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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

P.O. Box 944246
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460
Website: www.fire.ca.gov

' (916) 653-9424

October 14, 2005

Riverside County Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Center

4080 Lemon Street, Fifth Floor
Riverside, California, 92501

Dear Chairman and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

First, | wish to thank you for your patience while we, the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CDF), conducted a detailed and in-depth research, review and analysis of two
possible CDF Air Attack Base locations. As you know, a decision to locate, build and staff an Air
Attack Base requires the best available and most accurate information. Also, selecting such a
location requires a determination of needs and a commitment to fire services support from that Air
Attack Base for 50 years or more. Fifty years of experience gives us insight as to the advances in
aircraft, air base construction, facilities and fire mission support needs which CDF must address as
selection requirements for our future base sites.

Over the last 60 days my staff has conducted a contrast-and-comparison examination of
Hemet-Ryan Airport and March Air Reserve Base as the two available locations for a CDF Air
Attack Base. These locations were juxtaposed against the same criteria, each location was
examined utilizing only factual data for comparison and the examination was conducted objectively
and without prejudice.

Given the above, | am providing the final report to you for your comments. It is my intention
to make a final location determination only after you and the county staff have had a reasonable
period of time to thoroughly review the report. To assist your review of the report, | have directed
my technical and professional staff to be available to discuss any and all issues. Following your
comments, | will meet with my staff to discuss any outstanding issues. | will need your final
comments by the end of November so that | can make my decision in December.

In conclusion, | again wish to thank you for your patience, concern and assistance with this
very important decision. You and | take the responsibility of leadership seriously, and we all strive
to provide the very best fire protection services to the public we serve. | am confident that by
working together in the final review process we will fulfill our agencies’ public safety responsibilities.

Very truly yours,

_'_'_‘_,_:—_'_1

Kl 0005

Dale T. Geldert
Director

cc: Riverside County Executive Officer

CONSERVATION IS WISE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN
PLEASE REMEMBER TO CONSERVE ENERGY. FOR TIPS AND INFORMATION, VISIT “FLEX YOUR POWER” AT WWW.CA.GOV.
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March Air Reserve Base from 30,000 feet
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Hemet-Ryan Air Base from 30,000 feet
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Comparison of March Air Reserve Base and Hemet-Ryan Airbase, CDF

Sacramento

Issue March Hemet-Ryan
Pilot and Aircraft Safety Issues
Current Runway length 13,300 feet 4,315 feet
Class D controlled airspace Yes No
Have staffed control tower Yes No
Fully staffed Level A on site fire crash Yes No
unit
Percent time under Visual Flight Rules | Equal in 2004 Equal in 2004
(VFR)
Special Visual Flight Rules available Yes No
Runway width minimum of 100’ Yes Yes
Runway suitable for S2T with safety Yes No, only design
over-run distance - 5,000° drawing done
Runway suitable for all current Federal | Yes No
air tankers - 6,000’
Runway suitable for jet based fire Yes No
fighting aircraft - possibly greater than
6,000’
Own land for 5,000’ runway Yes Yes
Own land for 6,000’ runway Yes Yes
Taxi ways capable of supporting single | Yes Yes
tire 60,000 Ibs. and dual 130,000 Ibs.
Probability of 2-3 minute delay due Possibility with None
turbulence from non CDF large planes | USAF non-

training flights.

Co-located with current and future Yes No
state-of-the-art federal communications
links
Airport and Aircraft Security
Parking and visitor access control Yes No
Dedicated full time airport security Yes No
force
Fencing- 6’ minimum, 8’ new with Yes No
barbed wire or razor wire
Minimum 3-foot candle power on ramp | Yes No
Gated with electronic protection Yes No
Current Fire Protection Capability
Can support continuation of 91-96% Yes Yes

initial wildland fire attack success rate
(Unit Fire Plan and CFES2 fire
suppression simulations)




Issue

March

Hemet-Ryan

Can co-host CDF and USFS air tanker | Yes No

refueling for large joint missions

Provide full coverage of existing SRA Yes Yes

lands not also within Ramona Air Base

circle (Unit Fire Plan and fire history

show that most big fires are to east of

both sites)

Location vis a vis growing population in | Closer Farther to

Wildand Urban Interface (WUI) southeast

Location vis a vis areas with greatest Equal Equal

burn frequency (Times burned graphic)

Location vis a vis Ignitions Closer Farther to

(Riverside 2005 Fire Plan) southeast

Location vis a vis 2004 Initial attack Closer Farther to

success density (Riverside 2005 Fire southeast

Plan)

Location vis a vis 2004 Initial attack Farther Closer. Failures

failure density (Riverside 2005 Fire are typically

Plan) farther from
engines, stations,
roads, and
houses

Future Fire Protection Capability

Completed engineering plans for Yes No

upgrade to at least a 6,000’ runway

(CDF and USFS air base standards to

handle all air tankers used in the

Western US)

Additional cost to complete full $0 $1,429,000

engineering plans (estimate)

Additional time to complete full Exist, 2 months 48 months

engineering drawings

(Hemet replacement schedule)

State General Funds for airbase Yes No

upgrade in current State budget -

$8,296,000

Agreement for FAA funds to construct | Not necessary No

expanded runway

ESA habitat issues fully addressed Yes No

under Riverside County Integrated Plan
(RCIP) and Multi Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
completed for loss of habitat due to
longer runway facility, any adjacent
local roads, and any new buildings




Issue

March

Hemet-Ryan

Airport upgrade free of links to other
state and local road infrastructure
projects and possible habitat mitigation
issues

