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Environmental Checklist

Population and Housing

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an ] U] ]
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or ] ] ]
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a) The Proposed Project would include cut, fill, and grading as well as realignment of
segments of existing fencing and a patrol road to achieve a standard RSA for Runway 12/30. No
new public roads or utility infrastructure would be included with the Proposed Project. The
completed RSA improvements would enhance the safety of Runway 12/30 but are not anticipated
to have a growth inducing effect on aviation operations or any other airport activities with
potential to influence population growth directly or indirectly. Therefore, there would be no
impact due to substantial unplanned population growth.

b) The Proposed Project elements would occur in unpopulated areas. No people or housing
would be displaced either directly or indirectly by the Proposed Project. Furthermore, no future
housing has been planned in the Proposed Project areas of cut, fill, or grading due to safety
considerations. Therefore, there would be no impact due to displacement of existing populations
or housing.

References
Inyo County General Plan, December 2001, Diagram 8.
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Environmental Checklist

Public Services

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XV. PUBLIC SERVICES —
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the following public
services:
i)  Fire protection? ] L] L]
i)  Police protection? ] ] ]
iii)  Schools? | ] O
iv) Parks? ] ] ]
v)  Other public facilities? ] U] ]

Discussion

a.i-v) The Proposed Project would include areas of cut, fill, and grading as well as relocated
sections of fencing and patrol road. These enhancements would achieve a standard RSA for
Runway 12/30 at BIH. No habitable structures or other facilities would be introduced as part of
the Proposed Project, and no new or expanded governmental facilities would need to be
constructed to meet any need for public services. Thus, there would be no impact associated with
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities.
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Environmental Checklist

Recreation
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XVI. RECREATION —
a) Would the project increase the use of existing ] U] ]
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or ] ] ]
require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?
Discussion
a) The Proposed Project would not introduce new population or activities that increase the

use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. This impact would

be less than significant.

b) The Proposed Project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities. There would be no impact under this significance

criterion.
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Environmental Checklist

Transportation
Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy ] U] ]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,

roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA ] ] ]
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] ] ]

design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] ] ]
Discussion
a) Vehicular traffic associated with the Proposed Project would be limited to construction

activities, such as personnel traveling to and from the project site, transport of materials (e.g., fill
dirt) and equipment, and operation of heavy equipment (i.e., nonroad vehicles). Vehicles would
travel to and from the project site using roads in the City of Bishop and unincorporated Inyo
County, as well as on a state highway (Highway 395) under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. The most
direct route to and from the Airport and the surrounding road network is along East Line
Street/Poleta Road. East Line Street connects to Highway 395, the main thoroughfare through the
City of Bishop and the primary highway that runs the length of the Eastern Sierra region. While
nonroad equipment would be used as a result of the Proposed Project, this equipment would be
limited to the areas surrounding the project site and would not operate on major thoroughfares.

Typically, agencies with authority over transportation facilities will adopt a level of service
(LOS) threshold in their policy documents for purposes of evaluating how well a road is
operating. While the City of Bishop has not adopted a level of service (LOS) standard for its
roadway network, the Inyo County General Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS “C” as its
minimum acceptable LOS, as does Caltrans on right of way under its control, including
Highway 395. Per the Inyo County Regional Transportation Plan, Highway 395 through Bishop
and up to the Mono County line was operating at LOS A in 2010 and is anticipated to continue
operating at LOS A through 2035. Further, in 2016 the annual average daily traffic volume at the
intersections of Highway 395 and SR 168 (West Line Street) was 15,600 vehicles.

Given that vehicular traffic would be limited to construction activities, which are anticipated to be
temporary and short-term, the contribution of traffic to/from the Airport associated with the
Proposed Project would be minor. It is unlikely that the minimal traffic contributed by the
Proposed Project would increase traffic volumes on East Line Street or Highway 395 to such a
degree that a substantial reduction in LOS would result. Further, heavy construction equipment
would not operate on major thoroughfares and would be limited to the areas surrounding the
project site. Accordingly, while the Proposed Project would result in an increase in surface traffic,
these activities would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the
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Environmental Checklist

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and this impact
would be less than significant.

b) CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of Transportation
Impacts, describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts and
states that, generally, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which refers to the amount and distance of
automobile travel attributable to a project, is the most appropriate measure of transportation
impacts. Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) (2) states that transportation projects that reduce, or
have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation
impact. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would result in minor increases in traffic on
local roadways and regional highways due to temporary and short-term construction activities.
Consequently, the Proposed Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b). This impact would be less than significant.

c) The Proposed Project would not alter any existing facilities or roadway infrastructure.
The realignment of a segment of existing patrol road would not involve any paving or substantial
sitework. The use of this patrol road is limited to employees of the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power Watershed Protection Division who would be traveling at relatively low speeds,
and the realignment would not introduce any acute curves or other geometric features. There
would be no impact related to this significance criterion.

d) The Proposed Project would not introduce any physical elements on major transportation
thoroughfares which could potentially degrade the adequacy of existing emergency access. All
existing service roads would be maintained or realigned to preserve accessibility to the airfield.
There would be no impact related to this significance criterion.

References

Inyo County, Regional Transportation Plan, September 9. 2019.
<https://www.inyocounty.us/sites/default/files/2022-
08/Final%20Iny0%202019%20R TPreduced.pdf>. Accessed May 3, 2023.
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Environmental Checklist

Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES —
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined
in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:
i)  Listed or eligible for listing in the California ] ] ]

Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources. Code Section 5020.1(k), or

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its ] ] ]
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

Discussion

a.i-ii) A cultural resources survey conducted for the Proposed Project determined there are no
listed or eligible state or local historic resources located in the Proposed Project’s APE where
physical development would occur. There is an existing archaeological site of tribal cultural
significance listed on the NRHP situated within one-quarter mile of the Airport property. Due to
the sensitivity of the site, the precise location relative to BIH is not disclosed in this document.
However, the site is not within an area that would undergo any ground disturbance or
accommodate any surface activity due to the Proposed Project. Ground disturbing activities
would be limited to construction and include cutting, filling, and grading portions of the Runway
12/30 RSA which are currently in a non-standard condition. Much of these activities would be in
locations where prior ground disturbance has occurred, and a cultural resources survey discovered
no indication of sites or materials of tribal significance.

In accordance with California AB 52, the Airport has notified applicable California Tribal
Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), and consultation is currently ongoing. As of publication,
the Bishop Paiute Tribe has responded with a request for a meeting with Inyo County personnel
to informally discuss the Proposed Project. This meeting is still tentative pending a response
regarding availability of the THPO. The Tribal Consultation process is discussed further in
Appendix D.

Although there are no cultural resources in the APE that are eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources or any local register of historic resources, there is a possibility
previously unidentified cultural materials could be encountered during Proposed Project ground
disturbing activities. Per state law, the establishment of protocols for unanticipated discoveries of
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Environmental Checklist

artifacts and human remains is required for ground disturbing activities to abate any potential
adverse change in a historical resource. Adherence to those provisions would provide safeguards
to address the already low potential for encountering cultural resources during construction.

Recommended best management practices would include cultural resources awareness training
for all personnel involved in Proposed Project construction and adherence to a cultural resources
monitoring plan. Additionally, monitoring by tribal representatives during construction is
recommended and should be encouraged. Following construction there would be no further
activity in the RSA with potential to disturb cultural resources. Thus, any potential impact to
tribal cultural resources would be a less than significant impact.

References

Environmental Science Associates, Bishop Airport Runway Safety Area Improvement Project
Draft Cultural Resources Survey Report, February 2023,

California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5(d)-(f).
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Environmental Checklist

Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —
Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of ] ] ]
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the ] ] ]
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment ] ] ]
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local ] ] ]
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management ] ] ]
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion

a) The Proposed Project would cut, fill, and grade areas of uneven terrain and relocate an
existing segment fencing as well as a segment of patrol road. However, no impervious surfaces
would be introduced as the finished grade of the RSA and the patrol road would remain unpaved.
Although the new finished grade would alter flows of stormwater drainage, the Proposed Project
grading plans would direct stormwater flows in accordance with best management practices and
all applicable regulations, and no significant impact associated with construction or relocation of
expanded stormwater drainage would be anticipated.

