purchased for the Project is and will remain the property of APHIS-WS.

VHEN DOCUMENT IS FULLY EXECUTED RETURN
CLERK’S COPY

to Riverside County Clerk of the Board, Siop 1010

Post Office Box 1147, Riverside, Ca 92502-1147

JAN 2 6 2021 gtw Thank you




4.

USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268
COOPERATOR NUMBER:

The cooperating parties agree to coordinate with each other before responding to media
requests on work associated with the Project.

ARTICLE 4 - COOPERATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

Cooperator agrees:

L.

9.

To designate, and hereby designates, Angela Jamison, County Airport Manager, (951) 955-
9418, ajamison@rivco.org, as the authorized representative who shall be responsible for
collaboratively administering the activities conducted under this Agreement;

To authorize, and hereby authorizes, APHIS-WS to conduct direct control activities as
defined in the Work Plan. APHIS-WS will be considered an invitee on the lands
controlled by the Cooperator. Cooperator will be required to exercise reasonable care to
warn APHIS-WS as to dangerous conditions or activities in the project areas.

To reimburse APHIS-WS for costs, not to exceed the annually approved amount
specified in the Financial Plan, which is attached hereto as Exhibit “B” and made a part
hereof. If costs are projected to exceed the not-to-exceed amount reflected in the
Financial Plan, the Agreement, including the Work Plan and Financial Plan, shall be
formally revised by an amendment to the Agreement, which shall be signed by both
parties before services or activities resulting in additional costs are performed. The
Cooperator agrees to pay all costs of services submitted via an invoice from APHIS-WS
within 30 days of the date of the submitted invoice(s). Late payments are subject to
interest, penalties, and administrative charges and costs as set forth under the Debt
Collection Improvement Act of 1996.

To provide a Tax Identification Number or Social Security Number in compliance with
the Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996.

As a condition of this Agreement, the Cooperator ensures and certifies that it is not
currently debarred or suspended and is free of delinquent Federal debt.

To notify APHIS-WS verbally or in writing as far in advance as practical of the date and
time of any proposed meeting between the parties related to the Project.

The Cooperator acknowledges that APHIS-WS shall be responsible for administration of
APHIS-WS activities and supervision of APHIS-WS personnel.

To obtain the appropriate permits for removal activities for species listed in the Work
Plan and list USDA, APHIS, Wildlife Services as subpermitees.

To provide an indoor working space to complete necessary paperwork.

10. The Cooperator will not be connected to the USDA APHIS computer network(s).



USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

ARTICLE 5 — APHIS-WS RESPONSIBILITIES
APHIS-WS agrees:

1. To designate, and hereby designates, the following as the APHIS-WS authorized
representative who shall be responsible for collaboratively administering the activities
conducted in this agreement.

Dennis Orthmeyer/California State Director
3419A Arden Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
(916) 979-2675
Dennis.L.Orthmeyer@usda.gov

2. To conduct activities at sites designated by Cooperator as described in the Work Plan and
Financial Plan. APHIS-WS will provide qualified personnel and other resources
necessary to implement the approved WDM activities delineated in the Work Plan and
Financial Plan of this Agreement.

3. That the performance of WDM activities by APHIS-WS under this Agreement is
contingent upon a determination by APHIS-WS that such actions are in compliance with
the National Environmental Policy Act, Endangered Species Act, and any other
applicable federal statutes. APHIS-WS will not make a final decision to conduct
requested WDM activities until it has made the determination of such compliance.

4. To invoice Cooperator quarterly for actual costs incurred by APHIS-WS during the
performance of services agreed upon and specified in the Work Plan. Authorized
auditing representatives of the Cooperator shall be accorded reasonable opportunity to
inspect the accounts and records of APHIS-WS pertaining to such claims for
reimbursement to the extent permitted by Federal law and regulations.

ARTICLE 6 - CONTINGENCY STATEMENT

This Agreement is contingent upon the passage by Congress of an appropriation from which
expenditures may be legally met and shall not obligate APHIS-WS upon failure of Congress to
so appropriate. This Agreement may also be reduced or terminated if Congress only provides
APHIS-WS funds for a finite period under a continuing resolution.

ARTICLE 7 - NON-EXCLUSIVE SERVICE CLAUSE

Nothing in this Agreement shall prevent APHIS-WS from entering into separate agreements with
any other organization or individual for the purpose of providing wildlife damage management
services exclusive of those provided for under this Agreement.




USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

ARTICLE 8 - CONGRESSIONAL RESTRICTIONS

Pursuant to Section 22, Title 41, United States Code, no member of or delegate to Congress shall
be admitted to any share or part of this Agreement or to any benefit to arise therefrom.

ARTICLE 9 - LAWS AND REGULATIONS

This Agreement is not a procurement contract (31 U.S.C. 6303), nor is it considered a grant
agreement (31 U.S.C. 6304). In this Agreement, APHIS-WS provides goods or services on a
cost-recovery basis to nonfederal recipients, in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations
and policies.

ARTICLE 10 - LIABILITY

APHIS-WS assumes no liability for any actions or activities conducted under this Agreement
except to the extent that recourse or remedies are provided by Congress under the Federal Tort
Claims Act (28 U.S.C. 1346(b), 2401(b), and 2671-2680).

ARTICLE 11 - NON-DISCRIMINATION CLAUSE

The United States Department of Agriculture prohibits discrimination in all its programs and
activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex,
marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information,
political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual’s income is derived from any
public assistance program. Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.

APHIS-WS shall not discriminate in the provision of services, allocation of benefits,
accommodation in facilities, or employment of personnel on the basis of ethnic group
identification, race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, physical handicap, medical
condition, marital status or sex in the performance of this Agreement; and, to the extent they
shall be found to be applicable hereto, shall comply with the provisions of the California Fair
Employment and Housing Act (Gov. Code 12900 et. seq), the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964
(P.L. 88-352), the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. S1210 et seq.) and all
other applicable laws or regulations.

ARTICLE 12 - DURATION, REVISIONS, EXTENSIONS, AND TERMINATIONS

This Agreement shall become effective on October 01, 2020 and shall continue through
September 30, 2025, not to exceed five years. This Agreement may be amended by mutual
agreement of the parties in writing. The Cooperator must submit a written request to extend the
end date at least 10 days prior to expiration of the Agreement. Also, this Agreement may be
terminated at any time by mutual agreement of the parties in writing, or by one party provided
that party notifies the other in writing at least 60 days prior to effecting such action. Further, in
the event the Cooperator does not provide necessary funds, APHIS-WS is relieved of the
obligation to provide services under this Agreement. In the event of a material breach of any




USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268
COOPERATOR NUMBER:

provision of this Agreement by either party, the non-breaching party may cancel this Agreement
and seek any other available remedies, but only after the non-breaching party has delivered
notice of the breach and a demand that the same be remedied immediately. Cooperator shall not
be in default if the breach pertains to the payment of money and Cooperator cures the breach
within sixty (60) days of receipt of the notice, or for either party, if the breach pertains to a
matter other than the payment of any monies due under this Agreement and the breaching party
shall, after receipt of the notice, promptly commence to cure the breach within sixty (60) days
after receipt of the notice. If such breach is non-monetary in nature and is not reasonably
susceptible of being cured in sixty (60) days, the breaching party shall commence to cure such
breach and diligently pursue such action with continuity to completion.

ARTICLE 13 - MISCELLANEOUS

1. APHIS-WS shall not delegate or assign any interest in this Agreement, whether by
operation of law or otherwise, without the prior written consent of Cooperator. Any
attempt to delegate or assign any interest herein shall be deemed void and of no force or
effect.

2. If either party is unable to comply with any provision of this Agreement due to causes
beyond its reasonable control, and which could not have been reasonably anticipated,
such as acts of God, acts of war, civil disorders, or other similar acts, such party shall not
be held liable for such failure to comply.

3. In accordance with the Debt Collection Improvement Act of 1996, the Department of
Treasury requires a Taxpayer Identification Number for individuals or businesses
conducting business with the agency.

Cooperator’s Tax ID No.: 95-000930
APHIS-WS’s Tax ID: 41-0696271

4- This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the United States of America and the
State of California.

5. This Agreement, including any attachments or exhibits, constitutes the entire Agreement
of the parties with respect to its subject matter and supersedes all prior and
contemporaneous representations, proposals, discussions and communications, whether
oral or in writing. This Agreement may be changed or modified only by a written
amendment signed by authorized representatives of both parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused their duly authorized representatives
to execute this Agreement.



USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

Cooperator:

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE, a political subdivision of the State of California

Charissa Leach Date
Interim Assistant County CEO/TLMA

4080 Lemon Street, 14" Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:
GREGORY P. PRIAMOS KECIA R. HARPER
County Counsel Clerk of the Board

By: v/g/?‘?%',?\/a / év’vﬂc/ By:

Synthia M./Gunzel
Chief Deputy County Counsel

APHIS-WIS:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE
WILDLIFE SERVICES

Dennis Orthmeyer, State Director Date
USDA, APHIS, WS

3419A Arden Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

Keith P. Wehner, Western Regional Director Date
2150 Centre Ave. Bldg. B MS: 3W9
Fort Collins, CO 80526



USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268
COOPERATOR NUMBER:

WORK PLAN

Cooperator: Riverside County Airport Authority

Contact: Ms. Angela Jamison; (951) 955-9418

FMMI Shorthand Code: 1XWSWR0606REIMBURRX06730268
Location: Riverside County Airports, CA

Dates: 01 October 2020-30 September 2025

In accordance with the Cooperative Service Agreement between 21-7306-0268-RA and the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS), Wildlife Services (WS), this Work Plan sets forth the objectives, activities and budget
of this project during the period of this agreement.

Program Objective

The purpose of this agreement is to reduce and minimize threats posed by wildlife to aircraft and
human safety at airports within the jurisdiction of Riverside County. This work is to be
completed by the United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services (WS) under the
agreement with the Riverside County Airport Authority. Airports to be included under this
agreement are French Valley Airport (Murrieta), Hemet Ryan Airport (Hemet), Chiriaco Summit
Airport, and Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport (Thermal).

Plan of Action
Work under this agreement will include:

1. To provide recommendations to Murrieta, Hemet, and Thermal Airports on mitigating
wildlife hazards to aircraft, including insect management strategies.

2. To conduct operational wildlife damage management at Murrieta, Hemet, and Thermal
Airports to reduce wildlife hazards to aircraft.

3. To provide training to airport personnel in identifying and managing wildlife hazards
to aircraft at Murrieta, Hemet, and Thermal Airports. Length and frequency of training sessions
will be at the discretion of WS.

4. To review landscaping plans and assist in wildlife monitoring during construction
projects.

5. To provide assistance in maintaining the Wildlife Hazard/Strike database and provide
operations personnel with training to identify and manage wildlife hazards at the airports.

WHEN DOCUMENT IS FULLY EXECUTED RETURN
Page 1 0f 5 CLERK’S COPY

to Riverside County Clerk of the Board, Stop 1010

Post Office Box 1147, Riverside, Ca 92502-1147

Thank you.

JAN 2 62021 3. ZL¢



USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

6. To annually assist with renewing the migratory bird depredation permits, and ensure all
activities conducted at County Airports are in compliance with all provisions of applicable
permits, as well as federal, state, and local laws.

7. To provide a combined monthly report to the County Airport Authority.

8. To provide all equipment (except badges and airfield communication equipment) necessary
for wildlife control at the Airports, including vehicles, pyrotechnic supplies, ammunition,
firearms, and trapping equipment.

9. To respond to wildlife strike incidents during working hours while onsite and provide
removal services and document the strike report in accordance with applicable regulatory
requirements.

FINANCIAL PLAN
10/01/2020 — 09/30/2021
Cost Element Full Cost

Personnel Compensation $ 75,296.84
Travel $ 4,988.00
Vehicles $ 7,622.76
Other Services $ 500.00
Supplies and Materials $ 6,000.00

uipment $ 2,500.00
Subtotal (Direct Charges) | $ 96,907.60
Pooled Job Costs 11.00% $ 10,659.84
Indirect Costs 16.15% $ 15,650.58
Aviation Flat Rate Collection $ -
Agreement Total $ 123,218.02
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USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA
WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

10/01/2021 - 09/30/2022

Cost Element Full Cost|
Personnel Compensation $ 85,518.94
Travel $ 2,518.00
Vehicles $ 7,622.76
Other Services $ 500.00
Supplies and Materials $ 3,000.00
Equipment $ 500.00
Subtotal (Direct Charges) | $ 99,659.70
Pooled Job Costs 11.00% $ 10,962.57
Indirect Costs 16.15% $ 16,095.04
Aviation Flat Rate Collection $ -
Agreement Total $ 126,717.30

10/01/2022 - 09/30/2023

Cost Element Full Cost
Personnel Compensation $ 88,309.55
Travel $ 2,518.00
Vehicles $ 7,622.76
Other Services $ 500.00
Supplies and Materials $ 3,000.00
Equipment $ 500.00
Subtotal (Direct Charges) | $ 102,450.31
Pooled Job Costs 11.00% $ 11,269.53
Indirect Costs 16.15% $ 16,545.72
Aviation Flat Rate Collection $ -
Agreement Total $ 130,265.57
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USDA-APHIS-WS AGREEMENT NUMBER: 21-7306-7124-RA

WBS: AP.RA.RX06.73.0268

COOPERATOR NUMBER:

Financial Point of Contact/Billing Address:

Cooperator Name, Address. Phone Number, Email

Angela Jamison

4080 Lemon Street, 14 Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 955-9418

ajamison@rivco.org

Signatures:

Cooperator Name/Signatory Official/Title,
Address, and Phone Number:

Angela Jamison, County Airport Manager
4080 Lemon Street, 14th Floor

Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 955-9418

Cooperator’s Signature Date

APHIS-WS/State Signatory Name/Title, Address,
and Phone Number:

Dennis Orthmeyer, CA State Director
3419A Arden Way

Sacramento, CA 95825

(916) 979-2675

Cooperator’s Signature Date

APHIS-WS State Office Name, Address, Phone Number, Email

USDA APHIS Wildlife Services

3419A Arden Way

Sacramento, CA 95842

916-979-2675

Krista.M.Dupre@usda.gov

Lorrie. White@usda.gov
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, Western Regional Director
2150 Centre Ave., Bldg. B MS: 3W9
Fort Collins, CO 80526
(970) 494-7445

APHIS-WS Signature Date
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Western Pacific Region P.O. Box 92007 )
American Samoa, Arizona, California, Guam, Hawaii, Nevada Los Angeles, California

90009
U.S. Depariment

of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

February 2, 2017

Mr. Tim Miller

Aviation Director

EDA Aviation Division
3403 10" Street, Suite 400
Riverside, California 92501

Dear Mr. Miller:

Wildlife Hazard Assessment
French Valley Airport
Murrieta/Temecula, California

We accept the French Valley Airport (F70) Wildlife Hazard Assessment (WHA), which was
conducted by Mead & Hunt.