Yes

No

Estimated time to complete
ESA/RCIP/MSCHCP EIS necessary for
new construction in MSHCP
Conservation Area

None

SR 79 relocation
EIS scheduled to
be complete by
2009 (RCTC)

Have any required funding necessary
for realigning any local roads (Warren
and Stetson are slated for upgrade,
realignment and improvement in Hemet
City General Plan circulation element)

Yes

No

Provide full coverage of existing SRA
lands not also covered by the Ramona
Air Base 15 minute flight circle

Yes

Yes

Best case estimate of when
construction could start after required
environmental documents (ex. FAA
and FWS compliant EIS/EIRS)

January 2006

2011 at the
earliest

Other potential conflicts in use of air
space or adjacent lands

Absence of sailplanes and other small
aircraft

Yes

No

Lack of expansion potential of
recreation oriented aircraft use due to
proximity to recreational areas

Yes

No

Lack of current residential areas
immediately adjacent to runway

Yes

No

Lack of potential for new residential
subdivisions within %2 mile of runways

Yes

No

Land use policies ensure existing air
space and open space

Yes

No




Hemet/March Relocation Review
Aviation Safety and Technical Analysis

The primary concern of any comparative analysis of the aviation issues surrounding the
decision to move the CDF air base operations from Hemet-Ryan Airport to the March
Airfield must consider the safety and security of the pilots, airbase personnel, aircraft
and the public.

With safety as the primary consideration, the CDF Aviation Management Unit (AMU) has
reviewed the quantitative data available regarding airspace, weather, airfield
infrastructure, and security at both locations and has concluded that March has
numerous advantages as a CDF air attack base. This decision is based upon current
conditions as they exist today, not on anticipated approvals, funding or construction by
government entities. An assessment cannot be made based upon anticipated
improvements. Problems with either base could be mitigated given more time and a
secure, committed funding source. At this point, the existing infrastructure favors March.

Airspace

One determinant factor favoring March is that it is a Class-C controlled airspace and has
a control tower with Airport Surveillance Radar (ASR) that surrounds the March airfield.
In contrast Hemet-Ryan is an uncontrolled airport which is overlaid by Class-E controlled
airspace that begins at 700 feet above the airport. Operations in a controlled airspace,
especially at an airport with a tower are considered much safer (attachment). The
majority of mid-air accidents occur within five miles of an airport and generally during
take-off and landing. Ramona airport, an uncontrolled airport, experienced a fatal mid-
air collision several years ago which involved two federal fire fighting aircraft operating
on the same radio frequencies. Ramona added a tower to the field which has been in
operation since December 2003.

Although CDF has received anecdotal information that aerial fire fighting operations at
controlled airfields have the potential to slow the pace of response and thus contribute to
escapes, AMU staff could not quantify this information. The staff asserts that the added
protection of controlled airspace area is essential to safe operations, especially
considering the increased level of general and commercial air traffic in the Southern
California planned for the future. Currently there are over 80,000 flight operations
(takeoffs, landings, low approaches) at Hemet-Ryan compared to 33,500 at March in
2004.

Because March is in a controlled airspace with ASR it has the ability to allow landings
and departures under Special Visual Flight Rules (VFR). This allows fire fighting aircraft
to safely depart and land when visibility is less than the three miles required for VFR but
greater than one mile. Maintaining visibility in and around high traffic areas such as an
airport is a significant safety factor and ASR -- even on VFR days -- reduces the risks of
airspace incursions and mid-air accidents.

The Aviation Management Unit staff also is concerned about the glider port operations
that continue on the parallel runway at Hemet-Ryan. Glider operations often are
conducted without radio communication with other traffic at the airport. Frequently glider
takeoffs and landings go unannounced on the radio by aircraft flying on this runway.
Glider traffic also uses the hills just northwest of the airport for convection lift and
conflicts with the aircraft traffic arriving and departing to the north. Officials with the



Economic Development Agency of Riverside County have said this situation will
continue until 2010. The Aviation Management staff asserts that this is an unsafe
situation which has been ignored at Hemet-Ryan for sometime.

Airfield Infrastructure and Support

Runway length and width are important factors in determining the risk associated with a
particular airport, especially when operating aircraft at maximum gross weights on hot
days, which CDF does routinely during fire season. It is obvious that March has the
longer and wider of the two runways at 13,300 feet in length and 200 feet width versus
Hemet-Ryan at 4,314 long and 100 feet wide. In fact of all the aviation facilities that CDF
utilizes, Hemet-Ryan has the second shortest runway. March is one of the longest
runways on the West Coast and the longest in Southern California. In planning for future
operations, the Aviation Management Unit staff -- using USFS standards -- has
established a minimum safe runway length of 6,000 feet for tanker operations. This
minimum length will also open the airfield to larger air tankers from the USFS and
provide closer air support to fires in the local area. While it is possible to lengthen
Hemet, the time period for project approval, construction and completion will restrict use
and access

Taxiways and ramp space, although not major issues at either airfield, can be significant
safety problems if overcrowding occurs. It should be noted that March has wider
taxiways and larger usable ramp space. Hemet-Ryan is limited on ramp space and
narrower taxiways. Maneuvering into and out of the loading pits at Hemet-Ryan is tight
especially during large fire operations with multiple air tankers loading and taxiing at the
same time.

