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Project Background: Available Guidance

FAA Regulation
14 CFR Part 139.337 Wildlife Hazard Management
* |dentifies plan contents (139.337 (f)(1) to (5)

* Requires 12-month review and evaluation (139.337 (6) to
identify:
« WHMP “effectiveness in dealing with known hazards on and in
airport vicinity” (i) I
» “Aspects identified in the WHA” that should be re-evaluated (ii)

AC 150/5200-38 Protocol for the Conduct and Review of
WHSVs, WHAs, and WHMPs.

* Describes required contents of WHMP

Plan Evaluation Plan Success/
Effectiveness

* Provides Annual Review Form for WHMP Review/Audit

Mead&tHunt



Research Background: Goals and Objectives

Objective
* “Provide airport operators of all types and sizes
. . i . o
with tools to evaluate the effectiveness of their O Iy, %,
- . . X 0, %
WHMP/Programs to reduce wildlife strike risks to o o, %,
aviation.” & Q% <
2,
* “Provide a universal, scalable, process to evaluate
and improve wildlife hazard management plans.” < ©
%, &
£3 &
%@s N\é&
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Research Background: Project Goals (Problem Statement)

Project Goals

1. Create a new, scalable tool and guidance

2. Provide a self-evaluation report card

3. Provide a path to identify and modify ineffective
measures or processes.

4. Tool characteristics
* Easy to use
* Replicable process
* Incorporate Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

* Promote/identify areas of improvement
* Promote Efficiency

Mead&tHunt



Data Collection and Outreach: Research Approach

Focus Groups and Case Studies

* Regulatory, Resource, and Transportation
Agencies

* Large, Medium, and Small Hub Airports
* GA and Joint-use Facilities
* Wildlife Strike Database Managers

* Wildlife Management Practitioners and
Stakeholders.

Participation
* 49 Participants
* 43 Organizations
* 10 Case Study Airports

Mead&tHunt
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Research Topics/Discussion

Compliance v. Effectiveness

* Compliance and effectiveness are not synonymous —
° I H . {g-
To be effective, a plan requires: x—1

v Implementation

| Source: Mission Matters Group

v Review E—
v Adaptation




Research Topics/Discussion: Compliance and Effectiveness

Approach for Tool Development
* Consider both Compliance and Effectiveness

(Necessary components and their implementation)

* Stick to the basics (training, resources, etc.)

* Provide easy-to-understand visual output and KPIs

Provide a learning approach for users and stakeholders!

Source: Bitblog
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Research Topics/Discussion: Database Analysis

Strike Data and Program Effectiveness

 Strike data was identified primary factor for evaluating
considering effectiveness

* Dominant belief that effectiveness is defined by a reduction
in strikes

* FAA’s Wildlife Strike Database is a useful resource, but
paints an incomplete picture

* Supplemental data should be considered (observational
data, qualitative data).

* Comparisons among airports are undesirable

Tool Approach

* Consider strike record and incorporate supplemental data

#= Mead&Hunt
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Research Topics/Discussion: Role and Level of Risk Management

Risk Management/High-Risk Species
* FAA requires this review during annual evaluation

* Simple model provides an incomplete picture (e.g., PROBABILITY
strikes v. strike rates) :

' Very Low

* More sophisticated approaches are available, but
require additional data and resources (Falcon SEVERITY | Moderate

Environmental, WHAMRAT) |

Very Low

Tool Approach

* Enhance simple method by incorporating total strikes,
damaging strikes, and observation data.

Mead&tHunt



Research Topics/Discussion: Tool Development

Overall Approach and Guidance

* Easy to Use (drop-down menus, easy to complete
format

* Avoid additional training or software needs
* Stick to the basics
* Incorporate qualitative and quantitative data

* Evaluate overall programs and individual measures
over time

* |dentify opportunities for improvement

Photo Source: Baldwin Aviation

...Get beyond the data!
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ACRP

AIRPORT
COOPERATIVE
RESEARCH
PROGRAM

Program Evaluation Report Card (PERC) Tool

Evaluation Framework
* Compliance first

* Consider Airport-specific
Recommendations/Measures

* Strike Record and Trends

* Simple Risk Assessment (high-risk species
* Availability Equipment and Resources