In reviewing the WHA, it appears there was enough wildlife activity in the area to warrant the
development of a Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP). The management techniques
contained in Chapter 5 and 6 of the WHA can be used in developing the WHMP. The
recommendations appear to be good sound practices.

As the WHMP is being developed, we urge you to begin the process of obtaining the necessary
permits to control wildlife. The list located on page 68 of the WHA contains the species that
require a depredation permit. You and your staff will need to be trained to recognize which
species do not require a permit for removal and which species are protected.

There are several critical recommended wildlife hazard management measures for your airport
that you need to address. Some of the critical Habitat Modification measures do not require
additional resources but to mow more often and check on the condition of gates and fencing

more often. The WHA contains numerous other high to moderate items which you should also
adopt.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this letter, please do not hesitate to
contact me at (310) 725-3636 or via email at elizabeth.louie@faa.gov.

Elizabeth Louie
Airport Certification Safety Inspector

cc: Lisa Harmon, Aviation Project Manager, Mead & Hunt
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throughout the 12-month monitoring period associated with the development of this Wildlife Hazard
Assessment.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

11 Overview of Wildlife Hazards to Aircraft

Conflicts between aircraft and wildlife have occurred since the dawn of aviation. Orville Wright was the
pilot associated with the first documented bird strike in 1905 during a flight over Dayton, Ohio. The first
fatality associated with a wildlife strike occurred on April 3, 1912, when Calbraith Rodgers died after his
aircraft struck a gull and crashed in Long Beach, California.

Data compiled by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) indicates that the number of conflicts
between wildlife and aircraft has continued to increase since that time. Based on data obtained from the
National Wildlife Strike Database, several factors have evolved in recent years to affect the relationship
between wildlife and aviation safety:

o The use of faster and quieter aircraft. Commercial air carriers have replaced their older three- or
four-engine aircraft fleets with more efficient. faster, and quieter two-engine aircraft. In many
cases, birds are less able to detect and avoid new aircraft using turbofan engines. In the event
that wildlife is ingested by aircraft engines, aircraft with two engines may be more vulnerable than
earlier aircraft equipped with three or four engines (FAA and USDA, 2014).

» Increased air traffic. The amount of military and civilian air traffic has increased substantialty
worldwide. Passenger enplanements in the U.S. increased from approximately 310 million in
1980 to 732 million in 2013, and commercial air traffic increased from approximately 18 miition
aircraft movements in 1980 to 25 million in 2013 (FAA and USDA, 2014). The growth in air traffic
has increased the risk of potential conflicts between aviation and wildlife.

e Increased wildlife populations and adaptation to urban areas. The populations of many wildlife
species commonly involved in strikes have increased markedly in the last few decades (FAA and
USDA, 2014). As development has increased, the availability of natural or open areas that
support these species has decreased. In addition, the size of the areas that once separated
airports and nearby metropolitan areas also has decreased. As a result, the remaining open
space provides habitat, shelter, and feeding areas for greater populations of wildtife.

As a result of these factors, ongoing changes in the aviation industry, and changes in land use, the
number of documented wildlife strikes on and near airports continues to increase worldwide.

The FAA wildlife strike database includes records for more than 156,000 strikes during the period from
January 1, 1990 through 2014, but the FAA estimates that the database represents only a portion of the
actual number of bird strikes that occurred during this period (FAA and USDA, 2015). Based on FAA
strike records, most wildlife strikes occurred in the immediate airport vicinity during aircraft approach or

departure and more than 70 percent occur at altitudes of less than 500 feet above ground ievel (AGL)
(FAA and USDA, 2015).
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1.1.1  Safety Effects

The most recent analysis of wildlife strikes to civil aviation in the United States was performed by
the FAA and the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Animal Plant Health Inspection
Service (APHIS). The agencies reviewed data from the National Wildlife Strike Database for the
25-year period from 1990 through 2014 (FAA and USDA, 2015). Wildlife strikes to civil aircraft
have resulted in human injuries and fatalities. From 1990 to 2014 a total of 388 injuries and 26
fatalities were associated with wildlife strikes. Species associated with these strikes include
unidentified bird species, American white pelicans, Canada geese, white-tailed deer, brown
pelicans, and turkey vultures. Sixty-seven aircraft were destroyed or damaged beyond repair.
Terrestrial mammals (primarily white-tailed deer), Canada geese, and vultures were responsible
for these incidents. Approximately 60 percent of the strikes that resulted in the destruction of
aircraft occurred at GA airports (FAA and USDA, 2015).

1.1.2 Economic Losses

Wildlife strikes also can pose economic challenges to aircraft operators. Wildlife strikes may
cause expensive structural and mechanical damage to aircraft even if they do not result in a
crash (Blokpoel, 1976; Cleary and Dolbeer, 2005). Aircraft engines were the component most
frequently reported as being damaged by bird strikes, and landing gear, propellers, and
wing/rotors were identified as the components most often damaged by mammal strikes (FAA and
USDA, 2014).

From 1990 to 2014 reported losses from bird strikes resulted in more than 981,000 hours of
aircraft downtime and an estimated $707 million in direct and other monetary losses. In addition
to direct monetary losses, indirect costs also were incurred as a result of lost revenue, passenger
rescheduling, accommodations, and flight cancellations (FAA and USDA, 2014).

1.2  Regulatory Background

The FAA is the agency responsible for administering Federal Aviation Regulations ( FARs). Regulations
associated with wildlife management are set forth at 14 CFR Part 139.337 (see Appendix A).

The French Valley Airport (F70 or “the airport”) does not hold an FAA certificate pursuant to FAR Part
139, but it is a federally obligated general aviation (GA) airport for which Riverside County (County)
receives federal funds to undertake capital improvements. When an airport owner, such as the County,
accepts funds from FAA-administered airport financial assistance programs, it must agree to certain
obligations known as grant assurances. These grant assurance require an airport operator to maintain
and operate its facilities safely, efficiently, and in accordance with specified conditions.

The FAA has established 37 specific grant assurances to which airport operators must adhere if they are
to receive federal funds. Wildlife hazard management is associated with FAA Grant assurance No. 19,
Operation and Maintenance:
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19. Operation and Maintenance.

a. The airport and all facilities which are necessary to serve the aeronautical users of the
airport, other than facilities owned or controlled by the United States, shall be operated at
all times in a safe and serviceable condition and in accordance with the minimum
standards as may be required or prescribed by applicable Federal, state and local
agencies for maintenance and operation. It will not cause or permit any activity or action
thereon which would interfere with its use for airport purposes. It will suitably operate and
maintain the airport and all facilities thereon or connected therewith, with due regard to
climatic and flood conditions. Any proposal to temporarily close the airport for non-
aeronautical purposes must first be approved by the Secretary. In furtherance of this
assurance, the sponsor will have in effect arrangements for-

1) Operating the airport's aeronautical facilities whenever required;

2) Promptly marking and lighting hazards resulting from airport conditions, including
temporary conditions; and

3) Promptly notifying airmen of any condition affecting aeronautical use of the airport.
Nothing contained herein shall be construed to require that the airport be operated
for aeronautical use during temporary periods when snow, flood or other climatic
conditions interfere with such operation and maintenance. Further, nothing herein
shall be construed as requiring the maintenance, repair, restoration, or replacement
of any structure or facility which is substantially damaged or destroyed due to an act
of God or other condition or circumstance beyond the control of the sponsor.

b. It will suitably operate and maintain noise compatibility program items that it owns or
controls upon which Federal funds have been expended.

The FAA addresses wildlife hazard management in accordance with Grant Assurance No. 19 because itis a
safety issue. The FAA can require the operator of a federally obligated airport to conduct a Wildlife Hazard
Assessment (WHA), and if necessary, prepare a Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP).

1.2.1  Wildlife Hazard Assessment Process and Contents

The performance of a WHA is the first step in developing a more complete and site-specific
understanding of wildlife hazards at an airport. The WHA must be conducted by a qualified
wildlife biologist who meets the requirements of FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5200-36A,
“Qualifications for Wildlife Biologists Conducting Wildlife Hazard Assessments and Training
Curriculums for Airport Personnel Involved in Controlling Wildlife Hazards at Airports”
(Appendix B). The qualifications of this report’s author are included in Appendix C.

A WHA must be conducted in accordance with specific protocols. As described in Wildlife Hazard
Management at Airports: A Manual for Airport Personnel (Cleary and Dolbeer, 2005), a WHA
includes 12 months of ongoing wildlife monitoring to identify the presence of wildlife species,
especially migratory birds, and seasonal fluctuations in the behaviors and abundance of species
that occur at the airport and in its vicinity. Based on the results of the 12-month monitoring effort,
specific measures or recommendations are formulated to reduce wildlife hazards at the airport.
As described in Wildlife Hazard Management at Airports: A Manual for Airport Personnel (Cleary
and Dolbeer, 2005) and FAA guidance set forth at FAR Part 139.337, a WHA must address the
following:
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(1) An analysis of the events or circumstances that prompted the assessment.

(2) Identification of the wildlife species observed and their numbers, locations, local

movements, and daily and seasonal occurrences.

(3) Identification and location of features on and near the airport that attract wildlife.

(4) A description of wildlife hazards to air carrier operations.

(5) Recommended actions for reducing identified wildlife hazards to air carrier aircraft.

As identified by FAA regulations, a WHA must address or include the following data:

1.2.2

Wildlife Strike Records and Analysis. Each WHA must include a thorough review of
available wildlife strike records associated with the airport.

Wildlife Populations on and Near the Airport. Field studies associated with the WHA
must be performed to determine wildlife population including such factors as: abundance,
seasonal fluctuations, movement patterns, behaviors, and periods of activity, with a
particular emphasis on the species most threatening to aircraft safety.

Wildlife Attractants and Land Use Practices. The WHA must identify potential habitat or
wildlife attractants on the airport and within the airport vicinity.

Wildlife Management Recommendations. The WHA must provide specific
recommendations for reducing wildlife hazards to air carrier operations. The prioritized
recommendations will serve as a framework for the development of a WHMP, should the
FAA Administrator determine that one is necessary.

Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

Based on the results of the WHA, the FAA may require an airport operator to prepare a WHMP.
The FAA's decision to require the preparation of a WHMP may be based on the presence and
abundance of wildlife identified in the WHA, aeronautical activity, and other pertinent factors.
When required, a WHMP must be developed in accordance with 14 CFR Part 139.337, subparts
(c), (d), and (e) and address the responsibilities, policies, and procedures necessary to reduce
wildlife hazards.
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1.3  Wildlife Hazard Strike History for French Valley Airport

The FAA National Wildlife Strike Database was reviewed to identify whether any wildlife strikes had been
documented in association with F70. No wildlife strike records were found/reported for F70. However,
the FAA database must be considered with caution. The FAA estimates that only 20 percent of all strikes
that occurred nationwide from 1990 to 2008 were recorded in the databased, and only 40 percent of all
strikes that occurred since 2009 were recorded.

Wildlife Hazard Assessment 5 February 2017
French Valley Airport




CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

Wildlife Hazard Assessment 6 February 2017
French Valley Airport




Chapter 2

Site Background

2.1 Airport Location and Facilities

F70 is located in southwestern Riverside County, California, near the communities of Temecula, Murrieta,
and Winchester. F70 is located in the lower Coachella Valley, between the San Jacinto Mountains to the
southwest and the San Bernardino Mountains to the northeast. The airport is adjacent to US Highway 79
and east of Interstates 15 and 215 (Riverside County, 2016; see Figures 2-1 and 2-2).

The 261-acre airport was constructed in 1989 as a replacement for the Rancho California Airport. The
airport is owned and operated by the Riverside County Economic Development Agency as a public-use
airport. The airport is not equipped with an air traffic control tower, but the airfield is accessible 24 hours
a day, seven days a week. During the 12-month period ending in July 2015, F70 supported
approximately 98,000 annual operations including single- and multi-engine, piston- and turbine-powered
aircraft, ultralights, helicopters (Airnav, 2016). The airport is used primarily for general aviation (GA)
operations.

F70 includes a single runway and four helipads. Runway 18/36 is 6,000 feet long, 75 feet wide, and
aligned in a north-south direction. Runway 18 (non-precision) and Runway 36 (basic) are equipped with
two-light precision approach path indicator (PAPI) and runway end identifier lights. Two helipads are on
the south end of the iocal apron and two are on the transient apron. F70 is served by three Fixed-Based
Operators (FBOs), which provide services such as fuel sales, hangar and tie-down rentals, aircraft
repairs, and a flight school.

Photo 1: Aircraft near the terminal building.

All of the buildings at F70 are located west of the runway, including a terminal building, aircraft fueling
facilities, maintenance, storage, the general aviation apron, various businesses, and the FBOs. Riverside
County Fire Department (RCFD) Fire Station No. 83 is located near the airport entrance from Sky Canyon
Drive, but it does not serve as an air rescue and firefighting (ARFF) facility. A copy of the Airport Layout
Plan (ALP) and WHA Study Design are provided in Appendix D.
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CHAPTER 2 SITE BACKGROUND

Photo 2: Looking north across an FBO ramp.

2.2  Airport Setting

F70 is located in the unincorporated community of French Valley in southwestern Riverside County (see
Figure 2-1). Land use in the vicinity of the airport includes commercial use, some heavy industrial use
and multiple residential subdivisions to the west. Much of the area to the north and east is rural
residential, though the area is rapidly growing (see Figure 2-2).

The area around F70 is characterized by a desert climate, with hot dry summers and warm winters.
Average temperatures range from the low 60s in degrees Fahrenheit (°F) during the winter months to high
90s °F during the summer. The average annual precipitation is 11.5 inches. The airport is located at a
surveyed elevation of 1,349.5 feet above mean sea level (MSL).

The FAA defines the critical zone for wildlife hazards as the area within 10,000 feet of aircraft movement
areas and within 5 miles of approach/departure surfaces (see Figure 2-3).

-— = il

Photo 3: The infield is dominated by large expanses of short grass (looking south).
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Photo 4: Looking west from the eastern property boundary.

Dominant landscape features within the Airport Operations Area (AOA) include hardscapes and annual
short grasslands. Hardscapes include runways and taxiways, aircraft parking, storage areas, roads,
buildings, hangars, and other airport structures. Infield areas are characterized by annual short
grasslands and weedy vegetation along the eastern property boundary.