On site airport crash and rescue equipment with trained personnel is available currently
at March; none is available at Hemet-Ryan. Because CDF aircraft are not immune to
emergencies, the department desires the availability of on-site crash and rescue
equipment -- with appropriately trained personnel -- during operations to meet all aircraft
emergencies. In the past CDF pilots have opted to use March for emergency landings
because of the limited crash rescue services and runway length at Hemet-Ryan. This
was the case circa 1980 when Shelly Knuteson had a gear-up landing at March Air Base
in an ST-A tanker because Hemet's runway was too short and lacked crash rescue
equipment and personnel. An on-site crash rescue unit at Hemet is not planned at this
time.

Weather

A contributing factor to safe air operations is the weather at and surrounding an airport.
There has been considerable discussion regarding which airfield has the best weather
for flight operations. The generally accepted contention by base personnel was that
Hemet experienced less fog and better visibility because of its location farther to the
east. This contention was countered by other casual observers who say the opposite
was true. The Aviation Management Unit staff made every effort to quantify the weather
data and in doing so relied on FAA and military recorded weather observations from both
March and Hemet-Ryan. After reviewing the weather data provided by March Flight
Operations and the available automated data from the Hemet-Ryan Automated Weather
Observing System (AWOS-3) for 2004 (attached), it was determined that the number of



IFR weather days versus the number of VFR clear days was virtually identical with only
a 2% difference favoring March.

Security

CDF operates federally owned aircraft acquired under the Federal Excess Personal
Property (FEPP) program administered by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS). Under
recently published Homeland Security guidelines the USFS requires operators of federal
aircraft to comply with more stringent airport and aircraft security measures (attached).
If CDF fails to address these security requirements, it may result in the loss of these
assets.

March, because of its military and homeland security mission, currently meets or
exceeds USFS airport security requirement while Hemet-Ryan does not. With regard to
the minimum standards set by the USFS, of major concern is the access to the flight line
by unauthorized personnel. Although Hemet-Ryan is currently addressing this issue with
some limited security fencing, there will continue to be unobstructed access from
multiple routes to the CDF ramp for an indefinite period. An additional cost to CDF at
Hemet is to construct and maintain required security which is already available at March
at no extra cost.

Department of Homeland Security guidelines favor the higher level of security provided
at March. Immediately after September 11, 2001, the CDF aerial firefighting fleet for the
Southern Region of the state was moved to March to safeguard it due to elevated
security as dictated by the federal government. The fleet was comprised of four S2-T air
tankers, two OV-10 air attack aircraft and one Super Huey helicopter. March is an
approved base for use under heightened security and provides a higher level of security
that Hemet cannot equal. If the CDF aircraft remains at Hemet, there is no assurance
that it will remain in the county at the time of a national emergency or heightened
security alert. If March was a CDF Attack Base, not only would the CDF aircraft stay in
the county, but they would continue to be operational.



CDF Airbase Development Criteria

Security

Must meet Federal Guidelines for Federal Excess aircraft

Infrastructure
Runway:
Length 6,000 feet
Width 100 feet
Gradient less than 1.0%
Crown 2%
Load S60, 000 D 130,000

Taxi ways capable of supporting S60,000 and D 130,000
Surface must be in good condition no FOD

Retardant Pits
4 to 6 pull through concrete pits 50 feet wide x 100 feet long
Spaced at 153 feet minimum on center
90 or 45 degree orientation to taxi way

Parking
Six tankers, two Air Attack Aircraft and one administrative airplane on paved
areas. (No in the dirt parking)

Facility:
Located near departure end of favored runway
Appropriate accommodations for dispatch, retardant crews, air attack personnel
and pilots. Refer to design of Fresno and Porterville buildings/floor plans
Jet and Avgas fuel available

County use plan must protect flight traffic area for at least next twenty years.

Safety of Flight

Airport
Minimum of Class D airspace if facility has more than 50,000 annual operations
and/or intersecting runways
Minimum level A crash rescue equipment or equivalent available
No major airline activity. (Commuter service only)



March/Hemet-Ryan Comparison

Below is an evaluation of how the two facilities currently comply with the airbase
criteria.

1. Security
a. Hemet currently does not meet Federal Standards for Excess Property.
b. March was until recently an active Air Force base and is currently a
Reserve Air Force Base with full security protection in place

2. Infrastructure
a. Hemet currently meets only one of the infrastructure requirements.
I. The runway is only 4314 feet long
ii. The runway is wide enough
iii. There currently is no room for the required retardant pit area
iv. There currently is no room for extra parking
b. March currently meets several of the criteria
i. The runway is 13,300 feet long.
ii. The runway is 200 feet wide
iii. The runways and taxi ways are capable of handling all CDF and
US Forest service aircraft
iv. There is sufficient room for retardant pits
v. There is sufficient room for parking areas
vi. The proposed facility is adjacent to the active runway

3. Safety of flight

a. Hemet is an uncontrolled airport. The class E airspace (Controlled
Airspace) begins 700 feet above the ground. Aircraft can depart under
visual rules when they can stay clear of clouds and have at least one mile
visibility. However, once airborne, and climb above 700 feet, they must
maintain Class E cloud clearance requirements. (500 below the clouds,
1000 feet above and 2000 feet horizontal clearance. Radar services are
available from March Ground Control once airborne, but since the
controlled airspace does not start at the surface, Special VFR operations
may not be conducted. ( See attachment A for Special VFR Rules)

b. There are non-precision IFR approaches available into Hemet. (Horizontal
guidance, but no vertical guidance, minimum approach altitude is 848 feet
Above the ground and one mile visibility )

c. Last year there were over 80,000 flight operations at Hemet. These
operation included CDF operations, student pilot training, glider flights,
helicopter flights and other general aviations activities. Being that this is
an uncontrolled airport, there is no communication requirement.

d. There is no crash rescue service available at Hemet



e. Marchisin Class C airspace. There is an operational control tower and
radar approach control services. Special VFR operations are authorized
and radar separation is provided. Two way radio communications are
required to operate in the airspace.