* Staff Training

* Managing Off-site Attractants

* Ongoing Improvement

* Staff and Stakeholder and Education

Mead&tHunt

Wildlife Hazard Management Plan/
Program Evaluation Report Card (PERC)

Airport Information

“The Input Form requlres two types of datafrom users:

Blue feds require manual ent
Pale orange/pink feds providedrop-down mens for user slection

Sirport Name.
sirgort Code

15 this  certficated inportn eccordance vith 14 TR Part 1397
WHMPProgram Review Poriod

12-month reviews perid:

e Dateof PERC ovauation

previous user response

PART 3 - Strike Data
e D:

Enter srie dacafor the current 12-morth evaluation priod and up o five previous valuation
periods o v

B

websie (- hitps:/aspr

Data source
Identify the source of stike data used in the WHMP/Program evaluation

a5,

NWSD and Arport specific ata

Sb. Toggering Events/Sgnfican Effecton Fght
. Reasan for svalation: T o, . -
s fight dring theevaluatonpeiod.
& AnnualReview Coordinator (Name) 2 denity e speces responsie or the tiggering eventls).
B Wasa Widife Hozard Working Grous (WHWG) esablshed? PART 4 - High-Risk/Priority Species and Risk Assessment
s Totlstrkes e
1) Totl stkesduringcurent cvalsrion period vort d "
2 Totalstries during revious valaton perod/prvious v )
Part 1 - Title 14 CFR Part 139 Compliance/Non-Part 139 7 e perodfpesions 3 i
m iy th i am e ) Totalstres 3 years ago he xalaton pero.Data for up ' species may be evalated
5)
fed ) Totalstrles 5 yearsago 4. Identify the specie hat posesthe greatest ikt the irport: Wi aieddeer
omplnce with el AR Part 139,357 orNorwcerd) 1 o men. 100 Whtetoledgenr |
itport,slec WA th s ot ncludd i the WHMP/Program 30 Toulstrkes ifthe e, select
1) Tota stikes during current evaluation period
2 Totalsrikes doring revious evalaton periodprvious veer
1a. Responsibiy.The Wi Hocard ManagementFlan (WHP)Pogram identies 3)Totastkes 2 years o0
indiidals withauthoriy/responsibity fo mplementaton. ) Totalskes 3 yearsago
N 9 . otarites ; = ]
and oot forcompitn, ) Totalstrkes 5 years 60 . : = 1
Le. et Cotes f o et permis e s period,ncluing ks that hve hd asigicant negativ ffct o ight.
1. Resources o 34, Toul Operations Z
e ¢
- sions. Pease s fes. |
measures,and ffectivecommunicaton. Fo non art 139 airart,base your 12-monthevluation perid. i, Chistmas bird counts, bicing eports, tc)
) 1) Totaloperations during urrent evaluaton period
" 2 Totaloperations during previous vauation peiodprevious year . G
evauat the WHMPevery 12 months o when necessay 3) ot operations 2yearsag0 h 18-Boldcoge
1. AnnualReview: Theirport has complete, at miimum, 4y f y
reviw and evlution ) Totaloperations 4 years ago hespecie hat i most il
R Tankingwas seeced i hecomment areabeow.
Widite oogit Simila nbehavir and s>
30 Amnue Trlning. Th irportha conduct anannual Wi azars Management 36, Total StrikeRate and Comparison Over Time
Triing progrm or irort personnelduing the ast 12 monchs The totalsrke rate recaleuatd using the dta provied i Items 3¢ and 3d ol B o totarsies } T
3) o i
Tota srke Rates incdingskes hat
1) Strke rate orcurent evalation priod 2 . [Seasonaly SomehatTrequenty: Observed eshmonth dur
2 e ratefor prevous vauaton periodprevious vear curentevluation priod
PART 2 - WHMP/Program Implementation Measures (Re 2) ke rate 2 years g0 5. deniy herdat that rflcts th presenceof s spcies o th aiport vy (6.5, [y ——
) e rie 3 years a0 i, Chrstmos i counts,iding eports, i
implementing il measures K. Peas i nput ess than 140 characters &) ure e 5 years a0 a T —
1) Selet La-Rock pigeon
Messure/Recommendation Comparison of ota Strike Rate ver Time i v sl
L) Compariso f totalsiske ate boeen th current valaton year and prvi thespeces th .
1 Conductdaly runay nspections 2)Comn tankingwas seeced i hecomment area below.
2 Maitainvegetaton at hefghts of 1012 iches o
3 st perimeter fence
4 Disperseworms from pvementsafte ranevents 210 o ttalstries 5
a. g strikes
5 isperse waterfow rom infield basins h 3) with o
" perio,incudig srkes thathave had a sgiicant neative efectonfght
ffectonfighe ) « Frequenty: Weeklyor mulilefmes sschmonts |
e I oecooe | curentcxluation period.
DSk et 5) —
1) Damaging ks duin crrnt valaton period B, hristmas i couns, irding reports, tc).
3) Damaging stikes 2 years ago
4 Damagig stkes 3 years ogo - FET
5) Damagin stikes 4 years ago 1 ‘ T
) Damaging stkes 5 years g0 it
S5 Damaging strike Rate and Comparison Over Time o reabelov
Th damoging sk ot re okt using the dota provided i tems 3 and 3 e e
1) Damasing s ot durin curent evalation erod o FrerT P =
p 3) [ T ——
3. Damagin ke rte 2 years o0 ) Vv haasgificant
) Damagig ke rte 3 years ago ! AT T —
5) Damagin ke rte & years o0 curtent evalation erod
6) Damaging stkerte 5 pears ago oty cer s e
i, Chismas b counts, iding ¢pors ..
Gomparisonof Damagin ke Rate Over Time
1 5 e
art 15l
forllprvious ears. Jithespe "
the speces h ’
e area below,
2] deniy e number of total stk