Photo 5: Looking south along the eastern perimeter fence at an area dominated by weedy
vegetation.
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CHAPTER 2

SITE BACKGROUND

2.3  Wildlife Attractants in the Airport Vicinity

Some natural and constructed features were observed that could attract potentially hazardous wildlife to
the airport, and these features were considered during development of the wildlife survey design (see
Figure 2-3). Such features included Tucalota Creek, The Golf Course at Rancho California, and the
small pond located on airport property, but outside and north of the airport perimeter fence. These

observations were used as input to develop the wildlife survey design (see Figure 2-3).
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CHAPTER 2 SITE BACKGROUND

2.3.1 On-site Wildlife Attractants

Wildlife attractants on the airport are associated with large expanses of short grass areas in the
AOA and the weedy vegetation along the eastern property boundary. Although the airport is
equipped with a complete perimeter fence, coyotes gain access to the AOA through holes in the
fence and gaps beneath the fence. Several culverts are located along the eastern property
boundary that allow mammals to enter the AOA.

S T
)xh;...i‘\?‘#i \h uiuﬁ&. ‘\‘v.ﬁ'.

Photo 6: Cu/verts with open ends allow coyotes and other mammals to enter the AOA.

Pond Northeast of Runway

An unnamed pond can be found northeast of the AOA on airport property as shown on Figure 2-
3. Surrounded by large cottonwood and eucalyptus trees, this pond provides all the necessary
elements for wildlife to forage, drink water, and nest. Monitoring Point 8 was established near this
pond, which was visited throughout the year by medium- to large-sized waterfow! and shorebirds
throughout the year (see Figure 4-1).

2.3.2 Off-site Wildlife Attractants

The Golf Course at Rancho California is a public golf course is located southwest of the AOA
(see Figure 2-3). Golf courses are especially attractive to wildlife, especially avian species, due
to the large grassy areas and numerous small ponds. These features provide birds with foraging
opportunities. Monitoring Point No. 7 was established near the golf course pond. This and all
monitoring points are discussed in Chapter 4 and shown on Figure 4-1.
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CHAPTER 2 SITE BACKGROUND

2.3.3 Regional Wildlife Attractants

The airport is located approximately 3.25 miles west of Skinner Reservoir, a manmade lake that
receives water from the California Aqueduct. Skinner Reservoir provides wildlife with
opportunities for foraging, feeding, nesting, and protection. The reservoir is inhabited and visited
by a wide range of birds and other wildlife species such as herons, ducks, hawks, rabbits,
squirrels, and deer.

2.3.4 Wildlife Hazard Management Efforts

County maintenance staff members conduct limited wildlife hazard management efforts. Staff
members harass wildlife when it observed on the runway. Vegetation within runway safety areas is
mowed when weather and growing conditions permit.

-

grasslands on the airport are mowed as growing conditions permit.

Photo 7: Short

F70 includes a 6-foot chain-link perimeter fence that is equipped with barbed wire outriggers.
Vegetation has grown adjacent to the perimeter fence that provides suitable nesting habitat for
birds and cover for mammals. Numerous holes were observed in and beneath the fence that that
allow medium- to large-sized mammals to access the AOA (e.g., coyotes). Several gates contain
large holes and gaps that also provide wildlife with access to the AOA.
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Chapter 3

Regulatory Context and Applicable Regulations

Most wildlife and their habitats are protected by one or more federal, state, and/or local laws. Before
conducting any type of active wildlife hazard management at the airport, whether harassment or lethal
control, the legal status of all species must be determined. Many of the resource management agencies
involved in wildlife management require permits to actively manage the target species, and they will
generally issue permits depending on the species and management method used. The County is
responsible for adhering to federal, state, and local regulations regarding wildlife management and for
obtaining the appropriate permits.

3.1 Federal Regulations Pertaining to Wildlife Management

The federal government has passed several acts to protect wildlife, and the acts form the basis of most
wildlife regulations included in the Code of Federal Regulations. Federal wildlife laws are primarily
administered and enforced by the USFWS and include migratory birds and threatened and endangered
species of flora and fauna.

Each of the following federal Acts has the potential to affect wildlife management activities at airports and
must be considered when enacting wildlife hazard management measures:

e The Clean Water Act (Sections 404, 402, and 401)

e The Endangered Species Act (ESA)

e The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA)

e The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA)

e The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

e The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)
» The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

o Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

3.1.1  Clean Water Act (Sections 404, 402, and 401)

Activities that result in a discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States are
regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Discharges of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, generally require a permit from
USACE. However, isolated wetlands that are not hydrologically connected to waters of the
United States are not regulated by USACE. If activities designed to manage wildlife hazards
would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into a jurisdictional water of the U.S., the
County would need to apply for a permit from USACE before completing such activities.

Wildlife Hazard Assessment 17 February 2017
French Valley Airport




CHAPTER 3 REGULATORY CONTEXT AND APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

Pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA, projects that require a USACE Permit for the discharge of
dredge or fill material must also obtain a certificate from the appropriate state agency to confirm that
the intended dredge or fill activity is consistent with the state's water quality standards and criteria.
In California, the authority to grant water quality certification is delegated by the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBS). If
wildlife hazard management activities at F70 necessitated a federal water quality permit, the County
would need to cooperate with the issuing federal agency to obtain Section 401 certification.

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of all pollutants into surface waters
unless permitted under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), which is
administered by EPA or by a state with a federally approved control program (33 USC 1311,
1342). A General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit is a type of NPDES permit that allows
stormwater waste discharges associated with construction activity into surface waters of the
state. This permit is required for construction activities involving one or more acres of soil
disturbance; discharges that contribute to violation of water quality standards, or are significant
contributors of pollutants to receiving waters; specified industrial activities; or discharges from
municipal storm drain systems serving populations of 100,000 or more. If construction activities
associated with the implementation of wildiife management measures at F70 would result in the
disturbance of 1 acre or more or create any non-point source discharge, the disturbance would
contribute to a violation of state water quality standards. In such instances, the County would
need to apply for a NPDES permit.

3.1.2 Endangered Species Act

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 United States Code [USC] 1531 to 15643)
requires all federal agencies, in consultation with the USFWS and National Marine Fisheries
Services (NMFS), to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of
species listed as endangered or threatened, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
the critical habitat of these species. Through federal actions and the establishment of state
programs, the federal ESA:

* Authorizes the determination and listing of species as endangered and threatened;
* Prohibits unauthorized taking, possession, sale, and transport of endangered species;

» Provides authority to acquire land for the conservation of listed species, using land and
water conservation funds;

» Authorizes establishment of cooperative agreements and grants-in-aid to states that
establish and maintain active and adequate programs for endangered and threatened
wildlife and plants;
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CHAPTER 3 REGULATORY CONTEXT AND APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

e Authorizes the assessment of civil and criminal penalties for violating the Act or
regulations; and

e Authorizes the payment of rewards to anyone furnishing information leading to arrest and
conviction for any violation of the Act or any regulation issued thereunder.

The Federal ESA would be applicable at F70 if any habitat management actions directed towards
a species causing a threat to air traffic also affected critical habitat for a species listed as federally
endangered or threatened. Compliance with the ESA also would affect abatement methods
directed at a listed species that causes threats to air traffic. Activities that would affect species
protected under the federal ESA were not identified during standardized wildlife surveys. A list of
federal- and state-listed species are presented in Appendix E. If proposed wildlife management
activities at F70 had the potential to affect a listed species, the FAA would be required to consult
with the USFWS.

3.1.3 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) requires all federal agencies to consult with the
USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) before they
approve projects that affect, control, or modify surface waters. Although the recommendations of
these agencies are not binding, federal agencies are required to “give full consideration” to
measures recommended by these agencies in order to reduce impacts on wildlife and fisheries
resources. Numerous wildlife species use the land and water resources in the vicinity of F70. If
wildlife management activities on F70 would affect nearby surface waters, the County would need
to coordinate with the USFWS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Fisheries, and the CDFW to avoid or mitigate adverse effects.

3.1.4 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) provides for the protection of the bald eagle
and the golden eagle by prohibiting, except under certain specified conditions, the taking,
possession, and commerce of such birds. The BGEPA allows take, possession, and
transportation of bald and golden eagles under specified conditions, including scientific,
educational, and Native American religious purposes, or in circumstances when take may be
necessary to ensure the protection of wildlife, agriculture, or other interests particular to a specific
locality. Before taking, possessing, or transporting any bald or golden eagle, or golden eagle
nest, a permit must be obtained from USFWS. To manage wildlife hazards associated with
golden eagles or their nests, the County will be required to consuit with USFWS and obtain an
eagle permit, as appropriate. (Refer to Chapters 5 and 6 for additional information regarding the
management of eagles and other raptors.)
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3.1.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) was established with the U.S., Great Britain (for Canada),
Mexico, Japan, and Russia for the protection of migratory birds. Specific provisions include the
establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to:

...pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell,
offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for
transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means
whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any
manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention...for the protection of
migratory birds...or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird (16 U.S.C. 703).

The MBTA applies to several species that were identified during standardized wildlife surveys at
F70. To reduce the threat that species afforded protection under the MBTA, an airport operator
must obtain a depredation permit from the USFWS before it can lethally remove birds and nests
with eggs or young. (No permits are required from USFWS to manage habitat or harass/disperse
MBTA species.)

Numerous migratory birds use habitats on F70 and in its vicinity. Since wildlife management
activities could affect any of these birds, the County must consult with and obtain a migratory bird
permit from the USFWS, which includes an airport depredation permit for direct lethal control if
required in the interest of public aviation safety. Once procured, this permit must be renewed
annually and maintained on file in the Airport Administration Office. (For more information on
permits, refer to Chapters 5 and 6.)

3.1.6  Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) gives the EPA authority over the
distribution, sale, and use of pesticides. All pesticides used in the United States must be
registered (licensed) by the EPA. Registration ensures that pesticides will be properly labeled
and that, if used in accordance with specifications, will not cause unreasonable harm to the
environment. Use of each registered pesticide must be consistent with use directions contained
on the label or labeling.

FIFRA applies to some ongoing and recommended wildlife hazard management measures at
F70. When the use of pesticides is included as part of an integrated wildlife management
program, the property owner is responsible for ensuring that all products used to achieve the
program goals are implemented according to applicable regulations and instructions.

3.1.7  National Environmental Policy Act
Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its implementing regulations

(40 CFR Parts 1500 to 1508), federal agencies must analyze and disclose the environmental
effects of their proposed actions and a reasonable range of alternatives in the appropriate level of
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assessment. Specifically, NEPA is triggered when an action requires a permit, entittement, or
funding from a federal agency; when an action is jointly undertaken with a federal agency; or
when an action is proposed on federal land. Since a WHA is a study, it is not subject to review
under NEPA. However, the implementation of some wildlife hazard management measures
identified in the WHA may be subject to NEPA.

3.1.8 Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management

Executive Order 11988 requires that all federal agencies take actions to reduce the risk of flood
loss, to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by the floodpiain, and to
minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare. The Order defines
floodplains as “the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters including
flood prone areas of offshore islands, including at a minimum, that area subject to a one percent
or greater chance of flooding in any given year” (i.e., the area that would be inundated by a 100-
year flood).

If proposed, wildlife management practices would involve a federal action that could impact
floodplains, the County will take appropriate actions to minimize impacts to the floodplain.

3.2 State of California Laws and Regulations

The State of California has passed many environmental laws and regulations to protect wildlife and habitat.
The following laws and regulations may apply to specific wildlife hazard management measures at F70:

¢ The California Endangered Species Act

e The California Fish and Game Code (various sections)
¢ The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act

o Herbicide and Pesticide Use

¢ The California Environmental Quality Act

3.21 California Endangered Species Act

Pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and Section 2081 of the California
Fish and Game Code (FGC), a permit is required from the CDFW for projects that could result in
the “take” of a state-listed threatened or endangered species. Under CESA, the definition of
“take” applies to an activity that would directly or indirectly kill an individual of a species. Unlike
the federal ESA, the definition does not include activities that “harm” or “harass” such species.
Wildlife hazard management activities at F70 that require the removal of a state-listed
endangered or threatened species would be subject to CESA.
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3.2.2 California Fish and Game Code, Section 3470-3472.2

The California FGC recognizes that resources on California’s public use airports must be managed
in a way that is both biologically sound and in accordance with FAA regulations and policies. The
code allows airport operators to protect the health, welfare, and safety of the traveling public
through the performance of limited and authorized wildlife hazing, harassment, and depredation.
Such activities may be performed only when they are in accordance with a current valid federal fish
and wildlife depredation permit and when the following conditions are met:

(a) The taking occurs on lands owned or leased by the airport.

(b) The taking does not occur on lands owned or leased by the airport that are reserved for
habitat mitigation or conservation purposes of the species being taken, including lands in
a habitat conservation plan, or a natural communities conservation plan.

(c) There is no taking of a fully protected, candidate, threatened, or endangered species.

The code states that such take is authorized only to relieve or prevent injurious situations and
may only be performed as part of an integrated wildlife management program that emphasizes
nonlethal management techniques.

3.2.3 California Fish and Game Code — Fully Protected Species

Four sections of the California FGC identify fully protected species: Sections 3511, 4700, 5050,
and 5515. The statutes prohibit take or possession of fully protected species at any time. The
CDFW is unable to authorize incidental take of fully protected species when activities are
proposed in areas inhabited by those species, with the exception of specified scientific purposes.
The presence of any fully protected species at F70 would require additional coordination with the
CDFW. Management activities at F70 that may be subject to state codes associated with fully
protected species could occur if such a species requires removal because it posed a potential
hazard to public safety. White-tailed kites are identified as fully protected species and were
observed during the 12-month survey at F70.

3.2.4 California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 — Streambed Alternations

Diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake in California that supports wildlife resources are subject to regulation by the
CDFW, pursuant to Section 1602 of the FGC. The code identifies a stream as a body of water
that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel that has banks and
supports wildlife, fish, or aquatic life. The CDFW may also have jurisdiction over altered or
artificial waterways based on the value of those waterways to fish and wildlife. Section 1602
would apply to wildlife hazard management measures at F70 if the County wished to alter a
stream near the airport to remove or reduce a wildlife hazard.
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3.25 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, waters of the state fall under the
jurisdiction of Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBSs), which must prepare and
maintain water quality control plans or basin plans. Each plan identifies water quality standards
for surface water and groundwater, and sets forth actions to control poliution sources to achieve
the standards. Projects that affect wetlands or waters must meet the waste discharge
requirements of the RWQCB.

3.2.6 Herbicide and Pesticide Use

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) and the County Agricultural
Commissioner (CAC) regulate the sale and use of pesticides and herbicides in the County of
Riverside. Requirements that are specific for use in California may be associated with many
pesticides approved by the EPA. Applicators of a pesticide designated as a restricted material
must either be licensed by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) or work under the
supervision of a licensed pesticide applicator. For aquatic pesticides, the applicator must hold a
qualified applicator certificate with the category “aquatic.” The use of a pesticide must be
reported to the CAC where required by law or by agreement with the DPR.

3.2.7 California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to proposed projects that will be
undertaken by, or require the discretionary approval of, state and local agencies. An action is
defined as a project under CEQA if it has the potential to cause a direct physical change in the
environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment that meets
the following:

e An activity directly undertaken by any public agency.