According to several Federal Aviation Administration and National
Transportation Safety Board studies, operation at uncontrolled
airports is not as safe as similar operations at airports in controlled
airspace. The Aeronautical Information Manual in Section three
states that; ** Increased congestion, aircraft in climb and descent
attitudes and pilot preoccupation with cockpit procedures are some
factors that increase the hazardous accident potential near the
airport. The situation is further compounded when the weather is
marginal.”

It seems obvious that a controlled environment augmented by radar
coverage would provide a greater safety margin

f. There are precision IFR approaches available into March. ( Minimum
altitude on approach is 200 feet Above the Ground )

g. Last year there were 33,500 operations at March. The majority of the
operations were either commercial freight operations or military flights.
Passenger services are not currently offered at March.

h. March has crash rescue service available on site.

In a recent report to CDF comparing the two facilities, there was discussion about the
restriction to activity at March based on weather below basic VFR minimums. However,
the actual weather data indicates that weather at March and Hemet is nearly the same.
March is actually above basic VFR 2% of the time more often than Hemet. (See
attachment B) This coupled with the fact that Special VFR flights are authorized at
March makes it more likely a flight can be completed safely when the weather is
marginal.

Considering the comparison of how the two airports meet the airbase criteria, it is
apparent that currently March ARB is a better choice. Even after considerable
improvements to the facilities at Hemet, the airspace issue would still favor March.

Safety is the driving factor for all of CDF aircraft operations. When the opportunity is
available to improve the level of safety there is no other appropriate course of action.



Attachment A

91.157 Special VFR weather minimums.

(a) Except as provided in appendix D, section 3, of this part, special VFR operations may
be conducted under the weather minimums and requirements of this section, instead of
those contained in 8 91.155, below 10,000 feet MSL within the airspace contained by the
upward extension of the lateral boundaries of the controlled airspace designated to the
surface for an airport.

(b) Special VFR operations may only be conducted -

(1) With an ATC clearance;

(2) Clear of clouds;

(3) Except for helicopters, when flight visibility is at least 1 statute mile; and

(4) Except for helicopters, between sunrise and sunset (or in Alaska, when the sun is 6°
or more below the horizon) unless -

(i) The person being granted the ATC clearance meets the applicable requirements for
instrument flight under part 61 of this chapter; and

(i) The aircraft is equipped as required in § 91.205(d).

(c) No person may take off or land an aircraft (other than a helicopter) under special VFR
(1) Unless ground visibility is at least 1 statute mile; or

(2) If ground visibility is not reported, unless flight visibility is at least 1 statute mile. For
the purposes of this paragraph, the term flight visibility includes the visibility from the
cockpit of an aircraft in takeoff position if:

(i) The flight is conducted under this part 91; and

(if) The airport at which the aircraft is located is a satellite airport that does not have
weather reporting capabilities.

(d) The determination of visibility by a pilot in accordance with paragraph (c)(2) of this
section is not an official weather report or an official ground visibility report.

From The AIM

4-4-5. SPECIAL VFR CLEARANCES
a. An ATC clearance must be obtained prior to operating within a Class B, Class C, Class
D or Class E surface area when the weather is less than that required for VFR flight. A
VFR pilot may request and be given a clearance to enter, leave, or operate within most
Class D and Class E surface areas and some Class B and Class C surface areas in Special
VFR conditions, traffic permitting, and providing such flight will not delay IFR
operations. All Special VFR flights must remain clear of clouds. The visibility
requirements for Special VFR aircraft (other than helicopters) are:

1. At least 1 statute mile flight visibility for operations within Class B,
Class C, Class D and Class E surface areas.

2. At least 1 statute mile ground visibility if taking off or landing. If
ground visibility is not reported at that airport, the flight visibility must be at least 1
statute mile.



3. The restrictions in subparagraphs 1. and 2. do not apply to helicopters.
Helicopters must remain clear of clouds and may operate in Class B, Class C, Class D
and Class E surface areas with less than 1 statute mile visibility.
b. When a control tower is located within the Class B, Class C, or Class D surface area,
requests for clearances should be to the tower. In a Class E surface area, a clearance may
be obtained from the nearest tower, FSS, or center.
c. It is not necessary to file a complete flight plan with the request for clearance, but
pilots should state their intentions in sufficient detail to permit ATC to fit their flight into
the traffic flow. The clearance will not contain a specific altitude as the pilot must remain
clear of clouds. The controller may require the pilot to fly at or below a certain altitude
due to other traffic, but the altitude specified will permit flight at or above the minimum
safe altitude. In addition, at radar locations, flights may be vectored if necessary for
control purposes or on pilot request.
NOTE -
The pilot is responsible for obstacle or terrain clearance.
REFERENCE -
14 CFR Section 91.119.
d. Special VFR clearances are effective within Class B, Class C, Class D and Class E
surface areas only. ATC does not provide separation after an aircraft leaves the Class B,
Class C, Class D or Class E surface area on a Special VFR clearance.
e. Special VFR operations by fixed-wing aircraft are prohibited in some Class B and
Class C surface areas due to the volume of IFR traffic. A list of these Class B and Class C
surface areas is contained in 14 CFR Part 91, Appendix D, Section 3. They are also
depicted on sectional aeronautical charts.
f. ATC provides separation between Special VFR flights and between these flights and
other IFR flights.
g. Special VFR operations by fixed-wing aircraft are prohibited between sunset and
sunrise unless the pilot is instrument rated and the aircraft is equipped for IFR flight.
h. Pilots arriving or departing an uncontrolled airport that has automated weather
broadcast capability (ASOS/AWQOS) should monitor the broadcast frequency, advise the
controller that they have the "one-minute weather" and state intentions prior to operating
within the Class B, Class



