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May 25, 2017
Mr. Joe Burcar
Washington Department of Ecology |
Shorelands and Bnvironmental Assistance Program, Northwest Region
3190 160th Avenue SE

Rellevue, WA 98008-5452
Dear Mr. Blzmaz*

SUBIECT: CQASTAL CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT TO ANALYZE POTENTIAL IMPACT EOR
PROPOSED CONTINUATION AND EXPANSION OF ELECTRONIC
ATTACK OPERATIONS AND CAPABILITIES AT NAVAL AIR STATIGN
WHIDBEY ISLAND

The United States Department of the Navy is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement
o analyze the potential impacts for the proposed continuation and expansion of electronic attack
operations and capabilities at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island. To comply with the.
federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) §307(c){(1), the Navy is submitting a Coastal
Consistency Determination (CCD) for activities undertaken by a Federal agenoy.

The Proposed Action is to: {1} continue and expand EA-18G Growler operations at the NAS
- Whidbey Island complex, which includes field carrier landing practice by Growler afrcraft that
oceurs at Ault Field and Ouilying Landing Field Coupeville; (2) increase electrondc attack
capabilities (provide for an increase of 35 or 36 aireraft) 10 support an expanded us
Department of Defense mission for identifying, tracking, and targeting in 2 complex electronic
warfare eavironment; (3) construet and renovate facilities at Auli Field to accommodate
additional Crowler aircraft; and (4) station additional personnel and theit family members at the
NAS Whidbey Island complex and in the surrounding community.

Pursuant to Section 307 of the CZMA, the Navy has determined that the Proposed Action
(regardless of the alternative chosen) may result in effects to a state coastal use or resource and
will be undertaken in 2 manner fully consistent with the enforceable policies of Washington™s
Coastal Resources Management Program. The Navy requests your concurrence with our finding
“in accordance with the CZMA and its implementing regulations,
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To aid in your review, a copy of the CCD is included. Our point of contact is Mike Bianchi,
who can be contacted ‘at michael.bianchil@navy.mil or (360) 257-4024,

Enclosure 1: Coastal Consistency Determination
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COASTAL CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION FOR GROWLER AIRFIELD
OPERATIONS AT NAS WHIDBEY ISLAND, WASHINGTON

Introduction

This document provides the State of Washington with the U.S. Department of the Navy’s (Navy)
Consistency Determination under Section 307 (c) (1) of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) of 1972, as amended, for the proposed continuation and expansion of electronic attack
operations and capabilities at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island. Specifically, beginning as early as
2017, the Navy proposes to:

e continue and expand existing Growler operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex, which
includes field carrier landing practice (FCLP) by Growler aircraft that occurs at Ault Field and
Outlying Landing Field (OLF) Coupeville;

e increase electronic attack capabilities by adding 35 or 36 aircraft to support an expanded U.S.
Department of Defense (DoD) mission for identifying, tracking, and targeting in a complex
electronic warfare environment;

e construct and renovate facilities at Ault Field to accommodate additional Growler aircraft; and

e station additional personnel and their family members at the NAS Whidbey Island complex and
in the surrounding community.

After careful consideration of the information, data, and analysis provided in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS), the Navy has determined that the Proposed Action (regardless of the
alternative chosen) will be undertaken in a manner fully consistent with the applicable objectives and
the enforceable policies of Washington’s Coastal Resources Management Program.

Overview of NAS Whidbey Island

The NAS Whidbey Island complex is located in Island County, Washington, on Whidbey Island, in the
northern Puget Sound region (Attachment 1). The NAS Whidbey Island complex includes the main air
station (Ault Field), OLF Coupeville, the Seaplane Base, and Lake Hancock. Ault Field is located in the
north-central part of the island, adjacent to the City of Oak Harbor (Attachment 2). OLF Coupeville is
located approximately 10 miles south of Ault Field and is used primarily for FCLP. The Seaplane Base is
within the city limits of Oak Harbor and is the primary support facility for NAS Whidbey Island complex,
including Navy housing, the Navy Exchange and Commissary, and administration/communications
facilities. The Seaplane Base is included in this analysis because it contains housing and support
facilities, which would be used by personnel and their dependents. Lake Hancock is a 423-acre site near
Greenbank, Washington, that was previously used for aerial bombing training between 1943 and 1971.
Lake Hancock Training Range was listed as closed for aerial bombing training in 2002. Today, the site is
managed by the Navy and The Nature Conservancy as a wetlands marsh. This area is still underneath
restricted airspace, and a portion of the site is currently being used by the military to monitor training in
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Admiralty Bay and for other military training exercises. The Proposed Action would not impact resources
at Lake Hancock; therefore, Lake Hancock will not be discussed further in this analysis.