¢ An activity that is supported by contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other assistance
from public agencies.

e An activity that involves the issuance of a permit, license or entitlement from public
agencies.

A WHA is a study, and as such it would not be subject to CEQA. However, the implementation of
any wildiife hazard management measures that could potentially cause direct or indirect changes
in the environment could be subject to CEQA. Proposed wildlife hazard management measures
that require compliance with the California ESA and Federal Migratory Bird Act would require
CEQA compliance.
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3.3 Legal Status of Key Species

Numerous federally listed and state-listed endangered and threatened animal species are known to occur
in Riverside County, California, and a complete species list is included in Appendix E. F70 is located in
the Murrieta and Bachelor Mountain quadrangles of California. Table 3-1 presents federal- and state-listed
animal species that are known to occur in the Murrieta and Bachelor Mountain quadrangles and species of
federal and state concern as listed in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

As shown on Table 3-1, several protected or candidate birds are known to exist in the airport vicinity.
Seven of the 30 listed bird species were observed during the 12-month survey period, and these species
are highlighted in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1. Federal and State Threatened, Endangered, and Special Concern Animal Species in
the Murrieta and Bachelor Mountain Quadrangles
Common Name Scientific Name Status
Birds
Bald eagle Haliaeelus leucocephalus FD, SE, FP
Belding's savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi | SE
Bell's sage sparrow Artemisiospiza belli belli | WL
Black-tailed gnatcatcher Polioptila melanura WL
Burrowing ow! Athene cunicularia SSC
California horned lark Eremophila alpestris actia WL
Clark's marsh wren Cistothorus palustris clarkae SSC
Coastal California gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica FT, SSC
Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperii WL
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis WL
Golden eagle Adquila chrysaetos FP, WL
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum SSC
Least Bell's vireo Vireo bellii pusillus FE, SE
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SSC
Long-eared owl Asio otus SSC
Meriin Falco columbarius WL
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus SS8C
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi SsC
Oregon vesper sparrow Pooecetes gramineus affinis FE, SE
Osprey Pandion haliaetus WL
Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus WL
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus SSC
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow Aimoghila ruficeps canescens FE, SE
Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus FE, SE
Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni Sl
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor SS8C
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus FP
Yellow warbler Setophaga petechia SSC
Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens | 88C
Yellow-headed blackbird Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus SSC
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Mammals

Dulzura pocket mouse Chaetodipus californicus femoralis SSC
Perognathus longimembris

Jacumba pocket mouse internationalis SSC
Perognathus longimembris

Los Angeles pocket mouse brevinasus SSC

Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse Chaetodipus fallax fallax SSC

San Bernardino kangaroo rat Dipodomys merriami parvus FE, SSC

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus bennettii SSC

San Diego desert woodrat Neotoma lepida intermedia SSC

Stephens' kangaroo rat Dipodomys stephensi FE, ST

Western mastiff bat Eumops perotis californicus SSC

Reptiles

Coast horned lizard Phrynosoma blainvillii SSC

Orangethroat whiptail Aspidoscelis hyperythra SSC

Red-diamond rattlesnake Crotalus ruber SSC

Silvery legless lizard Anniella pulchra pulchra SSC

Two-striped garter snake Thamnophis hammondii SSC

Western pond turtle Emys marmorata ] SSC

Amphibians

Arroyo toad Anaxyrus californicus FE, SSC

Coast Range newt Taricha torosa SSC

Western spadefoot Spea hammondii SsC

Key:

FE = Federally listed Endangered Species

FT = Federally listed Threatened Species

FD = Federally Delisted Species

SE = State-listed Endangered Species

ST = State-listed Threatened Species

FP = Fully Protected State Species - Identify and provide additional protection to those animals that

are rare or face possible extinction

SSC = State Species of Special Concern

WL = State Watch List

Source:

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 2016.
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Chapter 4

Field Survey Methods

Fieldwork for the WHA was accomplished through five tasks performed during a 12-month monitoring that
began in June 2015 and concluded in May 2016. These tasks included:

e A preliminary site reconnaissance visit on June 17, 2015;

e  Twice-monthly monitoring events focusing on avian wildlife;

e Two small mammal monitoring events;

e Two nocturnal spotlight surveys; and

e Monitoring using a game camera to document wildiife presence.

Sections 4.1 through 4.5 summarize the methods used to conduct these tasks.

41 Preliminary Site Reconnaissance Visit

The project team conducted a preliminary site reconnaissance visit on June 17, 2015. The preliminary
site visit was performed to identify potential wildlife attractants and monitoring locations for project
surveys. As described in FAA AC 150/5200-33B, “Hazardous Wildlife Attractants On or Near Airports”
(Appendix F), the project team considered the area within 10,000 feet of the airport, as well as the area
within 5 miles of approach departure corridors when identifying monitoring locations for the surveys.

Based on the results of the preliminary site visit, the team identified 11 survey locations for the twice-
monthly surveys and large mammal monitoring events. Seven locations (points 1 through 6, and 8) were
associated with the AOA to provide visual coverage of runways, taxiways, infield turf grass/weedy
vegetation and structures, ramps, hangars, and buildings (see Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1). Four
monitoring points (point 7 and points 9 through 11) were associated with off-site locations, such as the
Golf Club at Rancho California, Tucalota Creek, and adjacent residential development.

Table 4-1
Summary of Wildlife Hazard Assessment Monitoring Locations
French Valley Airport
Monitoring point Location/View
On-site Monitoring Locations

1 View of the north end of the airfield, taxiway, approach/departure corridors for Runway
18/36, infield vegetation, north ramp area, and surrounding hangars

2 View of Runway 18/36, taxiways, runway safety areas, terminal, hangars, and FBO
ramp area

3 View of the south end of the airfield, approach/departure corridors for Runway 36/18,
infield vegetation, taxiway, and surrounding hangars

4 View of south-central end of Runway 36/18, runway safety areas, short grass
vegetation, and adjacent off-site areas

5 View of north-central end of Runway 18/36, runway safety areas, short grass
vegetation, and adjacent off-site areas
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Table 4-1
Summary of Wildlife Hazard Assessment Monitoring Locations
French Valley Airport
Monitoring point Location/View

6 View of vacant land to the west of the airport, power and utility lines
7 View of the Golf Club at Rancho California golf course
8 View of a large pond and woodland area northeast of AOA
9 View of the approach end of Runway 36 and vacant land
10 View of vacant land, power lines, rural residential lands, and a creek.
11 View of the approach end of Runway 18 and commercial development and buildings

4.2 Twice-Monthly Wildlife Monitoring Surveys

Two wildlife surveys were performed for a 12-month period that began in June 2015 and ended in May
2016 for a total of 24 survey events. The following procedures and criteria were implemented during
each monitoring event:

* The time of day and order of point counts were randomized:;

» Each monitoring point was surveyed for a 5-minute period. All bird and mammal species
observed or heard during the 5-minute period were identified and counted, and their locations
were recorded on field data forms;

* The behavior of all birds (e.g., perched, flying, loafing, etc.) and the approximate height of birds in
flight above ground level were recorded; and

» The associated habitat type was recorded for all mammals and for all perched and foraging birds.

Project biologists recorded observations pertaining to both avian and non-avian species. The condition of
the perimeter fence was monitored, and the presence of other non-avian species encountered during the
twice-monthly surveys was recorded based on observations, conversations with F70 staff, or other
evidence (e.g., scat, tracks, etc.). Appendix G presents a copy of the field data form used for each
monitoring event.
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CHAPTER 4 FIELD SURVEY METHODS

4.3 Small Mammal Surveys

Two small mammals (rodent) monitoring events were performed at F70. One was performed in
November 2015 and another in March 2016. Each small mammal monitoring event was conducted over
a period of three days and two nights.

Three transects, or trap lines composed of 50 live traps, were established within the airport property for
each survey. The traps were placed along each transect at approximately 30-foot intervals. Locations of
the trap lines are shown in Figure 4-2 and described by date below.

For the November and March surveys, trap lines were placed in the following locations:

* Hardscape ground and shrub scrub at south end of Runway 18/36 (Transects A and F on Figure
4-2)

» Medium-height grass (6 to 12 inches) within the runway safety area along the south side of
Runway 18/36 (Transects B and E on Figure 4-2)

e Short grass (3 to 6 inches) within the runway safety area along the north side of Runway 18/36
(Transects C and D on Figure 4-2)

4.4 Spotlight Surveys

Two spotlight surveys were conducted during the 12-month period, one in November 2015 and another in
March 2016. The field team used the same survey locations identified for the twice-monthly monitoring
events as well as driving the perimeter roads, internal roads, and along taxiways. The surveys were
conducted approximately 1 to 1.5 hours after sunset.

4.5 Game Camera Surveys

One game camera was installed within the AOA to monitor mammal activity during the 12-month
assessment. The location of the game cameras was adjusted to capture conditions in different areas of the
airport. Typically a game camera was moved if little wildlife activity was detected in a specific location.
Figure 4-3 illustrates the locations in which the game cameras were placed throughout the study and the
following list indicates when each location was used.

e Camera Location 1 - June

e Camera Location 2 - first half of July, August, November

o Camera Location 3 - second half of July, September, October

e Camera Location 4 - December, January, February, March, April, May
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Chapter 5

Results and Discussion

Chapter 5 presents the results of the 12-month wildlife monitoring effort performed from June 2015 to
May 2016. Section 5.1 presents the results of the twice-monthly avian surveys, and Section 5.2 presents
the results of the mammal surveys.

Section 5 presents the following data for each species or avian guild identified:

e Description,

e Abundance,

e Legal status,

¢ Management techniques, and

* Relative risk posed by each guild or species

One or more management techniques is presented for each species or guild identified. A guild is defined as
a group of species that have similar habits or resource requirements. In some cases, the discussion will
identify the likely success of a specific management technique based on past experience, industry data, or
site-specific conditions. A more detailed discussion of recommended management techniques that may be
implemented by Airport staff is presented in Chapter 6, “Conclusions and Recommendations.”

In FAA AC 150/5200-33B, “Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on and Near Airports” (Appendix F), the FAA
acknowledges that not all species pose the same risk to aircraft operations. As the FAA states, “aircraft
collisions with birds and other wildlife are a serious economic and public safety problem. While many
species of wildlife can pose a threat to aircraft safety. they are not equally hazardous” (FAA, 2007).
Some species may pose a greater risk to aircraft operations based on their size, behavior, abundance, or
proximity to the airport and its associated airspace.

The conventional guideline in assessing the threat to aviation posed by a specific species considers three
priorities in descending order of severity:

¢ Large flocking birds, such as gulls or waterfow!;
» Small flocking birds, such as starlings; and
¢ Large singular birds, such as hawks or herons.

Large birds, due to their greater body mass, can strike an aircraft with greater impact and cause more
damage to aircraft and affect flight. Birds that congregate in large flocks provide increased opportunities
for a strike compared to solitary birds, and flocking birds have the capacity to disable more than one
engine when a strike occurs.

A more detailed analysis of the comparative hazards posed by various wildlife was provided in a study by
Richard A. Dolbeer, et al. entitled Ranking the Hazard Level of Wildlife Species to Aviation. The study
considered the number of strikes caused by each species, the severity of damage caused by the strike,
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and the resulting effect on the fiight. The wildlife species that was determined to be most hazardous,
deer, was assigned a hazard value of 100. All other wildlife species were then assigned a numerical
value in proportion to its risk compared to that of deer. A numerical ranking of relative hazards was
developed that reinforces the conventional guidelines. In general, this formula also recognizes a greater
threat of large-bodied wildlife. Table 5-1 summarizes the species and their relative ranking as provided

by Dolbeer et al.
Table 5-1
Ranking of the Relative Hazards to Aviation of 25 Species of Wildlife

Species Hazard Value  Species Hazard Value
1. Deer 100 14. Owls 23
2. Vultures 63 15. Horned lark/buntings 17
3. Geese 55 16. Crows/ravens 16
4. Cormorant/pelican 54 17. Coyotes 14
5. Cranes 47 18. Mourning Dove 14
6. Eagles 41 19. Shorebirds 10
7. Ducks 39 20. Blackbirds-starlings 10
8. Osprey 39 21. American kestrels 9
9. Turkey/pheasant 33 22. Meadowlarks 7
10. Herons 27 23. Swallows 4
11. Hawks 25 24. Sparrows 4

12, Gulls 24 25. Nighthawks 1

13. Pigeons 23

Source: Ranking the Hazard Level of Wildlife Species to Civil Aviation in the USA, R.A. Dolbeer, et al.,

2000.

Throughout Chapter 5, the discussion of each guild or species observed during field studies concludes
with a general statement regarding the relative risk that the species or guild poses to aircraft operations at

F70. The discussion is based on the following:

» The likelihood that the guild member or species would be involved in a wildlife strike and the
potential severity of the impact (effect on flight or potential damage) (see Table 5-2); and

* Whether the species was identified by FAA as one of the 25 species or wildlife groups commonly
involved in damaging strikes in the United States (see Table 5-2).
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Table 5-2
General Risk Assessment Matrix

Probability/ Severity of Impact/Effect on Flight
Likelihood of Confiict:

Moderate High
Moderate High

Moderate

The discussion of relative hazards is provided so that the airport operator can consider this data when
making decisions regarding the allocation of its resources to address wildlife hazards.

5.1 Avian Surveys

As described in Chapter 4, surveys were performed twice each month during the 12-month WHA monitoring
period. Observations and evidence of birds and mammals were recorded during these surveys. Avian

wildlife observations are summarized in Section 5.1, and mammal observations are summarized in Section
5.2.

Section 5.1.1 summarizes the results for all avian species observed. Ten guilds, or groups of similar
species, were identified during WHA field studies. Sections 5.1.2 through 5.1.9 describe the survey
results for each guild. The discussion presented for each guild presents the total number of birds
observed, the abundance of each species per month, location, behavior observed, and the relative risk
posed by the species within the guild.

5.1.1 All Species Combined
As shown in Table 5-3, a total of 59 bird species were identified during the 24 field surveys as

well as birds that could not be identified to the species level. Nearly 3,900 birds were observed
during the 12-month assessment.