Attachment B

Hemet Weather 2004 (Sunrise to Sunset)

May 0600- | June 0540- July 0545- Aug 0610- | Sept 0630- | Oct 0655- Nov 0615-
1930 1930 1955 1930 1900 1815 1645
1 1 VFR 1 MISSING |1 VFR 1 VER 1 VFR 1 VFR
2 2 VFR 2 VFR 2 IFR3+10 | 2 VFR 2 VFR 2 VFR
3 3 VFR 3 IFR0+50 | 3 IFR5+30 | 3 VFR 3 IFR4+00 | 3 VFR
4 4 VFR 4 VFR 4 IFR1+10 | 4 VFR 4 VFR 4 VFR
5 5 VFR 5 IFR1+35 | 5 IFR4+50 | 5 VFR 5 VFR 5 VFR
6 6 IFR 0+30 6 IFR4+15 | 6 VFR 6 VFR 6 VFR 6 VFR
7 7 IFR 6+30 7 IFR2+55 |7 VFR 7 VER 7 VER 7VER
8 8 IFR 3+20 8 IFR3+30 | 8 VFR 8 VFR 8 VFR 8 IFR 1+20
9 9 VFR 9 IFR1+55 |9 VFR 9 VFR 9 VFR 9 VFR
10 10 VFR 10 IFR 2+05 | 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 IFR
7+20
11 11 VER 11 IFR 3+50 | 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 IFR
8+35
12 12 VFR 12 IFR6+45 | 12 VFR 12 VFR 12 IFR 12 IFR
0+50 3+15
13 VFR 13 IFR2+20 | 13 IFR6+35 | 13 VFR 13 IFR 13 IFR 13 VFR
1+40 9+40
14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 IFR 14 IFR 14 VFR
0+50 2+00
15 VFR 15 VFR 15 VFR 15 VFR 15 IFR 15 VFR 15 VFR
4+10
16 VFR 16 VFR 16 VFR 16 VFR 16 IFR 16 IFR 16 VFR
8+20 7+00
17 IFR 17 IFR2+00 | 17 VFR 17 VFR 17 IFR 17 IFR 17 VFR
0+30 7+50 1+30
18 VFR 18 IFR7+10 | 18 VFR 18 VFR 18 IFR 18 IFR 18 VFR
7+40 3+10
19 IFR 19 IFR4+50 | 19 VFR 19 VFR 19 VFR 19 VFR 19 VFR
2+30
20 VFR 20 IFR8+40 | 20 VFR 20 VFR 20 VFR 20 IFR 20 IFR
3+05 5+10
21 VFR 21 IFR5+20 | 21 VFR 21 IFR 21 VFR 21 IFR 21 VFR
7+00 1+20
22 VFR 22 MISSING | 22 VFR 22 IFR 22 VFR 22 VFR 22 VFR
4+10
23 VFR 23 MISSING | 23 IFR0+30 | 23 IFR 23 VFR 23 VFR 23 VFR
4+00
24 VFR 24 IFR4+00 | 24 VFR 24 VFR 24 VFR 24 IFR 24 IFR
7+50 1+10
25 VFR 25 IFR 1+40 25 VFR 25 VFR 25 VFR 25 IFR 25 VFR
3+00
26 VFR 26 IFR2+20 | 26 VFR 26 IFR 26 VFR 26 VFR 26 VFR
2+20
27 VFR 27 IFR2+40 | 27 VFR 27 IFR 27 VFR 27 IFR 27 VFR
6+40 1+10
28 IFR 28 IFR2+40 | 28 IFR2+20 | 28 VFR 28 IFR 28 VFR 28 VFR
8+20 4+50
29 IFR 8+10 | 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR
30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR




31 VFR 31 31 VFR 31 VFR 31 31 VFR 31

IFR 19+30 IFR 54+00 IFR 32+40 IFR 37+40 IFR 35+20 IFR 45+30 | IFR 26+50

Total hours May-Nov 2004 2744

Total IFR hours 251+30

% Hours IFR  9.16%

March Weather Sunrise to Sunset

May 0600- | June 0540- July 0545- | Aug 0610- Sept 0630- Oct 0655- Nov 0615-

1930 1930 1955 1930 1900 1815 1645

1 1 VFR 1 VFR 1 IFR 3+05 1 VFR 1IFRO0+41 | 1 VFR

2 2 VFR 2 VFR 2 IFR 3+25 2 VFR 2 VFR 2 VFR

3 3 IFR2+46 | 3 IFR5+48 | 3 IFR5+30 3 VFR 3 IFR2+29 | 3 VFR

4 4 VFR 4 IFR2+14 | 4 VFR 4 VFR 4 IFR 1+44 | 4 VFR

5 5 IFR 5 IFR4+33 | 5 IFR 2+45 5 VFR 5 IFR2+00 | 5VFR
2+42

6 6 IFR2+35 | 6 IFR3+25 | 6 VFR 6 VFR 6 VFR 6 VFR

7 7 IFR3+55 | 7 VFR 7 VFR 7 VFR 7 VFR 7VFR

8 8 VFR 8 IFR4+10 | 8 VFR 8 VFR 8 VFR 8 VFR

9 9 VFR 9 IFR3+10 | 9 VFR 9 VFR 9 VFR 9 IFR 0+31

10 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 VFR 10 IFR 0+31

11 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 VFR 11 VFR

12 12 IFR 12 VFR 12 VFR 12 VFR 12 VFR 12 IFR3+11
1+11

13 VFR 13 VFR 13 VFR 13 VFR 13 IFR 13 IFR 13 VFR

2+35 3+00

14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR 14 VFR

15 VFR 15 IFR 15 VFR 15 VFR 15 IFR 15 VFR 15 VFR
3+51 4+49

16 VFR 16 IFR 16 VFR 16 VFR 16 IFR 16 IFR 16 VFR
4+35 4+47 1+34

17 VFR 17 IFR 17 VFR 17 VFR 17 IFR 17 VFR 17 VFR
4+35 4+03

18 VFR 18 IFR 18 VFR 18 VFR 18 IFR 18 VFR 18 VFR
4+31 3+40

19 IFR 55 19 IFR 19 VFR 19 VFR 19 VFR 19 IFR 19 VFR

MIN 5+02 3+48

20 VFR 20 IFR 20 VFR 20 VFR 20 VFR 20 IFR 20 IFR 3+07
4+25 3+02

21 VFR 21 IFR 21 VFR 21 IFR3+45 | 21 VFR 21 VFR 21 VFR
6+21

22 VFR 22 IFR 22 VFR 22 IFR 3+46 | 22 VFR 22 VFR 22 VFR
8+35

23 VFR 23 IFR 23 IFR 231IFR 3+49 | 23 VFR 23 VFR 23 VFR
5+13 2+38

24 VFR 24 IFR 24 VFR 24 VFR 24 VFR 24 IFR 24 IFR 2+11
4+37 4+26

25 VFR 25IFR 25 VFR 25 VFR 25 VFR 25 VFR 25 VFR
3+00

26 VFR 26 IFR 26 VFR 26 IFR2+10 | 26 VFR 26 VFR 26 IFR 1+52




2422

27 VFR 27 VFR 27 VFR 27 IFR 2+59 | 27 VFR 27 IFR 27 IFR 8+21
2+01

28 IFR 28 VFR 28 VFR 28 IFR0+23 | 28 IFR 28 VFR 28 VFR

4419 4425

29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 VFR 29 IFR 29 VFR
1+20

30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR 30 VFR

31 31 31 VFR 31 VFR 31 31 VFR 31

5+33 69+44 25+58 31+45 24+19 26+05 19+53

Total hours May-Nov 2004 2744
Total IFR Hours 203+17
% hours IFR 7.4%

Conclusion: March was VFR 92.6% of the daylight hours during the period, Hemet was
VFR 90.8%.




Security Checklist
(USFS FEPP required)

Facility Access and Protection
Revised June 8, 2005

Fencing
e Minimum 6’ chain link fence (existing) at permanent air tanker facilities, (8’ new)
e Fencing must meet or exceed the requirements specified within the FAA approved airport
security plan

Lighting
e Minimum of 3 foot candles of site lighting at permanent facilities while facility is active;
lighting should cover ramp and all tank storage areas

Signage
e “NO TRESPASSING” or similar signs posted in prominent locations surrounding
perimeter of facility
e Areas with restricted access should have appropriate signs posted
e Building exits that lead to restricted areas should be signed accordingly
e Signs should be multi-lingual in appropriate locations

Lock and key control
e Facility must utilize a “key control” system
e Number of keys available must be limited
e Keys may not be duplicated without approval
e Excess keys must be located in secure and locked location

Facility Access
e Security plan must identify any areas of facility that are “Restricted”
e Identification system must be used for areas of facility deemed “Restricted”
o0 Color coded shirts, hats, jackets, etc.
ID badges
Other technique
A government employee will escort those without background checks

O OO

Parking
e Access to parking in sensitive areas of facility must be limited and controlled
o ID check
o D badge/ ID card
o0 Security guard
o0 Other procedure



Accessibility of retardant and bulk fuel tanks, pumps and tank valves
e Retardant tanks, pumps and valves that could be used to drain tanks must have a positive
locking mechanism and/or tamper proof/tamper evident seals
e Fuel bulk storage tanks, pumps and valves that could be used to drain tanks must have a
positive locking mechanism and/or tamper proof/tamper evident seals
e Security plan must specify pre-use inspection procedures

Surveillance, monitoring and site supervision
e Security plan must specify the level and type of surveillance and monitoring provided
o Facility personnel, private security, FS law enforcement, local law enforcement,
national guard, etc.
e Facilities used to respond to type Il and larger incidents will provide security 24/7

Guests/visitors/personnel
e Restricted area access
o Background checks completed for all personnel that have full access to restricted
areas — contractors and part-time government employees
o0 A government employee will escort those without background checks
e Verify and document identification information for all guests and visitors
0 Check and document information
= Signature/initials of who verified information
= Date and time of visit
e Supervision provided for all visitors while at facility

Security plan
At a minimum, every security plan will address the following items:
e Security plan must specify the responsibility of the base manager and other personnel for
all aspects of security
0 Base Manager responsibilities
= Provide or coordinate training for all personnel on security plan
= Ensure that all transient aircraft are met by base personnel
e Contact information for local law enforcement, fire response and hazardous materials
personnel
e Plan must identify what areas of facility are “Restricted”
e Plan must identify what tamper proof/tamper-evident seals and or/locking mechanisms
will be utilized for retardants, bulk fuel tanks, chemicals and hazardous materials
e Plan must address the following procedures
Preflight security procedures/checks
Aircraft theft and hijacking response procedures
Aircraft ramp procedures
Aircraft hangar procedures (if applicable)
Security breach response procedures
Incident reporting protocol
Challenge procedures for unauthorized personnel
Emergency contact names and contact information