No new or expanded water, wastewater, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities would be necessary to complete any Proposed Project elements. Therefore, any
environmental effects associated with relocation or construction of utilities and service systems
would be considered a less than significant impact.

b) Water needs at BIH are met by two on-Airport wells: a domestic well and a fire
suppression well. The domestic well is currently planned for decommission in the next 10 years,
but the fire suppression well is expected to continue meeting anticipated future water needs at the
Airport. At present, the groundwater aquifer supplying water to BIH is regularly replenished by
abundant runoff from the Sierra Nevada Mountains. This water supply currently meets potable
water and fire suppression needs at BIH and would be sufficient to meet demands during the
construction phase of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project does not include any new
habitable structures or other facilities which would require a supply of water. Therefore, the
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Environmental Checklist

Proposed Project’s effect on water supply requirements would have a less than significant
impact.

c) Wastewater treatment at BIH is handled via an on-site septic system. The Proposed
Project does not include any habitable structures or other facilities and would not increase
demand on existing wastewater treatment capacity beyond the construction phase. Any
wastewater generated during the construction phase would be transported from the site in
accordance with all applicable regulations by an appropriately qualified and credentialed
sanitation services provider. The increase in wastewater treatment demand during Proposed
Project construction would be temporary and is not anticipated to exceed the available capacity.
Any increase of demand for wastewater treatment induced by the Proposed Project would be
confined to the construction phase and represent a less than significant impact.

d) The Proposed Project would not involve any permanent structures or activities which
would generate solid waste beyond the construction phases.

Proposed Project construction would entail cutting, filling, and grading portions of the RSA as
well as realigning existing segments of fence line and patrol road. Areas where clearing and
grubbing would occur are sparsely vegetated, and a minimal volume of vegetation waste would
need to be transported from the site. Site grading would primarily involve filling areas of lower
elevation to provide an even grade and is not expected to generate excess cut material for
transport to any landfill or recycling facility. Other solid waste generated during construction
would be collected and transported off site per the construction waste management plan and all
applicable regulations.

Solid waste produced by Airport activities is transported to the closest disposal site at Bishop-
Sunland Landfill located approximately four miles southwest of the Airport on Sunland
Reservation Road. The local landfill is operated by Inyo County on land leased from LADWP.
According to the CalRecycle Solid Waste Information System, the Bishop-Sunland Landfill has a
maximum permitted capacity of 160 tons of solid waste per day and a cease operation date of
2064. The landfill has a capacity of 6 million cubic yards with a remaining capacity of 3.3 million
cubic yards. The landfill also accepts recyclable materials such as wood, metal, cardboard, paper,
electronic waste, universal waste, glass, plastic, aluminum, mattresses, carpet, and various
electronics. Thus, the Proposed Project’s potential to generate solid waste in excess of state or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure would be a less than
significant impact.

e) A construction waste management plan would be implemented by the contractor to
handle the minimal volume of solid waste expected to be generated during construction. All solid
waste generated during construction would be collected and transported off site to the local
landfill or recycling facility, as appropriate, per the construction waste management plan and all
applicable regulations. The Proposed Project would have no impact regarding any failure to
comply with federal, state, or local management and reduction statutes or regulations related to
solid waste.
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References

CalRecycle, SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details, Bishop Sunland Solid Waste Site (14-AA-0005),
<https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site Activity/Details/4236?site ] D=648>.
Accessed November 29, 2022.
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Environmental Checklist

Wildfire

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
XX. WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] ]
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, ] ] ]
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated ] ] ]
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment?
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, ] ] ]
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
Discussion
a-d)  The entirety of the Proposed Project GSA is located in a fire hazard severity zone

classified as “high” according to the Office of the State Fire Marshal’s Fire Hazard Severity
Zones Map. The nearest “very high” fire hazard severity zone is located more than 30 miles away
from the GSA. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no impact regarding adverse effects
of development in a very high fire hazard severity zone.

References

California Office of the State Fire Marshal, Fire Hazard Severity Zones Map,

<https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/>. Accessed March 16, 2023.
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Environmental Checklist

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Potentially Significant with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE —

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially ] U] ]
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually ] U] ]
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“‘Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future
projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will ] ] ]
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a) The Proposed Project would encompass cutting, filling, and grading portions of the
Runway 12/30 RSA to achieve the even grades and obstacle-free terrain characteristic of a
standard RSA. A segment of unpaved patrol road would also be realigned around the outer
perimeter of the RSA. The area where these activities would primarily occur has largely been
previously disturbed. Areas where previously undisturbed land would be filled and graded do not
include any critical habitat or populations of rare or endangered plant or animal species. No
delineated wetlands would be encroached upon by the construction activities associated with the
Runway 12/30 RSA improvements. There would be some floodplain encroachment, as 0.7 acres
of 100-year floodplain and 0.2 acres of 500-year floodplain would be filled and raised with
embankments. However, no other physical structures or populations would be sited in areas of
inundation, and any effects on flows of floodwaters would be minimal. No examples of major
periods of California history or prehistory are known to exist within the areas that would undergo
physical ground disturbance. Therefore, any impact would be less than significant.

b) The effects of the Proposed Project would primarily be associated with construction
activities and be temporary and minimal in nature. The Proposed Project would result in a
standard RSA for Runway 12/30 and would not induce any on-going activity at the Airport which
could incrementally contribute to noise, traffic, or demand for public services or energy supplies.
Areas which would be cleared of vegetation and graded are of limited value as habitat or wildlife
corridors due to the proximity to the existing airfield infrastructure and activities. There are no
physical alterations to the environment which would contribute the any cumulative impacts
connected to other past, present, or probable future projects. The impact would be less than
significant.

Runway 12/30 Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 71 ESA /D201800979.03
Draft Initial Study April 2024



Environmental Checklist

c) The Proposed Project would improve the Runway 12/30 RSA by clearing, cutting, filling,
and grading the existing terrain to create an even grade free of obstacles around the runway in
accordance with FAA standards. The Proposed Project would not introduce any elements which
would pose hazards to humans. Neither would it induce any activity which could contribute to
indirect negative effects on human populations. Rather, the Proposed Project would enhance the
safety of aviation activity occurring on Runway 12/30 at the Airport. Thus, the impact would be
less than significant.
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Air Quality and Climate Analysis

4.3 Mitigation, Avoidance, or Minimization Measures

As the FAA has not established a significance threshold for climate and GHG emissions, the
Proposed Project does not exceed a significance threshold for GHG emissions. Therefore, no
mitigation measures are required.

Runway 12/30 Runway Safety Area Improvement Project at Bishop Airport 12 ESA /201800979.03
Air Quality and Climate Analysis July 2023
Preliminary — Subject to Revision
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https://www.blm.gov/programs/fish-and-wildlife/threatened-and-endangered/state-te-data/california
https://bof.fire.ca.gov/regulations/bills-statutes-rules-and-annual-california-forest-practice-rules/



https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codesTOCSelected.xhtml?tocCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=3511&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=4700&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5050&lawCode=FGC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5515&lawCode=FGC
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IFCA338035B4C11EC976B000D3A7C4BC3?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IFCA338035B4C11EC976B000D3A7C4BC3?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/SSC
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https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/marine-mammal-protection/marine-mammal-protection-act
https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-of-concern/
https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-of-concern/



https://www.stateofthebirds.org/
https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5435266.xlsx
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5435266.xlsx
https://www.fws.gov/media/birds-conservation-concern-2021pdf
















































































































































































































































































































































https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Spotted-Owl-Info
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Spotted-Owl-Info
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/BIOS







































https://www.google.com/maps/@37.372660350000004,-118.36411243640129,14z
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https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/4982
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https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7947



http://www.fws.gov/refuges/



https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6886
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https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3093
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9462
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9408
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3914
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9420



https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8002
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9433
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9441
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6743
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https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://avianknowledge.net/index.php/beneficial-practices/
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
https://data.pointblue.org/apps/rail/
https://data.pointblue.org/apps/rail/
https://avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html



https://data.pointblue.org/apps/rail/
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
https://fwsepermits.servicenowservices.com/fws






http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.HTML






















































https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/%E2%80%8CApp/WebSoilSurvey.aspx














































































http://www.google.com/earth/
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http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/
https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?cid=nrcs142p2_053951


































































http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_054262
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_054262
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053577
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053577
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053580
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053580
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/home/?cid=nrcs142p2_053374
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/home/?cid=nrcs142p2_053374
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/landuse/rangepasture/?cid=stelprdb1043084
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/landuse/rangepasture/?cid=stelprdb1043084



http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/scientists/?cid=nrcs142p2_054242
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/scientists/?cid=nrcs142p2_054242
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/soils/?cid=nrcs142p2_053624
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs142p2_052290.pdf
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/nrcs142p2_052290.pdf
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