Table 5-3. Abundance of Bird Species at F70
June 2015 to May 2016
Guild and Gs“'def;"sd
Guild and Common Name Scientific Name Species P
Abund Percent of
undance | apundance
Waterfowl 705 18.24%
American Coot Fulica americana 281 39.86%
Canada Goose Branta canadensis 157 22.27%
Gadwall Anas strepera 2 0.28%
Lesser Scaup Aythya affinis 99 14.04%
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos 112 15.89%
Northern Pintail Anas acuta 30 4.26%
Northern Shoveler Anas clypeata 16 2.27%
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Table 5-3. Abundance of Bird Species at F70
June 2015 to May 2016
) Guild .and Gsu';l‘;ic;r;d
Guild and Common Name Scientific Name A :pemes Percent of
el Abundance

Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps 4 0.57%
Redhead Aythya americana 4 0.57%

_Blackbirds and Starlings 330 8.54%
Brewer's Blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus 4 1.21%
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris 294 89.09%
Great-tailed Grackle Quiscalus mexicanus 1 0.30%
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus 31 9.39%
Doves and Pigeons 612 15.83%
Eurasian Collared-Dove Streptopelia decaocto 1 0.16%
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 579 94.61%
Rock Pigeon Columba livia 32 5.23%
Shorebirds 133 3.44%
Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias 4 3.01%
Great Egret Ardea alba 6 4.51%
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus 99 74.44%
Snowy Egret Egretta thula 3 2.26%
White-faced Ibis Plegadis chihi 21 15.79%
Sparrows, Finches and Warblers 734 18.99%
Black-headed Grosbeak Pheucticus melanocephalus 12 1.63%
Blue Grosbeak Passerina caerulea 1 0.14%
California Towhee Melozone crissalis 3 0.41%
House Finch Haemorhous mexicanus 364 49.59%
House Wren Troglodytes aedon 1 0.14%
Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus 35 4.77%
Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis 49 6.68%
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia 7 0.95%
White-crowned Sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys 174 23.711%
Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia 1 0.14%
Yellow-rumped Warbler Setophaga coronata 87 11.85%
Corvids 391 10.11%
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos 337 86.19%
Common Raven Corvus corax 54 13.81%
Raptors 150 3.88%
American Kestrel Falco sparverius 52 34.67%
Burrowing Owi Athene cunicularia 25 16.67%
Cooper's Hawk Accipiter cooperii 3 2.00%

| Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos 1 0.67%
Merlin Falco columbarius 1 0.67%
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Table 5-3. Abundance of Bird Species at F70
June 2015 to May 2016
Guild and Gs:‘;fc;';d
Guild and Common Name Scientific Name A:pecies Percent of
gndance Abundance

Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis 65 43.33%
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura 3 2.00%
Songbirds 684 |  17.69%
Black Phoebe Sayornis nigricans 30 ] 4.39%
Bullock's Oriole Icterus bullockii 1 | 0.15%
Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus 16 | 2.34%
Horned Lark Eremophila alpestris 276 40.35%
Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus 7 .l 1.02%
Northern Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos 6 0.88%
Say's Phoebe Sayornis saya 44 6.43%
Western Bluebird Sialia mexicana 2 0.29%
Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis 40 5.85%
Western Meadowlark Sturnella neglecta 262 38.30%
Other 127 3.00%
Anna's Hummingbird Calypte anna 18 15.52%
Belted Kingfisher Megaceryle alcyon 2 1.72%
California Quail Callipepla californica 63 54.31%
Gambel's Quail Callipepla gambelii 1 0.86%
Greater Roadrunner Geococcyx californianus 2 1.72%
Gull (unidentified species) Larus (sp) 4 0.1
Northern Rough-winged Swallow | Stelgidopteryx serrigennis 7 0.18
Unidentified Bird Aves (gen, sp) 30 25.86%

Total 3,866 100.00%

As shown on Figure 5-1, birds were generally more abundant during the five-month period from
November through March, which correlates to the wintering populations of birds in the region.
Approximately 55 percent of all birds were observed during this period. More birds were
observed in November than any other month (609 birds), comprising 16 percent of the total
number throughout the 12-month monitoring period. The comparatively greater number of birds
observed in February was attributable to large flocks of European starlings, American crows, and
horned larks that were observed on and around the airport. The fewest number of birds was
observed in May (5 percent of the total number observed). The low number may be attributed to
very high winds, which cause birds to find temporary shelter.
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Figure 5-1. Total Number of Birds Observed On and Near F70 by Month
f (2015 to 2016)
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As shown on Figure 5-2, the greatest number of birds (576 birds) was observed from Point 8, which
was located on airport property, but outside of the perimeter fence and northeast of Runway 18
(see Figure 4-1). Point 8 was located adjacent to an unnamed pond that is surrounded by large
cottonwood and eucalyptus trees. Birds were also abundant near Points 4 and 5, which were
associated with the runway safety area east of the runway, and at Point 10, which was associated
with power lines (perching) an Tucalota Creek . Fewer birds were observed at points 6 and 9, both
of which were located off-site in open areas to the west and south of airport where there were few
attractants for birds.

Figure 5-2. Total Number of Birds Observed On and Near F70 by Location
(2015 to 2016)
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5.1.2 Waterfowl

Description. Waterfowl are large aquatic birds with webbed feet and flat, heavy bills. Waterfowl
pose one of the most serious threats to aircraft operations because of their abundance, size, and
flocking behavior. Waterfowl! species are attracted to open water ponds and basins to feed, nest,
loaf, and escape predators. Geese and ducks will also frequent agricultural fields, parks, and golf
courses to graze on the manicured grasses. Although nine species of waterfowl were observed
during the 12-month monitoring period, American coots and Canada geese accounted for nearly
two-thirds of the waterfowl observed.

Abundance. Waterfow! accounted for approximately 18 percent of the total number of birds
observed during the assessment. Waterfowi were observed during all months except June.
However, waterfow! were significantly more abundant in November through March, when nearly
75 percent of total waterfowl was observed. The abundance of waterfowl during the winter is
likely attributable to the presence of overwintering populations (Figure 5-3).

Figure 5-3. Waterfowl Observed On and Near F70 by Month :
(2015 to 2016)
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Waterfowl were observed from eight monitoring locations. However, 82 percent were observed
from monitoring points 7 and 8 (Figure 5-4). Point 7 was located west of F70 at the Golf Club at
Rancho California, and point 8 was located adjacent to the unnamed pond that is on airport
property northeast of the runway and north of Auld Road. Both of these locations are associated
with water bodies that are attractive to waterfowl species. Waterfowl (e.g. Canada geese, mallards)
were observed flying across or over the AOA during the 12-month assessment.
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Figure 5-4. Waterfowl Observed On and Near F70 by Location
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Management and Legal Status. Waterfowl are migratory game birds that are protected by the
MBTA. Depredation permits from the USFWS are required for lethal management. However,
most waterfowl species can be hunted in areas where firearm discharge is legal during defined
periods of the fall and winter in accordance with a valid hunting license and federal waterfowl
stamps. The hunting season corresponds with the fall migration period.

F70 is positioned near the Pacific Flyway (see Figure 5-5), which supports enormous waterfowl
migrations annually. Because the area has been altered significantly as a result of development,
migrating and resident waterfowl are attracted to the available water features, such as sanitation
ponds, stormwater management ponds, and golf courses. Waterfowl are known to pose a risk to
aircraft and human health and safety.
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Source: Nutty Birdwatcher, 2012.

Waterfowl were observed frequently near F70 during the five-month period from November
through March. The greatest number of waterfowl was observed near areas associated with
water bodies. However, even waterfowl attracted to off-site features has the potential to pass
through the area at low altitudes and pose a risk to airport operations.

Although waterfowl were observed from on-site monitoring locations, comparatively few waterfowl
were observed on the airport; most were observed as they flew above the site. However, if
waterfowl are observed on the airfield, they should be harassed immediately and dispersed using
vehicles and pyrotechnic devices. Waterfowl that is observed near aircraft movement areas can
pose hazards to aircraft operations.

Management Measures. Waterfowl can be harassed from the airfield using pyrotechnic devices,
such as screamers and bangers. Airport personnel must be persistent with these methods.
Lethal reinforcement may be necessary if waterfowl become habituated to pyrotechnics and
become more common and in greater abundance within the AOA. The County should obtain a
federal depredation permit to perform Iethal management for Canada geese should they occur
within the AOA.

Relative Risk. The members of the waterfowl guild have a high likelihood of being involved in a
wildlife strike based on their size and flocking behavior. The FAA ranks geese as third in its
composite ranking of hazardous wildlife species and ducks as seventh. All have the potential to
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cause a high degree of impact on flight. Although no strikes with waterfowl have been
documented at F70, waterfowl were abundant near the airport. The overall risk posed by
waterfowl at F70 is high.

5.1.3 Blackbirds and Starlings

Description. Four species of blackbirds and starlings
were observed on and near F70: European starlings,
great-tailed grackles, red-winged blackbirds, and
Brewer’s blackbirds. European starlings comprised 89
percent of the guild members observed, and red-winged
blackbirds comprised 9 percent.

European starlings are medium-sized, chunky birds that
have short tails that have a triangular shape when flying.
During the breeding season, the bills of both male and female starlings are yellow. Red-winged
blackbirds are boldly colored and often seen roosting on cattails and on utility wires. Glossy-
black males have red-and-yellow shoulder patches. Females are a subdued, streaky brown,
almost like a large, dark sparrow.

Starlings and blackbirds are found in a variety of habitats from urban to rural environments.
Starlings are attracted to water and to open, grassy areas in which they can forage. They are
also attracted to trees or buildings that contain cavities for nesting. Structures with ili-fitting doors
or broken windows are readily used. In the winter, these species form roosts in areas where
cover and warmth are provided. Brewer’s blackbirds and great-tailed grackles often spend days
on suburban lawns, parks, golf courses, fields, and marshes. Blackbirds are primarily
granivorous, whereas starlings prefer a diet with a higher protein content that includes fruits,
insects, spiders, earthworms, garbage, snails, weed seeds, and other grains.

Abundance. A total of 330 blackbirds and starlings was observed, representing approximately 9
percent of the total number of all birds observed. European starlings were observed during most
of the year, though more than half were observed during the November and December (see
Figure 5-6). The higher number observed in November and December coincides with the
increased concentrations that occur as starlings form large flocks to exploit resources, such as
food. Large flocks of starlings and blackbirds move around the landscape seeking productive
foraging areas, and their abundance can vary significantly both on and off the airport.
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Figure 5-6. Blackbirds and Starlings Observed On and Near F70 by Month
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European starlings were observed from most on- and off-site monitoring locations. Most starlings
and blackbirds observed from on-site monitoring points were observed from points 1, 2, and 5,
which were located on the northern end of the airport (see Figure 5-7). Red-winged blackbirds
were only observed near Point 7, which was located on airport property northeast of the runway.
Starlings and blackbirds were aiso observed in comparatively higher numbers from off-site points
10 and 11. Point 10 was located in a rural area east of the airport with open grasslands and near

a large transmission line, where starlings were observed loafing in the fields or perching on the
transmission line. Point 11 was focated north of the airport in a commercial development area,
where starlings were observed perching on building and utility lines.

Figure 5-7. Blackbirds and Starlings Observed On and Near F70 by Location

(2015 to 2016)
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Legal Status. The European starling is an exotic species that was introduced to the United
States from Europe in 1890. The species is not protected by federal or state laws, and neither a
federal nor state permit is required to take starlings. Blackbirds (tri-colored, red-winged, and
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Brewer’s), cowbirds, and great-tailed grackles are migratory birds that are protected by the
MBTA. However, pursuant to the CFR at 50 CFR 21.43, Depredation Order for Blackbirds,
Cowbirds, Grackles, Crows and Magpies, these species (except for tri-colored blackbirds) can be
taken any time of the year in California without a federal or state permit when they are “found
committing or about to commit depredations upon ornamental or shade trees, agricultural crops,
livestock, or wildlife, or when concentrated in such numbers and manner as to constitute a heaith
hazard or other nuisance.” The following species are specifically listed in the Order: Brewer's
blackbird, red-winged blackbird, yellow-headed blackbird, bronzed cowbird, brown-headed
cowbird, shiny cowbird, boat-tailed grackle, common grackle, great-tailed grackle, greater
Antillean grackle, American crow, fish crow, northwestern crow, and black-billed magpie.

Although these species can be taken, the regulations state that any person or agency acting
under the depredation order must:

a. Attempt to control depredation by species listed under this depredation order using
non-lethal methods before using lethal control.

b. Ifafirearm is used to kill migratory birds under the provisions of this order, nontoxic
shot or nontoxic bullets must be used in most cases. However, this prohibition
does not apply to an air rifle, an air pistol, or a 22-caliber, rim-fire firearm for control
of depredating birds under this order.

c. Allow any Federal, State, tribal, or territorial wildlife law enforcement officer
unrestricted access at all reasonable times (including during actual operations)
over the premises on which you are conducting the control. The officer must be
furnished with whatever information he or she may require about the control
operations.

d. Only kill birds under this order in a way that complies with all State, tribal, or
territorial laws or regulations. You must have a State, tribal, or territorial permit
required to conduct the activity.

e. Not sell, or offer to sell, any bird, or any part thereof, killed under this section, but
you may possess, transport, and otherwise dispose of the bird or its parts.

f.  Provide to the appropriate Regional Migratory Bird Permit Office an annual report
for each species taken by the date that is specified on the permit.

Management. Flocks of starling and blackbirds can be harassed from the airfield using
pyrotechnic devices, such as screamers and bangers. Airport personnel must be persistent with
these methods. Lethal reinforcement may be necessary if European starlings become habituated
to pyrotechnics and become more common and in greater abundance within the AOA. A
depredation permit is not required for the lethal management of starlings.
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Relative Risk. Blackbirds and starlings can pose a significant hazard to aircraft because of their
dense size and flocking behavior. These species have a high likelihood of being involved in
strikes with aircraft. When strikes with these species occur, they usually involve multiple birds
that can be ingested by aircraft engines, and the severity of strikes associated with these species
is moderate. The FAA assigns a composite hazard ranking of 20 to blackbirds/starlings.
Although no strikes with blackbirds or starlings have been recorded at F70, starlings and
blackbirds comprised nine percent of all birds observed. Starlings and blackbirds were observed
on the north end of the airfield, off-site locations, and passing through F70 airspace. The overall
risk posed by species within this guild at F70 is moderate.

5.1.4 Doves and Pigeons

Description. Doves and pigeons are medium-sized
songbirds that feed on seeds and grain and can be found
in open areas. Rock pigeons and mourning doves can be
found in areas that are closely associated with human
activity, such as parks and agricultural operations, and
they nest in manmade structures such as parking ramps,
buildings, and bridges. Doves and pigeons feed on grass
and weed seeds in fields, refuse, and handouts from
humans. Three species of doves and pigeons were
observed: mourning dove, rock pigeon, and Eurasian collared-dove. All three species can pose
hazards to aircraft operations because of their abundance and flocking behavior.

Abundance. A total of 612 doves and pigeons was recorded, comprising approximately 16
percent of the total number of birds observed during the 12-month survey period. Of the three
species observed, approximately 95 percent were mourning doves (Table 5-3). Mourning doves
are year-round residents of the region, but they were observed in larger numbers from July
through September (Figure 5-8), when they were observed foraging within the AOA.
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Figure 5-8. Doves and Pigeons Observed at F70 by Month
(2015 to 2016)
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As shown on Figure 5-9, doves and/or pigeons were observed from every monitoring location,
but more than half were observed from points 1, 4, and 10. Point 1 was located near the northern
end of the runway, and point 4 was located on the southeastern side of the runway. At both of
these points, mourning doves were frequently observed loafing and foraging in the short infield
grass. Point 10 was located east of the airport adjacent to Tucalota Creek with open grasslands
and near a large transmission line. Mourning doves were observed loafing in the fields or
perched on the transmission line.