OO0OO0O0O0OO0O0O0



0 Pre-use inspection procedures for any retardants, chemicals and hazardous
materials
e Plan must identify any areas of facility that are “Restricted”
o0 Identify whether fixed-wing or rotor-wing parking is “Restricted”
o Specify identification system used for “Restricted” areas
= Color coded shirts, hats, jackets, etc.
= |D badges
e Other technique
e Plan must ensure information protection
0 Ensure protection of security codes
o0 Specify intervals to change/update security codes

Physical security measures
e Lock aircraft
e Aircraft shall be secured in locked hangar where available

Materials Handling (Retardant, petroleum products, fuels, chemicals, agricultural products, etc)
e Pre-delivery/off-site:
0 Ensure secure chain-of-custody of materials
e Materials storage:
o Utilize tamper-proof/tamper-evident seals and/or locks
o Distribution of hazardous materials monitored by authorized persons



Assessing current fire protection capability of two different air
base locations

It is well known that fixed wing and helicopter based aircraft are integral and often used
components of the fire suppression system in Southern California and in Riverside
County. For Riverside County, the best summary of the effectiveness of the overall fire
suppression system is the “Riverside Unit Fire Management Plan 2005 (Anthony 2005).
This is posted on the CDF web site at
http://www.fire.ca.gov/FireEmergencyResponse/FirePlan/units_countyfireplan.asp and is
also available at any CDF unit on the CDF’s intranet at
http://cdfweb/lts/FirePAS/UnitFireMgtPlans/RRU.pdf . In addition to describing the
overall approach of the Fire Plan, the document provides detailed information on the
specific assets at risk for each battalion within the County as well as a detailed Ignition
Workload Assessment that summarizes where wildland fires start in the county, the type
of ignition, and the whether the fire is contained within initial attack. The 2005 Fire Plan
notes that Riverside Unit achieves very good initial attack success, for grass fuel types —
96%, brush fuel types — 91%, woodland — 94% and conifer forests — 95%. These high
success rates are due in large part to the quick arrival of a range of fire suppression
resources in initial attack — fire engines, hand crews, bulldozers, fixed wing aircraft, and
helicopters.

Using the California Fire Economics Simulator to assess
different location of fire suppression resources

The increase, decrease or relocation of any fire suppression resource will change the
timing and scale of suppression resources arriving at a fire. To assess the potential impact
of moving or building a fire engine station, adding additional resources to existing
stations, or locating or relocating, CDF worked with the University of California to
develop a tool to accurately predict any potential changes in initial attack success due to
changing the number and location of fire suppression resources. The details of the tool,
known as the California Fire Economics Simulator (CFES2), are described in the two
attached memorandum — “CFES2 — California Fire Economics Simulator” (Stewart 2002)
and “CFES2 in Brief” (Spero 2002) that were prepared for briefings of legislative staff
and the Department of Finance. Basically, an accurate comparison of the potential
differences between the two proposed air tankers locations requires three primary
components to ensure that the results match the real world conditions.

1. A database of the potential fire starts and weather conditions that replicates
historic, and presumably future, conditions. This database should include best
case and the worst case, and scenarios describing everything in between in the
same proportions that they occur.


http://www.fire.ca.gov/FireEmergencyResponse/FirePlan/units_countyfireplan.asp
http://cdfweb/Its/FirePAS/UnitFireMgtPlans/RRU.pdf

2. An accurate inventory of all available suppression resources (fire engines,
bulldozers, hand crews, fixed wing aircraft, helicopters, etc.), the rules by which
they are deployed, travel times to fire starts, and effectiveness rates once on site.

3. Asimulation of how the resources match up against the full range of fire
conditions (wind driven, non-wind driven, few fires in the region, multiple fires in
the region, etc.) The model must be calibrated to match historic initial attack
success rates to be useful for modeling any changes. As documented in the
Riverside Unit Fire Management Plan (Anthony 2005), the initial attack success
in Riverside rates vary from 91% to 96% for different fuel types.

CDF uses our California Fire Economics Simulator (CFES2) to estimate potential
impacts in changes to any one of the three main sets of conditions described above. In
conjunction with the Riverside Unit CFES Coordinator, CDF’s Fire and Resource
Assessment Program (FRAP) fire economist used Riverside Unit’s updated CFES2 input
data to model initial attack for representatives fire occurrence and fire suppression
activity at 64 Representative Fire Locations throughout the Riverside Operational Unit.
The location of the representative fires capture the fuels and locational diversity of
Riverside County. To provide a statistically accurate outcome, the model is run 100 times
with the air tankers based at Hemet-Ryan and at March. Given that there are around 700
wildland fires on SRA in Riverside County every year, this simulation compared the
impact of the two different air bases over approximately 70,000 simulated fires. As noted
in the following figure, if the air base was moved from Hemet-Ryan to March, the
analysis predicted more fires to escape initial attack in only 1 out of 64 locations in 1 out
of 100 years. Compared to 70,000 fires, this simulation suggests that the two locations
are essentially equal in terms of the overall effectiveness in initial attack on wildland
fires.



California Fire Economics Simulator (CFES2) Initial Attack Simulation:
Moving Air Resources from Hemet/Ryan to March Field
Did Not Significantly Change Initial Attack Outcomes
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Key Assumptions

CFES2 Initial Attack Simulation

# Representative Fire Locations - All cooperating ground and air resources included in simulation.
- Simulation period: 100 years
+ - Fire occurrence and behavior variables held constant.
—
6

- Fireline production rate variables held constant.
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- Comparison to current organization differs only in response times.