3) e
period, ncluding srkes that have had  signfcant negative effect o flight.

) dentiy thefreque
current evaluation period
5. Identiycther

eBid, Christmas bird counts, biding reports, )




Program Evaluation Report Card (PERC) Prototype

Structure and Assumptions

* Excel-based self-reporting tool

( No new software or traini Ng I ) wildlife Hazard Management Plan/
Program Evaluation Report Card (PERC)

* Flexibility i
. Part 139 and GA Airport

The Input Form requires two types of data from users:

Blue fields require manual entry.
[ ) Sta n d a I O n e a n a IyseS/ K P I S E Pale orange/pink fields provide drop-down menus for user selection.

Grey fields do not require user input and reflect calculations or previous user response.

a. Airport Name Metropolis International

* Easy entry (color-coded typing, drop-down L Ao

Is this a certificated airport in accordance with 14 CFR Part 139?

d. WHMP/Program Review Period

menus, and auto-fill features)

From: yoo/vvyy|  04/01/2020
To: vimjoo/rvyy|  04/15/2021
- . e. Date of PERC evaluation: mm/oD/YYYY|  05/01/2021
[ J Data Sto rage for u p to 5 eva I uatlon pe rIOdS f. Reason for evaluation: Annual Review
g Annual Review Coordinator (Name) | Clark Kent |
h. Was a Wildlife Hazard Working Group (WHWG@G) established? | Partial |

* Dashboard output

* Teaching approach —learn from input and
output!

Mead&tHunt



Compliance and Best Management Practices

Compliance Evaluation

Part 1 - Title 14 CFR Part 139 Compliance/Non-Part 139 Airport Best Management Practices (BMPs)

® B egl n W I t h CO m p I I a n C e ! Part 1 enables users to identify the airport type addressed by the WHMP/Program (certificated/non-

certificated) and evaluate mandatory measures or Best Management Practices {(BMPs) based on the type
of airport identified. Only the responses provided by users from certificated airports will be evaluated
based on their compliance with all FAR Part 139.337 requirements. For Non-certificated airports, select

* For Certificated airports, the criteria AR
aligns with 14 CFR Part 139

* GA Airports are required only to have
1c. Permits. Copies of all relevant permits are included.
a d O C u m e nte d S et Of 1d. Resources. The WHMP/Program identifies the resources needed for implementation.
le. Operational Procedures. The WHMP/Program includes procedures to be followed during
air-carrier operations for inspection of aircraft movement areas, wildlife hazard control measures,

reco m m e n d at i O n S/m a n a ge m e nt and effective communication. (For non-Part 139 airports, base your

response on procedures to be followed during general aviation operations.)

m e a s u re S 1f. Evaluation Procedures. The WHMP/Program includes procedures to review and :l
.

evaluate the WHMP every 12 months or when necessary.

la. Responsibility. The Wildlife Hazard Management Plan (WHMP)/Program identifies I:l
individuals with authority/responsibility for implementation.
1b. Recommendations. The WHMP/Program identifies prioritized actions, recommendations, |:]

1g. Annual Review. The airport has completed, at a minimum, an annual WHMP/Program I:l
review and evaluation.