Figure 5-9. Doves and Pigeons Observed On and Near F70
by Location (2015 to 2016)
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Management and Legal Status. Mourning doves and Eurasian collared-doves are migratory
game birds that are protected by the MBTA. Depredation permits from the USFWS are required
for lethal management. However, doves can be hunted during defined periods in the fall with a
valid hunting license. Rock pigeons were introduced to the U.S. from Europe, and they are not
protected by federal or state laws. Pigeons may be taken at any time, and there are no reporting
requirements.
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A combination of techniques including maintaining an interim grass height (6 to 12 inches inches),
harassment, and lethal removal of some individuals may reduce the number of mourning doves at
F70. Itis recommended that the County obtain a federal depredation permit to implement lethal
control of mourning doves.

Relative Risk. Doves and pigeons show a moderate likelihood of being involved in a conflict with
aircraft, and strikes with these species can result in a moderate impact on flight due to their
flocking behavior. The FAA assigns a composite hazard ranking of 13 to pigeons and 18 to
mourning doves out of 25 ranked species. Based on the number of doves and pigeons observed
and their close proximity to aircraft movement areas, the overall risk posed by this guild is
critical.

5.1.5 Shorebirds

Description. Five shorebird species were observed on and
near F70 during site surveys, as well as shorebirds of
unidentified species. Approximately 74 percent of the
shorebirds were observed were killdeer and 16 percent were
white-faced ibis, while three other species comprised the
remaining 10 percent of birds observed (Great blue heron, great
egret, and snowy egret).

Shorebirds can vary from birds with short, stocky builds and short bills to slender birds with long
legs and long bills. All seek small aquatic prey by probing on open shorelines and shallow ponds.
Most of the shorebirds observed were killdeer, and white-faced ibis. Killdeer are small birds that
have a large, round head, large eye, and short bill. The white-faced ibis is a large, dark wading
bird with a long, down-curved bill, dark legs, and an all dark body.

Abundance. A total of 133 shorebirds was observed at F70, and shorebirds comprised only
three percent of all birds observed. Shorebirds were observed during all months, but they were
most abundant during the three-month period from February to April, when over two-thirds of the
total number of shorebirds was observed (Figure 5-10). The increased number observed during
this three-month period was associated with nesting killdeer.
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As shown on Figure 5-11, the greatest number of shorebirds was observed from Point 10, which
was located off site and east of the airport, adjacent to Tucalota Creek. Killdeer were observed
nesting or loafing in open fields near this monitoring location. Larger shorebirds, such as the
white-faced ibis, great blue heron, great blue heron, and great egret were observed near
waterbodies, such as Tucalota Creek, the Rancho California golf course, and the unnamed pond
located northeast of the runway.
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Management and Legal Status. Shorebirds and waders are migratory birds that are protected
by the MBTA. A depredation permit from the USFWS would be required for lethal management
of shorebirds and waders, which is unlikely. When members of this guild are observed in the
AOA, they should be harassed using pyrotechnics until they leave the AOA.
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Relative Risk. Shorebirds have a high probability of being involved in a strike with aircraft, and
their effect on flight can vary by species. Typically, shorebirds would create a low impact on an
aircraft flight due to their solitary behavior. However, some shorebirds are quite large, while
others, such as killdeer, are small but can occur in large flocks. The FAA assigns a composite
hazard ranking of 19 to shorebirds out of 25 ranked species. Although the number of shorebirds
observed within the AOA was relatively low, numerous killdeer were observed near aircraft
movement areas. The overall wildlife hazard risk posed by shorebirds is moderate.

5.1.6 Sparrows, Finches, and Warblers

Guild Description. The sparrows, finches, and
warblers guild is composed of small birds that are
similar in size to the sparrow. Many are found singly or
in small, loose flocks as they feed in open, weedy areas
and grass fields. Many species within this guild prefer
open, short grassland habitats, while others prefer shrub
habitat or manmade resources. Eleven species of
sparrows, finches, and warblers were observed, with
house finches comprising approximately half of the total
number of guild members observed.

Abundance. A total of 734 sparrows, finches, and warblers was recorded, comprising
approximately 19 percent of the total number of birds observed. Sparrows, finches, and warblers
were the most abundant guild observed during the 12-month assessment. Approximately 50
percent of the birds associated with this guild were identified as house finches, 24 percent were
white-crowned sparrows, 12 percent were yellow-rumped warblers, and eight species comprised
the remaining 14 percent.

Sparrows, finches, and warblers were observed throughout the year, but were significantly more
abundant during January and February, when larger flocks were observed loafing (Figure 5-12)
in the brush along the airport perimeter fence and perched on the perimeter fence.
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Figure 5-12. Sparrows, Finches, and Warblers Observed On and Near F70
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Although sparrows, finches, and warblers were observed from every location, approximately two-
thirds were observed from points 4, 5, and 8 (Figure 5-13). The abundance of finches and
sparrows at points 4 and 5 is likely due to the presence of brush that occurs along the eastern
portion of the perimeter fence. This brush provides cover and nesting habitat for these species.
The abundance of these species at point 8 was associated with the large cottonwood and
eucalyptus trees that surround the pond.

Figure 5-13. Sparrows, Finches, and Warblers Observed On and Near F70
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Management and Legal Status. All species observed within this guild are protected by the
MBTA. A depredation permit from the USFWS would be required in the unlikely event that lethal

management is necessary.
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It is very difficult to harass sparrows, finches, and warblers, and habitat modification is the most
effective technique for ongoing species management. It is recommended that infield grass be
managed at an intermediate height of 6 to 12 inches, and brush along the perimeter fence be
thinned or cleared to reduce the attractive habitat for sparrows and finches.

Pyrotechnics should be used to harass sparrows, finches, and warblers when they are observed
in large flocks in the AOA. Should any member of this guild become acclimated to harassment
techniques, lethal reinforcement may be necessary, especially if large congregations are
observed to frequent areas used by aircraft

Relative Risk. The members of this guild have a moderate likelihood of being involved in a strike
with aircraft, and they usually cause a low impact on flight due to their behavior. The FAA
assigns a composite hazard ranking of 24 to sparrows out of 25 ranked species. Sparrows,
finches, and warblers were observed frequently during the 12-month observation period, and
most were observed within the AGA. Based on the location of these birds near aircraft movement
areas, the overall wildlife hazard risk posed by species within this guild is high.

5.1.7 Corvids

Guild Description. Both American crows and common
ravens were observed during the 12-month monitoring period.
Crows were more abundant, comprising 86 percent of the total
number of corvids observed.

The American crow and common raven are medium- to large-
sized birds that are highly intelligent, very social, and travel in
small to large flocks. The crow and raven are all black and
easily confused. The raven is slightly larger with a heavier bill
and thicker neck. Both the crow and common raven are an
omnivores that feed on a range of food items such as crops, , s oo
fruit, carrion, insects, nuts, seeds, and human refuse. They also eat small animals such as
lizards and young birds. Although crows and ravens are often observed at airports, they are
infrequently involved in bird strikes.

Abundance. A total of 391 corvids were observed, and corvids comprised approximately 10
percent of the total number of birds observed during the 12 month monitoring period. Corvids
were observed year-round, but more than half were observed during November and December,
(Figure 5-14). Significant numbers of American crows were observed foraging near point 6 after
the field had recently been mowed and tilled
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Ravens were observed from all observation points, but they were observed in greater numbers
from points 6, 9, and 11, which provided views of open areas west and south of the runway and a
commercial development to the north (Figures 4-1 and 5-15). Crows and ravens were observed
flying across the airfield, but did not appear to be attracted to any specific feature in the AOA.
Crows and ravens are opportunistic omnivores that will eat a variety of foods including food waste

and trash.
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Management and Legal Status. Both American crows and corvids are protected by the MBTA.
It is recommended that a federal migratory bird depredation permit be obtained for American
crows and common ravens should lethal management be warranted.
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Good housekeeping practices are critical for managing corvids in the AOA. All refuse collection
containers should be equipped with secure lids and emptied regularly. Refuse and carrion on
airport property and on nearby roads should be removed immediately. In addition, corvids should
be harassed and dispersed from the AOA whenever they are observed. Pyrotechnic devices,
such as screamers and bangers, can be used to harass crows and ravens from airport property
and harassment must be persistent to be successful.

Relative Risk. American crows and common ravens have a low likelihood of being involved with
a wildlife strike due to their cautious behavior, but strikes with ravens can result in a moderate
impact on a flight due to their size and sometimes flocking behavior. The FAA assigns a
composite hazard ranking of 16 to crows/ravens out of 25 ranked species. Based on the number
of corvids observed flying over or through, the overall wildlife hazard risk associated with this
guild is moderate.

5.1.8 Raptors

Description. Raptors are predatory birds and scavengers that
have hooked beaks and talons for capturing and feeding on prey.
Raptors vary in size, and their diets vary among species. Raptors
pose a threat to aircraft because of their large size and flight
behavior. Although seven raptor species were observed, red-
tailed hawks comprised approximately 43 percent of the raptors,
American kestrels comprised 35 percent, and burrowing owls
comprised 17 percent. Other species observed included
Cooper’s hawk, golden eagle, merlin, and turkey vulture.

Abundance. A total of 150 raptors was observed during
standardized WHA surveys, representing approximately four percent of the total number of birds
observed during the 12-month monitoring period. Raptors were observed consistently throughout
the year (Figure 5-16) but were most abundant in June when young birds fledge the nest and are
in the environment.
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Figure 5-16. Raptors Observed On and Near F70 by Month
(2015 to 2016)
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As shown on Figure 5-17, raptors were observed from all monitoring location, but more than 25
percent of the raptors were observed from point 10. The raptors observed from point 10 were
perched on the transmission line in an area with a small creek and open fields. This area
provides ample water and food including small mammals (e.g., rodents). Burrowing owls were
also observed nesting in the AOA.

Figure 5-17. Raptors Observed On and Near F70 by Location
(2015 to 2016)
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Management and Legal Status. All raptors are protected by the MBTA. In California the
burrowing owl is considered a Species of Special Concern. A depredation permit from the
USFWS is required to perform lethal management and to capture and relocate raptors.
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Harassment using pyrotechnic devices, such as bird bangers or screamers, is the preferred
technique for discouraging raptors from using the airfield. It is recommended that a federal
migratory bird depredation permit be obtained for American kestrels and red-tailed hawks. It is
also recommended that the airport work with the CDFW to trap and relocate burrowing owls that
are found within the AOA. These birds are located in close proximity to aircraft movement areas
and can create a significant threat.

Relative Risk. Raptors have a moderate likelihood of being involved in a strike with aircraft, and
they can create a high degree of impact on flight due to their size. Although burrowing owls are
small, they are abundant near aircraft movement areas at F70 and fly at low altitudes. The FAA
assigns a composite hazard ranking of 11 to hawks and 21 to kestrels out of 25 ranked species.
Based on the presence of raptors and burrowing owls within the AOA, the overall risk posed by
raptors is high.

5.1.9 Songbirds

Description. Songbirds, also called passerines, include
any member of the suborder Passeri (or Oscines) of the
order Passeriformes, which includes approximately 4,000
species or nearly half the world’s birds. Songbirds vary
greatly in size, and their diets vary among species. Ten
species of songbirds were observed, of which 40 percent
were horned larks and 38 percent were western
meadowlarks (Table 5-3). Smaller songbirds do not
usually pose a threat to aircraft, but some smaller
songbirds travel in large flocks, posing a comparatively greater hazard.

Abundance. A total of 684 songbirds was recorded during standardized WHA surveys, and
songbirds accounted for approximately 18 percent of the total number of individuals observed.
The greatest number of songbirds were observed during the month of November; however,
songbirds were observed consistently throughout the year (Figure 5-18). The large expanses of
open short grass in the infield and presence of brush along the eastern perimeter fence provides
ideal habitat songbirds. Large flocks of horned larks were observed in November within the AOA.
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Figure 5-18. Songbirds Observed On and Near F70 by Month |
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As shown on Figure 5-19, the songbirds (all species combined) were most common at points 1
through 5, all of which are located on airport property. Songbirds are attracted to the short grass
within the AOA for loafing, foraging, and nesting, as well as to the brush along the eastern portion
of the perimeter fence.

Figure 5-19 Songbirds Observed On and Near F70 by Location
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Management and Legal Status. All songbirds are protected by the MBTA. A depredation
permit from the USFWS is required to perform lethal management on songbirds. Lethal
management of songbirds at F70 is unlikely given the ability to properly manage grass heights
and thin/remove brush along the eastern perimeter fence.
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5.2

Relative Risk. Songbirds have a moderate likelihood of being involved in a strike with aircraft,
and they usually create a low degree of impact on flight due to their size. Some species, can
incur greater damage than others based on their size and behavior. FAA identifies horned larks
as 15" and meadowlarks as 22" on its list of the 25 most hazardous species. Given the
abundance within the AOA and the predominance of horned larks and meadowlarks observed,
the overall risk posed by songbird species is high.

5.1.10 Other Birds

Approximately seven other bird species and unidentified birds were observed at F70 and in its
vicinity during the 12-month survey period (see Table 5-3); however, those species are not
usually associated with bird strikes or pose a significant threat to aircraft. This group accounted
for 3 percent of the total number of birds observed, and most of the birds in this guild were
California quails and unidentified birds. The members of this group were either observed
infrequently or have a low likelihood of being involved with an air strike and usually create a low
impact on flight. However, it should be noted that all birds or groups of birds have the potential to
cause a significant bird strike incident with aircraft, and it is possible that some of the strikes with
unknown small birds involved birds in the guild. The overall wildlife hazard risk for species
associated with this group is fow. A detailed discussion is not necessary for species that were
identified in Table 5-3 but were not addressed within Sections 5.1.2 through 5.1.10.

Mammal Surveys

As described in Chapter 4, two small mammal monitoring events and two spotlight surveys were
performed at F70 during the 12-month WHA study. A game camera was also used to document the
presence of mammals within the AOA.

5.2.1 Small Mammal Survey Results

A total of 150 small mammal traps were set up in three lines or transects containing 50 live traps
each, and mammals were monitored on three consecutive trap nights in November 2015 and
March 2016 (see Figure 4-2 for transect locations). For each event, one transect was placed in
short grass, one in area with grass of medium height, and one along hardscape near adjacent
brush. Seven mice were captured during the November trapping event, and four mice and one
kangaroo rat were captured during the March trapping event.