Changes in acreage within a 15 minute flight circle of the two
airbases

It should not be surprising that the additional escape was in a location with a
comparatively large difference in flight time to the fire. The movement of the air base
northwest from Hemet-Ryan to March will logically place it closer to some acres and
farther from others. To assess overall effectiveness of air suppression, it is necessary to
look at the location of all air resource in Southern California as well as areas that
historically have had aggressive fires that can escape initial containment. In addition to
CDF’s air base in Riverside County, CDF also has an airbase at Ramona in northern San
Diego County. The US Forest Service also operates air bases at San Bernardino and Fox
Field in Los Angeles County. The following figure labeled *Responsibility Acres” shows
the fire suppression responsibilities within the 15 minute flight circles of Ramona,
Hemet-Ryan, and March air attack bases. A shift from Hemet-Ryan to March would
create an ‘arc’ outside the 15 minute circle on the south side at the same time it would
add other coverage to the northwest. The following table describes the potential changes
in terms of acres within the 15 minute circle and acres within a 16-19 minute range.

Coverage within 20

minute response (5
minute takeoff, 15
minute in flight)

SRA - State
Responsibility
Area (acres)

LRA - Local
Responsibility
Area (acres)

FRA - Federal
Responsibility
Area (acres)

Same 1,337,723 1,518,981 1,376,315
1-4 minutes closer

to March 114,023 284,274 480,915
1-4 minutes closer

to Hemet Ryan 376,866 231,522 236,137
Net Difference at

March -262,843 52,752 244,778
Percent Difference -14% 3% 12%

A shift to March would primarily impact acreage in northern San Diego County that is
within 10 minutes of flight time from Ramona Air Attack Base. In addition a review of
the potential of large fires in this part of San Diego is not that high compared to other
areas within Southern California



Responsibility Acres

March AAB

SRA 1,449,646
FRA 1,800,512
LRA 1,857,616

Hemet AAB

SRA 1,747,331
FRA 1,718,108
LRA 1,613,629

Ramona AAB

SRA 1,678,766
FRA 1,195,695
LRA 969,959

Highlighted Area

SRA 370,033
FRA 143,531
LRA 115,278

NOTE:

Circles are 52 miles in
diameter approximately
15 minutes of flight




A comparison of 15 minute flight circles to historic fires

A shift to March would primarily impact acreage in northern San Diego County that is
within 10 minutes of flight time from Ramona Air Attack Base. In addition a review of
the potential of large fires in this part of San Diego is not that high compared to other
areas within Southern California. The following figure overlay the 15 minute flight
circles of CDF’s potential sites as well as the combined circles of CDF and US Forest
Service air attack bases. Four air tanker bases currently serve Southern California — two
federal and two state. The “flight circle’ map overlays the 15 minute flying circles on top
of a coverage of ‘times burned between 1950-2003” and the location of the National
Forests. This map clearly shows the areas where large fires have burned and will
probably burn again in the future. The area outside the 15 minute flight circle from March
but within the Hemet circle includes relatively limited area that has experienced more
than 2 fires in the past 53 years. While the area outside the Hemet circle but within the
March circle includes considerable areas that had from 2 to 5 fires over the past 53 years.
Most of these fire prone areas are within the Angeles National Forest and directly upslope
from very densely populated areas.
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Fire Assets, Ignitions, Initial Attack Success, and Initial Attack
Failure in Riverside County

The analysis of the various air base locations suggests that most of the changes would
occur in San Diego and Los Angeles counties. Since most Riverside County falls within
the 15 minute flight circles of both Hemet-Ryan and March, analyzing the coverage
impacts requires a more detailed analysis of fire risk and fire occurrence within the
county. The preceding “Number of times Burned between 1950 and 2003” clearly show
that the areas with the most fires are on the relatively unpopulated mountain areas
running NW-SE behind both air bases. From the point of view of citizens and private
property owners in Riverside County, it is also worth looking at the spatial location of
assets at risk from wildfire, fire ignitions, ignitions that escape initial attack and require
more fire suppression resources, and the overall fire workload for the Riverside
Operational Unit. The best source of relevant information is the Riverside Unit Fire
Management Plan - 2005 (Anthony 2005). The following three maps illustrate a
consistent pattern: while the areas of historic burned acres are in the mountainous areas in
the north central part of the county, the assets at risk, ignitions, and overall fire workload
are primarily in the western end of the county. The ‘Riverside Unit — Assets at Risk’
coverage shows a weighted coverage of private and watershed assets could be at risk if a
wildfire escaped initial attack. The ‘Riverside Unit — 2004 Ignitions’ shows where
ignitions actually occurred and whether initial attack was successful. While the assets at
risk coverage shows high value areas widely scattered across the western half of the
county, the actual pattern of ignitions is mainly in the northwestern portion of the county.
This is more clearly shown in the ‘Riverside Unit — Failure Density’ map where the
heaviest fire workload areas are shown in red.



2005 Riverside Unit Pre-Fire Management Plan

Riverside Unit - Assets At Risk
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2005 Riverside Unit Pre-Fire Management Plan

Riverside Unit - 2004 Ignitions
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2005 Riverside Unit Pre-Fire Management Plan

Riverside Unit - Failure Density
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Southern California Subdivisions adjacent to Wildland Fuels and
Potential Fires

Another approach for assessing the potential work load for air tankers is to analyze where
large numbers of homes are adjacent to wildlands that could carry large wildland fires. In
additional to initial attack on f<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>