1h. Training Program. A training program exists and is conducted by a Qualified Airport I:I
Wildlife Biologist.

1i. Annual Training. The airport has conducted an annual Wildlife Hazard Management :l

Training program for airport personnel during the past 12 months.

ACRP /& Mead&tHunt




Compliance and Best Management Practices

Compliance Evaluation and Output
* Three possible outcomes:
Green — Good or Satisfactory
— Improvement Needed

Red - Poor; substantial improvement
needed

* Certificated airports must have achieved
eight of nine criteria to be compliant Sl g [ e il e

(WHMP/Program includes
necessary components) necessary components)

* GA Airports must provide a list of
documented measures/
recommendations to be satisfactory

Mead&tHunt



Recommendations/Management Measures

Evaluate WHMP/Program
Implementation Measures

* Input up to 40 site-specific measures
 Self-report progress (% completion)

* Includes frequent and long-term
measures

Mead&tHunt

PART 2 - WHMP/Program Implementation Measures (Recommendations)

Part 2 enables users to evaluate their success in implementing individual measures/recommendations. A
cumulative score also is provided to illustrate overall success in implementing all measures identified.
Please limit input to less than 140 characters.

Measure/Recommendation Implementation/Completion (%)

1 Type measure here




Recommendations/Management Measures

Evaluate WHMP/Program
. Individual Recommendations/Measures
Implementation Measures
Poor Improve Good
o ‘ 1  Conduct daily runway inspections
* |dentifies progress toward 2 Maintain vegetation at heights of 6 to 12 inches
implementation/completion of e v sl e per e e
. d . d | ‘ 4 Disperse worms from pavements after rain events
Individual measures ‘ 5 Disperse waterfowl from infield basins

* Provides cumulative/average score for
all measures.

Composite Score Recommendations/Measures
(Average score for
all recommendations/measures)

Mead&tHunt



Evaluation of Strike Data Over Time

PART 3 - Strike Data

Strike Data
Enter strike data for the current 12-month evaluation period 2nd up to five previous evaluation periods
Historical strike dta is available from the National Wildlife Strike Database ( https://wilclife foz.gov/search).

Annual operations are availzble from FAA's OPSNET website {  https://aspm.faa.gov/opsnet/sys/main.asp].

Strike Data Evaluation

Identify the source of strike data used in the WHMP/Program evaluation: [

Triggering Events/Significant Effect on Flight
1) Identify the number of strikes that caused a triggering event o significant effect on —

. . flight during the evaluation period.
° u t I p e a t a Sources Ir p (0] rt Ot 21 iy oS SporAIE A GG R ——
3c. Total Strikes
1) Total strikes curing current evaluation period

2.) Total strikes curing previous evaluation period/previous year
. . . 3.) Total strikes 2 years 2go
® urrent evaluation period and up to revious Furaied
5.) Total strikes 4 years ago

6 Total strikes 5 years 2g0

. .

evaluation period
The strike rate is determined by considering the number of strikes that occur compared to [ Thestrike rate is calculated using the number of strikes
the number of operations. Please enter the total number of aircraft operations during the and the number of operations (e.g., per 1,000 operations,
12-month evaluztion perioc. per 10,000 operations, per 100,000 operations).

1.} Total operations during current evaluation period
2, Total operations during previovs evaluation perioc/previovs year

* Total strikes and strike rates et

5.) Total operations 4 years ago

6.) Total operations 5 yezrs ago

3e.  TotalStrike Rate and Comparison Over Time
The total strike rates are colculated using the data provided in items 3¢ and 3d obove.