Based on the results of the small mammal surveys it appears the rodent population is low;
however, based upon the presence of California ground squirrels and other evidence of rodent
activity, the airport appears to support a significant prey base for raptors or other wildlife (e.g.,
coyotes).
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5.2.2 Spotlight Survey Results

Spotlight surveys were conducted approximately one hour after sunset in November 2015 and
March 2016. During the November survey, 11 black-tailed jackrabbits, seven desert cottontails,
and one coyote were observed. Eighteen black-tailed jackrabbits, 15 desert cottontails, one
coyote, and one rattlesnake were spotted during the March 2016 survey.

5.2.3 Game Camera Survey Results

One game camera was used to monitor four on-site locations throughout the 12-month monitoring
period (see Figure 4-3). Numerous mammals including coyotes, black-tailed jackrabbits,
bobcats, and stray domestic dogs were observed in the AOA, The majority of the wildlife
documented using the game cameras was observed near holes and gaps in the fence and near
the culverts along the eastern portion of the perimeter fence.

Busshnel 02-26-2018 22:18:03
Photo 9: A bobcat was documented on site near a gap in the fence south of Point 4.

§5.2.4 Mammals Observed During Twice-Monthly Surveys

Mammals or evidence of mammals was recorded during the twice-monthly daytime surveys.
California ground squirrels, black-tailed jackrabbits, desert cottontails, and coyotes were
observed during the daytime surveys (Figure 5-20). Mammals were observed year-round at
most monitoring points (Figure 5-21). The most prevalent mammal was the California ground
squirrel, which was observed mostly at points 1, 4, and 5. These squirrels are attracted to open
short grass areas where they can forage and detect predators.
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Figure 5-20. Mammals Observed On and Near F70
During Daytime Surveys by Month (2015 to 2016)
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Figure 5-21. Mammals Observed On and Near F70 During
Daytime Surveys by Location (2015 to 2016)
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Legal Status and Management. Coyotes are listed as a nuisance species in California and may
be lethally removed without a special state permit if they are causing damage or are a nuisance
on owned property. Lethal management is often the most efficient method for removing problem
coyotes.

Ground squirrels can pose an indirect threat to aircraft operations because they can attract other
predators, such as raptors and coyotes, and because they can cause damage to airfield
equipment by chewing on underground wires. Given the large population of ground squirrels
within the AOA, it is recommended that lethal management be initiated to reduce the population.
To manage farge mammals, diligent fence maintenance is necessary. Quarterly inspections and
regular maintenance are necessary to fill burrows and gaps greater than 3 inches to prevent
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access by coyotes or other mammals. Multiple burrows were observed throughout the 12-month
survey.

The most effective method for excluding coyotes from the airfield is modification of the perimeter
fence to include a buried apron. A buried apron consists of a 2-foot-wide strip of fence material
that is installed at the fence base and buried at a 90-degree angle. However, the cost associated
with the installation of a buried apron can be high

Relative Risk for Mammals. Coyotes have a moderate likelihood of being invoived in a strike
with aircraft, and they create a high degree of impact on flight due to their size. California ground
squirrels also attract coyotes into the AOA as a food source. No strikes with mammals at F70
have been recorded in the FAA database. Coyotes are ranked as 17" on FAA’s list of 25 most
hazardous species, and they can have a significant effect on flight. Based on the presence of
coyotes in the AOA and the large population of ground squirrels that serves as a food source for
coyotes, the overall risk posed by mammal species, particularly coyotes and squirrels, is critical.

L @ 79F2eC N ) 07-06-2015 10: 19: 32

Photo 10: A coyote walks along the eastern side of the airport fence north of Point 4.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1

Overall Conclusions and General Recommendations
6.1.1 Overall Conclusions

The data obtained during the 12-month monitoring period and summarized in Chapter 5 form the
foundation for the recommendations provided in Chapter 6. Based on the survey data, it appears
that wildlife management measures are necessary to reduce the overall risks posed by wildlife to
aircraft operations at F70, and especially the hazards posed by mourning doves, raptors,
waterfowl, and mammals.

6.1.2 General Recommendations

Airport wildlife hazard management usually involves the implementation of an integrated wildlife
damage management program. An integrated wildlife hazard management program is a science-
based program that includes ongoing administrative and technical measures, short-term
operational measures to reduce immediate or critical risks as they are observed, and long-term
measures to reduce risks over time. An integrated airport wildlife hazard management program
must include both on-site and off-site management measures to address the specific features that
were found to attract wildlife to the airport and its critical airspace, as well as the use of targeted
harassment and population-management measures to address individuals or species that do not
respond to habitat modification or pose an imminent or critical threat to aircraft operations. The
recommendations presented in this chapter are intended to reduce the risks posed by wildlife
during air operations regardless of whether a WHMP is required by the FAA.

Four general recommendations are presented:

¢ Develop a wildlife hazard management plan/program that includes a management
structure and designated staff;

¢ Develop and implement ongoing wildlife hazard management policies and procedures
that can be incorporated into daily operations;

e Implement site-specific recommendations for proposed habitat modification. Such
modifications identify physical changes that would make the airport environment less

attractive to potentially hazardous wildlife; and

e Implement species-specific recommendations and management techniques.
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6.2 Develop a Wildlife Hazard Management Plan/Program

Although the decision to prepare a WHMP resides with the FAA, it is recommended that F70 prepare a
WHMP and implement a formal wildlife hazard management program to address wildlife observed during
the WHA study. The WHMP and subsequent wildlife hazard management program should identify
specific policies and procedures for staff and management including the following components, which are
described in Sections 6.2.1 through 6.2.7:

» Establish a formal Wildlife Hazard Management Program;
e Establish a Wildlife Hazard Working Group;
* Maintain permits and supplies necessary to perform wildlife hazard management activities;

* Incorporate wildlife hazard management activities into airport planning, design and construction
activities; and

¢ Monitor changes in land use on or near the airport.

The policies associated with wildlife hazard management would be incorporated on an ongoing basis and
into nearly every aspect of airport operations including tenant lease agreements, new design and
construction projects, and daily airfield inspection and maintenance procedures.

6.21 Establish a Formal Wildlife Hazard Management Program

Currently, most wildlife hazard management activities at F70 are performed by members of the
maintenance staff, who conduct daily inspections of runway areas and wildlife harassment using
vehicles. Airport management should provide support and equip staff to recognize and respond
appropriately to hazardous wildlife.

The Wildiife Hazard Management Program should be overseen by a designated Wildlife
Coordinator (an existing staff member), who will be responsible for implementing the
recommendations set forth in the WHA, ensuring that staff receive adequate training, and alerting
other staff to wildlife management policies, procedures, and activities. In addition, the Wildlife
Coordinator will serve as a liaison between airport staff, tenants, pilots, and regulatory agencies
when addressing issues associated with wildlife hazards and wildlife hazard management.

The Wildlife Coordinator would receive training in wildlife hazard/damage management and be
knowledgeable of airport operations and the local environment. In addition, the Wildlife
Coordinator should be empowered by airport management with the authority to delegate wildlife
hazard management responsibilities.
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The Wildlife Coordinator will carry out the recommendations set forth in the WHA report.
Specifically:

¢ Obtain and maintain wildlife hazard management supplies;

e Maintain a database of wildlife hazard management activities, including information
obtained from pilot reports, mechanical inspections, and daily observations;

¢ Obtain instruction for airport staff regarding wildlife hazards and wildlife hazard
management policies and procedures;

¢ Implement wildlife management measures;
¢ Obtain permits associated with wildlife management; and

* Record wildlife strikes and instruct other airport staff, tenants, FBOs, and pilots in wildlife
strike reporting procedures.

6.2.2 Establish a Wildlife Hazard Working Group
The Wildlife Coordinator, with the support of the Airport Manager, should establish a Wildlife
Hazard Working Group (Working Group) to incorporate wildlife hazard management into airport

operation, policies, and activities. The Working Group should include, but not be limited to:

» Representatives of County departments associated with airport management
(administration, operations and maintenance, management);

e Local pilots;

o FBOs;

¢ Airport tenants; and
o FAA representatives.

All meetings should be documented, and the County should keep a record of all meetings on file
to demonstrate its ongoing wildlife control and management efforts.

6.2.3 Obtain Permits to Manage Wildlife

Most of the bird species identified in the F70 vicinity are protected by the MBTA or other federal
and state regulations. The USFWS is the agency authorized to provide permits for the lethal
removal of specific species.
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The ability to respond to hazardous situations in a prompt and efficient manner is paramount, and
such responses may include the lethal removal of hazardous wildlife. Currently, F70 does not
hold a federal depredation permit for the lethal control of migratory birds. It is recommend that
F70 obtain a federal depredation permit for migratory birds for the following species:

e Canada goose
e Mourning dove
e American crow
¢ Red-tailed hawk
e Common raven
e American kestrel

Other birds that may require management, such as rock pigeons and European starlings, do not
require a permit for lethal removal. It is recommended that F70 obtain a permit from the CDFW
for the lethal removal of coyotes from the AOA. It is also recommended that the airport work with
the CDFW to manage burrowing owls that are within the AOA, because the burrowing owl is a
species of special concern in California.

6.2.4 Train Personnel in Wildlife Hazing Procedures and Species Identification

Airport staff must be trained to recognize and respond to all potential wildlife hazards in an
appropriate manner, including hazing and removal. Working with Airport Management, the
Wildlife Coordinator should organize and obtain training for all personnel that have wildlife hazard
management duties within the AOA. Training should include the following components:

e Wildlife hazard identification;

* Species identification, with emphasis on those that are present at F70 and pose the
greatest risk to air-carrier operations;

e Hazing and harassment techniques and safety procedures; and

s Reporting wildlife strikes and wildlife management actions.
6.2.5 Obtain Wildlife Hazard Management Supplies
Airfield vehicles, including maintenance vehicles, should be equipped with pyrotechnic launchers
and shells, and personal protective equipment so that harassment can be performed quickly.
Maintaining these supplies will enable all trained airport personnel to perform harassment and

haze during their routine duties. Table 6-1 summarizes the wildlife hazard materials that should
always be available at the airport:
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Table 6-1. Wildlife Hazard Management Supplies

Supply Description and Quantity

Pistol Launchers. The airport should maintain a supply of 15 mm pyrotechnic
pistol launchers and caps. One pistol launcher should be available in each
vehicle that does airfield inspections, and two spare pistols should be available.

Screamers and Bangers. Screamers/bangers should be available in each

Pyrotechnic
vehicle used for airfield inspections, and should also be available in storage.

supplies
Personal Safety Equipment. Eye and hearing protection should be maintained

in each vehicle used for airfield inspections. Two set of protective eye goggles
and ear protectors should be included in each vehicle, and extras should be
maintained at all times

Binoculars. One pair of binoculars should be kept in each vehicle used to
perform airfield inspections.

Bird and mammal identification guides. A copy of each guide should be kept
in all vehicles used to inspect the airfield, and an additional copy should be kept
in the Wildlife Coordinator’s office.

Monitoring
equipment

Monitoring Log. A loghbook/computer file should be available to document daily
observations pertaining to wildlife hazards and all management activities.

12-gauge shotgun and ammunition. If lethal control is necessary, the airport
Firearm/ammunition | should maintain a 12-gauge shotgun and non-toxic ammunition for use by
appropriately trained, airport employees in addition to the AWC.

Note: Additional supplies such as distress calls, mammal traps, rotating beacons, and sirens may be
necessary as specific situations arise. It is the responsibility of the airport operator to ensure that
these items can be procured in a timely manner.

6.2.6 Record and Maintain Wildlife Strike Information

The AWC or airport administration should maintain a database of wildlife strike information
collected from pilot reports, mechanical inspections, and routine airfield inspections. The AWC
would be responsible for ensuring that F70 personnel and pilots understand the procedures for
reporting hazards and strikes to airport staff and for training staff to record wildlife strikes using
the FAA wildlife strike database.

6.2.7 Review Land Use Changes On and Near the Airport

As identified in FAA AC 150/5200-33B, the area associated with wildlife hazard management
extends beyond the airport property boundary. The AWC must actively monitor and participate in
proposed land use changes on and near the airport that could create additional wildlife hazards.
If a proposed project would attract potentially hazardous wildlife, the AWC should: consult with a
qualified airport wildlife biologist; discuss the potential impact of the project with project
proponents, project sponsors, and local officials; and work with project proponents to consider
project modifications to avoid attracting potentially hazardous wildlife. A complete record of
communication should be maintained.
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6.3 Develop and Implement Ongoing Wildlife Hazard Management Policies and
Procedures

The following ongoing policies and procedures should be implemented under the direction of the Wildlife
Coordinator:

* Implement a wildlife reporting and communications protocol;

»  Continue monitoring wildlife populations and use patterns on and near the airport;

» Adopt a zero-tolerance policy toward hazardous wildlife (as discussed in Section 6.2.3 and 6.3.3);
e Improve reporting of wildlife strikes and management actions; and

e Maintain records of reported wildlife strikes and control actions.

6.3.1 Implement a Wildlife Hazard Reporting and Communications Protocol

F70 is a non-towered airport, and airport staff should alert FBOs and pilots of any potential wildlife
hazards as they arise. A clear communications protocol should be available for pilots and ground
staff to report the presence of wildlife or incidents to the AWC for corrective action and
documentation is critical.

6.3.1.1 Communication Protocol and Procedures Development

1) Procedures for airport staff to alert FBOs and/or pilots of potential hazards prior
to takeoff or landing. If a wildlife hazard is observed by airport ground personnel,
aircraft in the vicinity will be contacted by radio immediately. The location,
species, number observed, activity, and potential direction of travel will be
relayed so pilots can be properly informed, and appropriate action taken.

2) Procedures for alerting airport operations staff to address wildlife hazards that
require immediate attention:

a. Contact the AWC or airport staff immediately if wildlife hazards are observed.

b. The AWC will assess the situation and designate trained personnel to
address the situation.

¢.  Wildlife management procedures will follow a stepped approach including:
*  Small or minor hazards — hazing through vehicle horns and lights.

* Moderate or persistent hazards — combination of vehicle horns, lights,
pyrotechnics, and lethal control.

=  Severe hazards - lethal controf.
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3) Documentation procedures:
a. The AWC will log wildlife observations in a master-list for easy reference.

b. All management procedures will be recorded (e.g., hazing, lethal control,
etc.) along with the results of the procedure.

c. Al wildlife lethally controlled will be reported to the following agencies:
= USFWS - all federally controlled species (MBTA).
=  CDFW - all state game species.
6.3.1.2 Observations and Communication

It is important for all staff members to understand the potential hazard to aviation posed
by each species observed. Not all airport staff may be aware of the dangers presented
by wildiife, even when a situation is observed outside of the AOA. It is imperative that all
significant wildlife observations be communicated immediately between airport staff and
pilots, so appropriate action can be taken. Pilot Reports (PIREPS) regarding wildlife
hazards should be relayed through Automatic Terminal Information Service
(ATIS)/UNICOM whenever they are received.

