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Wildlife Hazard Management (WHM)

• ACI has identified wildlife hazard management as a high priority.

• Despite the three editions of the ACI Wildlife Hazard Management Handbook
and ACI’s active participation in the updates of ICAO Doc.9137 Part 3,
wildlife continue to be a global challenge.

• WP54 (presented during the ICAO AN Conference 14th) was passed on to the
ICAO WHMEG,

• Bird sanctuary management is unavailable

• Increase in wildlife reports

Airports Council International World

Status:

• WP 54 is the WHMEG under discussion. They are promoting the development of an
ICAO circular, similar to the volcanic ash one.

• ACI developed a working paper to ICAO with the objective of proposing tangible
solutions to this issue, in particular to the roles and responsibilities of the State outside
the airport perimeter fence.
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What is the problem with WHM?

Airport wildlife-hazard programs are well established within aerodrome
boundaries through ICAO and ACI guidance. However:

• A major safety gap remains outside the airport perimeter, especially along
approach, departure, and en-route corridors.

• Most reported wildlife strikes occur below 3,500 ft AGL, with 80% below
1,500 ft—mostly in areas outside airport operator control.

• Off-airport strikes can cause significant safety and financial impacts; the
FAA reports average downtime of 83 hours and about USD 225,000 per
damaging event.

• Airport operators can identify and report off-airport hazards, but generally
lack legal authority to manage nearby land uses.

• Common off-airport wildlife attractants include landfills, sewage plants,
reservoirs, agriculture, waste facilities, and nature reserves.

• Current cooperation with local authorities and landowners is often voluntary
and inconsistent across States.

Airports Council International World
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WHM Responsibility Outside Airport Boundaries at WHMEG/12

Airports Council International World

What can we do about it? 

Rec. 1

States should designate a competent authority (civil aviation authority, land-use planning authority, or 
equivalent) with explicit responsibility for assessing and managing wildlife hazard attractants in the 
approach, departure, and en-route corridors in the vicinity of aerodromes (outside the airport perimeter 
fence).

Rec. 2

States should establish and/or enforce regulatory instruments (land-use zoning, environmental permitting, 
municipal by-laws, or equivalent) that either (a) prohibit land uses constituting a significant wildlife 
attractant within a defined distance of an aerodrome, or (b) require operators of such land uses to 
implement “certified” wildlife management measures.

Rec. 3

The relevant authority should be required to formally consult with the aerodrome operator and the civil 
aviation authority before approving any new land-use project that may introduce wildlife attractants within 
the ICAO 13-km bird circle or its equivalent.

Rec. 4
ICAO and relevant organizations (ACI included) should consider developing an implementation package to 
support States in the wildlife hazard management outside the airport perimeter fence.
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Updates on ICAO AOWG

Current Framework

ICAO SARPs & Doc 9137 Part 3

Assign WHM responsibility to the aerodrome operator —
correctly, but exclusively.

ACI WHM Handbook (2022)

Acknowledges the aerodrome "does not have the opportunity 
to directly manage habitats outside of the aerodrome." 
Recommends voluntary partnerships.

Annex 14 (existing)

Requires States to prevent hazardous development in 
approach/departure areas — but no explicit SARPs for off-
airport wildlife management responsibility.

What Is Missing

No designated competent authority

No ICAO requirement for States to name a body responsible 
for land-use and wildlife management outside the 
aerodrome.

Voluntary cooperation only

Partnerships with landowners, municipalities, and 
environmental agencies are unenforceable and globally 
inconsistent.

No consultation obligation

Developers and land-use planners can approve wildlife-
attracting facilities near airports with no mandatory aviation 
safety review.
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❖ WHM Responsibility Outside Airport Boundaries

Airports Council International World

Updates on WHMEG

86%
of strikes on/near the aerodrome
— but the damaging tail lies beyond the fence

The Gap

✓ Inside the fence — airport operators already meet their WHM obligations

✗ Outside the fence — no binding obligation on States, planning bodies or 

municipalities
Four Measures

1 Designate a 

competent authority

for off-airport WHM

2
Enforceable 

instruments

zoning · permitting · by-

laws

3
Mandatory 

consultation

within the 13-km bird 

circle

4
Reflect in ICAO 

SARPs

Annex 14 / Doc 9137 / 

Doc 9981

Three Precedents

EU
EASA RMT.0751 — Protection of aerodrome surroundings (rulemaking 

task, 2026) — covers wildlife hazard around aerodromes

AU
NASF Guideline C — National Airports Safeguarding Framework — sits in 

land-use planning, not aviation regulation

ES
Royal Decree 369/2023 — Aeronautical easements explicitly list wildlife-

attraction sources as regulated hazards

NEXT STEP Recommend an ICAO Wildlife Symposium — raise State awareness; share national models
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❖ Cross-Disciplinary Wildlife Strike Risk Management (WP/54)

Airports Council International World

Updates on WHMEG

Mandate Chain

AN-Conf/14
14th Air Nav Conf, 2024

ADOP
Aerodrome Design & 

Ops Panel

WHMEG
Wildlife Hazard Mgmt 

Expert Group

ANC
Air Navigation 

Commission

214,734
strikes 2022-24

156
reporting States

86%
on/near aerodrome

+36%
vs prior period

Source: ICAO Bulletin EB 2026/8 (20 March 2026, IBIS)

Documents in Scope — why a cross-disciplinary job card

Annex 6 Annex 11 Annex 13 Annex 14 PANS-ATM PANS-OPS PANS-AD Doc 10066

Path Forward — ~5 years total

Gap analysis
~1 yr

PANS
~2 yrs

SARPs
~2 yrs

Broad support ·  IFALPA  ·  IFATCA  ·  IATA  ·  ACI  ·  ATMOPS & FLTOPS panels  ·  Flight Safety Bureau
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❖ Introducing "Threat" — a Real-Time Operational Layer

Airports Council International World

6. Updates on WHMEG

Three Operational Layers

HAZARD WHAT  static inventory (species + aircraft) WHEN  documented WHERE  in WHMP / Doc 9137

RISK WHAT  probability × severity WHEN  biennial cycle WHERE  in SMS / Doc 9859

THREAT WHAT  hazard × current conditions WHEN  real-time WHERE  to the pilot, in the cockpit
the missing layer

Proven Model: GRF → Proposed Model: WHCC

GRF  ·  runway surface  ·  in force since 2021

RCAM assessment matrix

RWYCC 0–6 runway condition code

SNOWTAM + ATIS + ATC

WHCC  ·  wildlife condition  ·  proposed

WHAM assessment matrix

WHCC 1–5 wildlife hazard condition code

BIRDTAM + ATIS + ATC  ·  PWOR feedback

WHCC scale 1 2 3 4 5

hazardous significant moderate low no activity



11

Wildlife Hazard Management is not an aerodrome 

problem, it is a low altitude problem.
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Thank you!
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