* Damaging strikes and strike rates

1) Strike rate for current evaluation period per operations
2. strike rate for previous evaluation period/previous year per operations
3) strike rate 2 years ago per operations
4] strike rate 3 years ago per operations
5.) Strike rate 4 years ago per operations
6) strike rate 5 years ago per operations

Comparison of Total Strike Rate Over Time

1.) Comparison of total strike rates between the current evaluation year and previous year. per operations
2,) Comparison of total strike rate for current evaluation year to average strike rate for all per operations
a e n ge S provissyears

3f.  Damaging Strikes
Identify the number of demaging strikes, including strikes that have resulted in a significant effect
on flight.

* Strike definitions may vary

2.) Damagirg strikes curing previous evaluztion period/previous year
3.) Damagirg strikes 2 years ago
4.) Damaging strikes 3 years ago
5.) Damaging strikes 4 years ago
6.) Damagirg strikes 5 years ago

(collision v. “effect on flight”) R

The domaging strike rates are colculated using the data provided in items 3d and 3f above.

1) Damazging strike rate curing current evaluation period per operations
2.) Damaging strike rate during previous evzluztion period/previous year per operations
3.) Damaging strike rate 2 years ago per operations
4) Damaging strike rate 3 yezrs ago per operations
5.) Damagirg strike rate 4 years ago per operations
6) Damagirg strike rate 5 years ago per operations

Comparison of Damaging Strike Rate Over Time
1.) Comparison of damaging strike rates between the current evaluation year and previous year. er operations
2.) Comparison of damaging strike rate for current evaluation year to average camaging strike rate per operations

for all previous years.

ACRPIZ Mead&tunt




Wildlife Strike Data

4 A
Total Strikes } Annual Strikes Rate {Comparison to I 6.9 }

Evaluation of Strike Data Over Time

127 71.3/100,000 4-year Average of 64.4

. /

Total Annual Strikes and Strike Rates

Strike Data Evaluation - Output o
* Multi-metric graphic display ff oo
* Display varies according to available data (two or :

,d
g 8

436 44.4 a00 o
&
300 &
100 7
more years) .
i i urren

Evaluation Period

* |dentifies and compares Total Strikes/Rates to
Source: NWSD and Airport-specific data

Damaging Strikes/Rates

* Compares current evaluation period to average for (
previous evaluation periods

'd N
Damaging Strikes: 52 Annual Strikes Rate Comparison to l (5.8)
Effect on Flight: 1 29.2/100,000 4-year Average of 35

* |dentifies source of the strike data

Annual Damaging Strikes and Damaging Strike Rates

100 50.0
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

Opportunity for sharing and educating stakeholders!

Number of Strikes

Evaluation Period




High-Risk/Priority Species and Risk Assessment

High-Risk Priority Species and Risk
Assessment

Considers multiple factors PART 4 - High-Risk/Priority Species and Risk Assessment

Part 4 enables users to evaluate the risk posed by the most hazardous species observed at the
airport. The risk assessment score is based on the severity of impact that would result from a

¢ Seve rity U S i n g p u b I is h e d re I ative h a Za rd strike and includes multiple factors, including: the species-specific risk factor, strike record

associated with the species (total strikes and damaging strikes), and the frequency the species

S CO re S ( d rO p d OW n ) was observed during the evaluation period. Data for up to 5 species may be evaluated.

4a. Identify the species that poses the greatest risk at the airport: White-tailed deer
. . . 1.) Select the relative hazard ranking score for the species from the drop-down menu. 100 - White-tailed deer

B Tota | St rl ke S a n d D a m a gl n g St rI ke s If the species is not identified in the relative-hazard ranking list in the drop-down menu,

select the species that is most similar, and provide a sentence to explain why the

associated hazard ranking was selected in the comment area below.

* Frequency observed during evaluation

. 2.) Identify the number of total strikes with this species during the current evaluation period. 5
p e r I O d 3.) Identify the number of damaging strikes with this species during the current evaluation
period, including strikes that have had a significant negative effect on flight.
4.) Identify the frequency that the species has been observed at the airport during the | Somewhat Frequently: Observed each month |

* Data source (observation, birding reports) B O sthe resence of s pedes e stporticnty (g, [ |

eBird, Christmas bird counts, birding reports, etc.).

* Up to five priority species

ACRP /& Mead&tHunt



High-Risk/Priority Species and Risk Assessment

Data Output

* Composite Risk Score for each species

White-tailed deer

¢ Comparlson among high-FlSk SpECIGS Composite Risk Score: 5
\ 4
I I I
O p p O rt u n It I e S Comparative Composite Risk Scores
Golden eagle
* Enables managers to determine sl 1 T
whether high-priority species have e ——— I —_—
changed since WHMP/Program ot RockPIBecn v 3
. ore
competition. — E—
* Comparison among species enables swallows spp.