The ATIS should be updated and transmitted when a significant wildlife hazard is
observed at F70. A NOTAM should be filed only if a wildlife hazard is observed
consistently or for an extended period of time. Blanket or generic advisories should not
be issued.

6.3.2 Continue to Monitor Wildlife Populations and Use Patterns

The overall intent of the 12-month WHA effort was to document general occurrence, abundance,
behavior, use patterns, and population characteristics of wildlife on and near F70. The WHA also
sought to identify significant wildlife attractions near F70 that could adversely affect the safety of
aircraft operations. However, wildlife abundance and use patterns can be affected by numerous
variables (like the drought occurring at F70 over the 12-month assessment), and the data
provided during WHA monitoring efforts should be considered as a baseline for comparison in
future years.

F70 should continue to monitor wildlife populations by conducting at least one monthly survey
using the same on-site monitoring locations established for the WHA study, and the results
should be compared to the results presented in the WHA study to identify fluctuations in wildlife
presence. Continuing to monitor wildlife populations will also enable F70 to determine the
effectiveness of its management efforts. Each monthly survey will require approximately 1.5
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hours. To reduce bias, the same observer should conduct all surveys. Data should be
maintained in a database to provide a basis for comparison over time.

6.3.3 Adopt a Zero-Tolerance Policy towards Hazardous Wildlife

A zero-tolerance policy should be adopted toward all hazardous wildlife occurring on or, in some
cases, near the airfield. Zero tolerance means harassing or removing hazardous wildlife
whenever it is observed in the AOA or passing through airspace above the AOA. Efforts should
focus on species that were identified during the WHA study and current species listed on the
depredation permit that pose the greatest risk including, but not limited to:

e Canada goose e Common raven

e Mallard ¢ American kestrel

¢ Mourning dove e European starling

e American crow e Coyote

e Red-tailed hawk e California ground squirrel

To implement an effective WHMP or Wildlife Management Program, all employees need to
participate in wildlife harassment activities. All airport operations staff and management should
receive training on how to take immediate action when hazardous wildlife species are
encountered within the AOA. At a minimum, hazardous wildlife should be reported immediately
to the Wildlife Coordinator whenever it is observed.

6.3.4 Report Wildlife Strikes and Harassment Actions

The FAA National Wildlife Strike Database was reviewed to identify whether any wildlife strikes
had been documented in association with F70. No wildlife strike records were found/reported for
F70. However, the FAA database must be considered with caution. The FAA estimates that only
20 percent of all strikes that occurred nationwide from 1990 to 2008 were recorded in the
databased, and only 40 percent of all strikes that occurred since 2009 were recorded.

One of the purposes of the WHA was to identify the species that pose strike hazards at F70.
Ongoing efforts are necessary to identify the species that pose threats to aircraft or cause wildlife
strikes. Improved wildlife reporting procedures, including training for species identification, are
critical to reducing wildlife strike hazards. As previously noted, the Wildlife Coordinator should
ensure that all bird strikes are recorded to the species level. In addition, clear records should be
maintained regarding carcasses found on or near the AOA.

If bird/mammal remains are identified within 250 feet of the runway centerline during routine
inspections of the airfield, the remains should be collected and removed immediately to avoid
attracting scavengers such as carrion-eating wildlife. Unless there is visible evidence to identify
another cause, such as tracks made by a scavenger, the incident should be recorded as a wildlife
strike in the FAA wildlife strike database.
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Wildlife strikes may be submitted electronically at the FAA website, and electronic reporting
encouraged. http://wildlife.faa.gov/strikenew.aspx

If remains are discovered, the species should be identified. If airport staff cannot identify remains
to the species level or if only feather fragments or DNA are available, remains should be sent to
the Smithsonian Institution’s Feather Identification Lab for free identification. The remains should
be accompanied by a copy of the strike report form and sent to:

Smithsonian Institution
Feather Identification Lab
NHB, E600, MRC 116

10th & Constitution Ave, NW
Washington, D.C. 20560-0116

Once the remains are identified, the Feather ID Lab will revise the information in the wildlife strike
database. An instructional video that describes how to submit feathers or snarge, which is
feathers or residue left after a bird strike, to the Feather Identification Lab is available at:
http://www.faa.gov/airports/airport_safety/wildlife/smithsonian/.

6.3.5 Maintain a Record of Wildlife Management Efforts

Wildlife management is risk management, and the Wildlife Coordinator and Airport Administration
should retain detailed records of wildlife harassment and management efforts. The records will
provide a useful index of changes in wildlife abundance and use of the airfield over time, and the
records will allow staff to monitor the effectiveness of its harassment and management activities.
As shown on the observation sheet presented in Appendix G, the data recorded should include
the following for each management activity:

¢ Person conducting the action,

¢ Date and time of the action,

¢ Species and number of individuals observed,
e Location on airfield, and

e Management method applied.

The Wildlife Coordinator should maintain these records in a database so that the data can be
easily extracted or sorted for reporting purposes.

6.4 Implement Site-Specific Recommendations

Based on the results of the WHA, site-specific recommendations were identified that would be protective
of both air operations and wildlife populations. The following recommendations were developed to
represent a phased approach to management that ranges from passive techniques that discourage
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wildlife from using the airport to more direct techniques. The following site-specific techniques are
recommended for implementation:

* Modify on-site features and habitat that attract potentially hazardous wildlife. As noted in
Chapters 2 and 5, specific habitats or features were observed at F70 and on airport property
outside of the AOA and airport fence that attract or have the potential to support potentially
hazardous wildlife. The purpose of habitat modification is to remove the features or modify the
habitat that attract and support hazardous wildlife so that the wildlife will become less likely to visit
the airport in the absence of such features.

Grass and Brush. The large expanses of open short grasslands were observed to attract many
hazardous species of birds, because these areas provide foraging and loafing opportunities. It is
preferable maintain the grasses at an intermediate height of 6 to 12 inches and to remove the
brush along the eastern perimeter fence. Doing so would encourage wildlife to feed, forage, nest,
and roost elsewhere, thereby increasing the separation between aircraft and wildlife. F70 is
located in a habitat-rich environment, and the habitat modification proposed in the AOA (e.g.,
grass management and brush removal) will not have a detrimental impact on the availability of
habitat necessary to support local wildlife.

Grass management and brush removal is the preferred method for reducing the presence of
potentially hazardous wildlife at the airport. For additional information on habitat management
actions, refer to Airport Cooperative Research Program (ACRP) Synthesis Report 52, Habitat
Management to Deter Wildlife at Airports (ACRP, 2014), which is available at
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/acrp/acrp _syn 052.pdf.

Pond Northeast of the AOA. A small pond is located on airport property northeast of the
runway and near the runway protection zone. The pond and its associated vegetation, brush,
and trees were attractive to a variety of avian species including waterfowl, shorebirds, and
smaller flocking birds (sparrows, finches and warblers). The greatest number of birds observed
at any location during the 12-month monitoring period was observed near Point 8, which was
associated with this pond.

Removing the trees and vegetation near this pond would make the area less attractive to flocking
birds, such as blackbirds, sparrows, finches and warblers. Larger birds, such as ducks and
waterfowl, were attracted to the open water provided by the pond, especially from November to
March. Modifying or eliminating the pond through the creation of a narrow channe! or placing the
water into a culvert would make the area less attractive to waterfowl and shorebirds. Doing so will
require environmental study and authorizations from regulatory agencies.

* Monitor wildlife at nearby off-site features. As noted in Chapters 2 and 5, specific habitats or
features are present near F70 that attract or have the potential to support potentially hazardous
wildlife, such as the Golf Club at Rancho California. Monitoring these features will help F70
identify and respond to the presence of hazardous wildlife, which has the potential to enter the
airspace associated with F70.
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¢ Maintain and regularly inspect the perimeter fence. As stated previously, the airport
perimeter fence has not prevented medium-sized mammals (e.g., coyotes and bobcats) from
entering the AOA. Numerous coyotes and bobcats were observed within the AOA during the 12-
month assessment where they entered through gaps under the fence bottom or through the
culverts that run under a section of the eastern perimeter fence. Separating aircraft and wildlife
with a properly maintained perimeter fence prevents conflicts to both wildlife and the traveling
public at F70. Maintenance and improvement of the perimeter fence is warranted at F70.

* Implement species-specific controls. Species-specific management controls include multiple
techniques, including fear-provoking stimuli, exclusion, relocation, and lethal removal. Although
lethal removal is the method of last resort, it is sometimes the only option for protecting the
traveling public and must be considered as part of an integrated wildlife hazard management
program. Staff should receive training to implement species-specific controls when hazardous
wildlife is observed in the AOA.

The proposed species-specific controls are performed when habitat modification proved to be
unsuccessful or to reinforce non-lethal techniques. All active management techniques, including
hazing and lethal removal, would conform to federal laws and permit requirements and be
implemented by trained staff. Although ongoing lethal management may be the least desirable
method of risk management, it supports the County's obligation to provide for the safety of air
travelers and those living and working near the airport.

The recommendations described in the following pages represent a phased approach to wildlife
hazard management. Additional details on effective and appropriate non-lethal methods are
described in ACRP Synthesis Report No. 23, Bird Harassment, Repellent, and Deterrent
Techniques for Use on and Near Airports, which is available at
hitp://onlinepubs.trb.ora/onlinepubs/acrp/acrp_syn 023.pdf. The use of lethal management
measures is described in ACRP Synthesis Report No. 39, Airport Wildlife Population
Management, which is available at http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/acrp/acrp _syn 039.pdf.

6.4.1 Modify Grass Heights within the AOA

The FAA recommends maintaining intermediate grass heights of 6 to 12 inches, and this is an
important element of any wildlife management plan. Most wildlife programs start with grass
management as a baseline element, There are several benefits to maintaining an intermediate
grass height: it disrupts visual inter-flock communication, obscures insect food sources, limits
predator protection, impedes the ease at which wildlife can move, and taller grass out-competes
edible, weedy vegetation and has a slower growth rate, which in turn requires less frequent
mowing. Maintaining an intermediate grass height will be effective in discouraging birds and
mammals from using these areas.

Grass areas throughout airport property are maintained at heights of less than 6 inches. These
areas of vegetation are mowed or maintained by airport personnel. Blackbirds, corvids, mourning
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doves, burrowing owls, songbirds, along with California ground squirrels were observed within
these areas. Squirrels that are present within these areas provide a food source for coyotes and
various raptor species. It is recommended that all turf areas within the airport property be
maintained at an intermediate height of 6 t012 inches to discourage birds and squirrels from using
the areas.

Control Measure/Priority. Grassy areas can harbor several species (e.g., flocking birds) that
pose a high risk to airport operations. Therefore, the priority associated with maintaining grass
heights at 6-12 inches across the entire AOA is critical.

6.4.2 Provide Ongoing Fence Maintenance and Inspection

The perimeter fence includes numerous holes and gaps, and dense brush has grown into the
eastern side of the fence. The gaps or holes in the fence allow mammals, such as coyotes and
bobcats, to access the AOA. The FAA identifies medium-sized mammals, such as coyotes, as
potentially hazardous because strikes with mammals can occur during sensitive takeoff and
landing cycles. Numerous coyotes were observed on or near aircraft movement areas during the
assessment. The airport maintenance staff should monitor the fence regularly and complete a full
inspection at least weekly to identify and fill or repair gaps that occur between the fence base and
the ground.

Gates with gaps are particularly attractive to coyotes. To exclude or deter entry by mammals,
gaps between gates should be eliminated. To do so, one side of the gate can be equipped with a
heavy rubber flap or wire mesh that overlaps the other side, or the gate frame can be lowered so
that no more than a 3-inch gap remains between the bottom gate frame and the ground. The
airport maintenance staff should also work to remove brush from the fence line in order to make it
less attractive for coyotes to enter the fence and to make it more visible for inspection and
maintenance. The culverts along the eastern portion of the fence should be retrofitted with a wire
mesh or rebar grid to prevent mammals from entering the AOA through these culverts.

Control Measure/Priority. Brush should be removed from the perimeter fence and gaps and
holes in the fence and gates should also be monitored and repaired. Culverts need to be
retrofitted to prevent entry by mammals. The priority associated with brush removal, increased
fence inspection, fence maintenance, and culvert repair is critical.

6.4.3 Use Pyrotechnics for the Non-Lethal Control of Hazardous Wildlife

Currently, staff conduct limited wildlife management within the AOA. Additional measures to
provide non-lethal control and harassment of wildlife through the use of pyrotechnics is warranted
on airport property to disperse birds and mammals from the AOA. These activities should be
performed throughout the airport property, including the pond north of Auld Road as necessary,
and especially during the four month period from November to March, when the largest
concentrations of waterfowl were observed. Wildlife habituate to one control/harassment method
so the use of pyrotechnics will help reduce and disperse wildlife populations within the AOA.
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6.5

Control Measure/Priority. Pyrotechnics should be used to disperse hazardous wildlife from the
AOA. The overall priority associated with implementation of this control measure is critical.

6.4.4 Review Proposed Land Use Changes in the Critical Zone

New projects or land use changes have the potential to create new wildlife attractants such as
open water, architectural features that provide opportunities for nesting and roosting, or
ornamental landscaping that offers food and shelter to wildlife. The Wildlife Coordinator should
review or request assistance from an FAA-qualified Wildlife Hazard Biologist to review plans for
all proposed projects on airport property to identify features that would be attractive to hazardous
wildlife. Specific elements of the review should include, at a minimum, storm water management
designs, landscape designs, and adjacent development plans.

The Wildlife Coordinator should also monitor proposed project and land use changes within the
critical zone. The Wildlife Coordinator should work closely with County planners to identify
proposed projects for which discretionary approvals are required, and review proposed project
plans to identify whether they have the potential to attract potentially hazardous wildlife

Control Measure/Priority. Certain projects on or adjacent to the airport have the potential to
attract hazardous bird species, which pose a critical hazard to aircraft operations. The overall
priority associated with implementation of this control measure is moderate.

6.4.5 Monitor Off-site Facilities and Locations that Attract Hazardous Wildlife (Golf Club
at Rancho California)

Other off-site locations, features, and land uses within the critical zone have the potential to
attract potentially hazardous wildiife through airspace associated with F70. County staff should
occasionally monitor the presence of wildlife at the Golf Club at Rancho California to determine
whether hazardous wildlife that utilize these locations are observed flying into F70 airspace.
Large quantities of waterfowl were observed at the ponds associated with the golf course.

Control Measure/Priority. The ponds at the nearby golf course have the potential to attract
hazardous wildlife into F70 airspace. Therefore, the priority associated with monitoring these
locations to determine if hazardous wildlife at these locations are entering TRM airspace is
moderate.

Species-Specific Recommendations and Management Techniques

While the habitat modification measures recommended in Section 6.4 can substantially affect the
populations or frequency of several wildlife species observed at F70, not all species will respond in the
same manner and further action will be required. Therefore, an integrated approach to wildlife
management is recommended.
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