Composite Risk Score: 5

wildlife coordinators/managers to
allocate limited resources to most
persistent species.

I4

Mead&tHunt



Equipment and Resources

Equipment and Resource Considerations
* |dentifies whether sufficient resources are available to implement the WHMP/Program.

* Considers multiple resource types (Operational equipment, capital improvements, and human
resources).

Opportunities
* KPI can be shared with airport management and finance staff.

* Keeps long-term projects in mind.

PART 5 - Equipment and Resources

5a. Equipment. Do airport staff have the supplies identified in the WHMP to implement I:l
the WHMP/Program?
5b. Additional Resources. What type of additional resources are necessary for ongoing Operational equipment or supplies
implementation of the program? Long-term projects/capital improvements
Additional staff {Airport staff or contract services)

Equipment and Resources
(Availability of resources necessary for
WHMP/Program Implementation)

Mead&tHunt



Staff Training

Staff Training Evaluation and Considerations
* Acknowledges need for/ tracks recommended training

* Considers current and historical training record (current and last three evaluation years)

Opportunity

* Provides KPI to share with airport management and administration to demonstrate
training needs.

PART 6 - Staff Training

6a. Was wildlife hazard management training conducted at the airport in the last 12 months? | I
This response reflects the response provided in item 1i.

6b. Have airport personnel involved in WHMP/Program activities obtained additional WHMP | I
training in the past 12 months (e.g., attended a conference focused on wildlife hazard
management or a course on wildlife identification, etc.)?

6c. Has training been provided to staff involved in WHMP/Program activities at any time | I
during the last three years? Staff Training

(Staff receive necessary training)

= Mead&Hunt



Managing Off-site Wildlife Attractants

Off-site Management Evaluation and Considerations

* Focus on awareness and effort (i.e., risk management approach)
* |dentification of nearby attractants
* |dentifies potential outreach options to agencies and stakeholders

Opportunities
* Considers an often overlooked but important item
* Questions can enhance understanding/outreach options for wildlife coordinators

PART 7 - Managing Off-site Wildlife Attractants

7a. Have off-site features or land uses within the airport vicinity been evaluated to identify :l
potential hazardous wildlife attractants?

7b. Were any off-site attractants identified?

7c. For the potential hazardous wildlife attractants identified in ltem 7b, has the Airport
conducted outreach to landowners, managers, or agencies responsible for the property or
facilities identified?

7d. To prevent the development of potential wildlife attractants, have airport staff worked with |:|
local jurisdictions and/or regulatory agencies to address hazardous wildlife attractants that
IJ) - 't/h = drly j h ol T Managing Off-site Wildlife Attractants
may be associated with proposed land use changes or new development in the airport vicinity? (iflerafy and Fonsult with oumers/ianagers

of off-site wildlife attractants)

= Mead&Hunt



Outreach and Education

Outreach and Education Evaluation and Considerations

* |dentifies potential stakeholders for outreach and education:

v’ Elected officials and decision makers
v" Airport users/stakeholders
v Resource management agencies, public and non-government agencies

Learning Opportunities

* Provides wildlife coordinators with enhanced understanding about outreach.

PART 8 - Outreach and Education

8a. Do airport staff provide outreach and education to elected officials, airport I:l
management boards/authorities, and decision makers?

8b. Do airport staff provide outreach and education to airport stakeholders and user |:|
{other airport departments, tenants, neighbors, etc.):

8c. Does the WHMP/Program include the preparation of education and outreach materials for |:|

the media or include the preparation of media releases?

8d. Do airport staff coordinate with resource management agencies (e.g., state |:|
departments of natural resources, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, and applicable regional/local agencies)?

8e. Do airport staff provide outreach to the public and special-interest groups/non-government I:l s
organizations {e.g., the Audubon society, state or local conservation groups, etc.)? Outreach and Education
8f. Was a Wildlife Hazard Working Group (WHWG) established? |:I (Coordination with regulatory

This response reflects your response from Airport Information, Item h. agencies and others)

Mead&tHunt



Additional Factors: Observations, Events, and Conditions

Reporting on Additional Factors
Provides wildlife managers with an opportunity to identify unusual or mitigating conditions:
* Unusual conditions (unusual/extreme weather, pandemic-related effects on management)

» Effect of on-site or nearby activities (construction, creation of nearby wildlife attractants
during the evaluation period.

* Need to focus on long-term improvements

PART 9 - Observations, Events, and Conditions

9a. Using the space below, identify observations, conditions, or events that may have affected wildlife presence or abundance on or near the airport,
influenced wildlife hazard management efforts, or could affect the evaluation results (e.g., unusual weather events, construction projects, changes
in nearby land use, etc.).

Mead&tHunt



Wildlife Hazard Management Plan/Program Evaluation Overview

Reviewed by: Clark Kent Evaluation Date: 05/01/2021

Metropolis International SPR 04/01/2020 to 04/15/2021

Wildlife Strike Data Damaging Wildlife Strike Data

Total Strikes Annual Strikes Rate Comparison to t 6.9 Damaging Strikes: 52 Annual Strikes Rate Comparison to 1 (5.8)
127 71.3/100,000 4-year Average of 64.4 Effect on Flight: 1 29.2/100,000 4-year Average of 35
Total Annual Strikes and Strike Rates Annual Damaging Strikes and Damaging Strike Rates

250 90.0 100 50.0
843 5.5 800 _ % 450
200 713 700 & 80 A0o8
é 00 & _g 70 350 ¥
& 150 S S 60 300 =
s 436 444 00 § T s0 50 &
"'é 100 00 g .'.é 40 200 ¥
£ %00 & E 150 %
% 200 ¥ 2 100 &
100 ¥ 10 so 7

0 0.0 0 0.0

4 Years Prior 3 Years Prior 2 Years Prior Previous Current 4 Years Prior 3 Years Prior 2 Years Prior Previous Current
a S O a r Evauation Priod Evauation Priod

Source: NWSD and Airport-specific data

( P a g e 1 ) Program Element Elain ’

The following KPIs indicate three levels of achievement: Good (green/right), Impr

iddle), or Poor/Substantial Improvement Needed (red/left).

€IS

Non Part-139 Airport BMPs Composite Score R lations/M. es and Resources Staff Training
(WHMP/Program includes (Average score for (Availability of resources necessary for
necessary components) all recommendations/measures) 'WHMP/Program Implementation) (B R 7 SR

Managing Off-site Wildlife Attractants Outreach and Education
(Identify and consult with owners/managers (Coordination with regulatory

AC R P ::::::‘;Z‘“ M e a d &I_I u nt of off-site wildlife attractants) agencies and others)




Risk Assessment

White-tailed deer
Composite Risk Score: 5

I4

Comparative Composite Risk Scores
Golden eagle
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Composite Risk Score: N/A

Conduct daily runway inspections
Maintain vegetation at heights of 6 to 12 inches
Install a perimeter fence

Observations, events, and conditions affecting wildlife presence/management

Unusual and prolonged summer storms overwhelmed drainage facilities and attracted waterfowl and gulls in greater numbers than observed in previous
years.

Improvement is needed in the following areas:
* Maintain vegetation at heights of 6 to 12 inches
¢ Disperse waterfowl from infield basins
* Management of Golden eagle
* Management of Rock pigeon
o Staff Training

Disperse worms from pavements after rain events
Disperse waterfowl from infield basins
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Significant Improvement is needed in the following areas:
¢ Install a perimeter fence
* Management of White-tailed deer

AReORT * Management of Swallows spp.
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Tool Successes and Challenges (Pre-Release)

Successes

* Tremendous interest during project!
* Free of charge

* Quick and easy to use

* Transparent, shareable output to educate the airport community

* Provides education/assistance to GA and small airports

* Supplements and reinforces annual reports developed to support
evaluations in accordance with AC 1505/5200-38

Challenges

* Some wildlife coordinators are unfamiliar with KPIs

* Less useful for large certificated airports with sophisticated
WHMPs/Programs




Discussion/Questions

Let’s talk!

Mead&Hunt



Thank ys&u.

For questions and follow-up:
Lisa.Harmon@Meadhunt.com
Sbrammell@bluewingenv.com
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