Commissioned in 1942 as part of NAS Whidbey Island, Ault Field is the only Naval air station in the
Pacific Northwest. It has supported Naval aviation for more than 70 years and served as the primary
home base location for the Navy’s Electronic Warfare community for more than 45 years. Ault Field and
the Seaplane Base were identified as ideal locations for the rearming and refueling of Navy patrol planes
and other tactical aircraft operating in defense of Puget Sound during World War Il; OLF Coupeville
became operational in 1943 to support practice approach/landings and emergency landings. Over a
period of more than 40 years, Ault Field has evolved into the Navy’s home for its Electronic Attack
aircraft. OLF Coupeville, an integral part of operations at Ault Field, provides the most realistic training
for FCLP, as well as training for search-and-rescue and parachute operations.

Proposed Federal Agency Action

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to augment the Navy’s existing Electronic Attack community at
NAS Whidbey Island by operating additional Growler aircraft as appropriated by Congress. The Navy
needs to effectively and efficiently increase electronic attack capabilities in order to counter increasingly
sophisticated threats and provide more aircraft per squadron in order to give operational commanders
more flexibility in addressing future threats and missions. The need for the Proposed Action is to
maintain and expand Growler operational readiness to support national defense requirements under
Title 10, United States Code (U.S.C.), Section 5062.

The Navy evaluates the No Action Alternative as well as three action alternatives for implementing the
Proposed Action. The basic action alternatives assessed consist of force structure and operational
changes to support an expanded DoD capacity and include variations of the following factors:

e number of aircraft assigned per squadron
e number of expeditionary squadrons
e number of personnel

e distribution of aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF Coupeville (Scenarios A, B, and C for each
action alternative)

Each force structure alternative has different facility construction needs and personnel numbers, each of
which has additional impacts on the environment. Fundamental to understanding the differences in
force structure between the action alternatives is understanding the three types of Electronic Attack
squadrons home based at the NAS Whidbey Island complex--carrier squadrons, expeditionary
squadrons, and the training squadron--and the training requirements for each squadron type. The
number of FCLPs that would be conducted in the complex is dictated by the type of squadron.

e Carrier squadrons, which deploy on aircraft carriers and conduct periodic FCLP to requalify
to land on aircraft carriers;

e Expeditionary squadrons, including the reserve squadron, deploy to overseas land-based
locations and therefore do not normally require periodic FCLP prior to deployment; and
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e the Training squadron, which is also known as the Fleet Replacement Squadron, or FRS. The
training squadron is responsible for “post-graduate” training of newly designated Navy
pilots and Naval Flight Officers, those returning to flight status after non-flying assignments,
or those transitioning to a new aircraft for duty in the Fleet. The training squadron is the
“schoolhouse” where pilots receive their initial FCLP training, and it fosters professional
standardization and a sense of community.

The following is a summary of the squadron, aircraft, and personnel additions that are proposed under
each alternative.

e Action Alternative 1: Expand carrier capabilities by adding three additional aircraft to each
of the existing nine carrier squadrons and augmenting the FRS with eight additional aircraft
(a net increase of 35 aircraft). Alternative 1 would add an estimated 371 Navy personnel and
509 dependents to the region.

e Action Alternative 2: Expand expeditionary and carrier capabilities by establishing two new
expeditionary squadrons, adding two additional aircraft to each of the nine existing carrier
squadrons, and augmenting the FRS with eight additional aircraft (a net increase of 36
aircraft). Alternative 2 would add an estimated 664 Navy personnel and 910 dependents to
the region.

e Action Alternative 3: Expand expeditionary and carrier capabilities by adding three
additional aircraft to each of the three existing expeditionary squadrons, adding two
additional aircraft to each of the nine existing carrier squadrons, and augmenting the FRS
with nine additional aircraft (a net increase of 36 aircraft). Alternative 3 would add an
estimated 377 Navy personnel and 894 dependents to the region.

No Action Alternative

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.14[d])
require an EIS to evaluate the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative provides a benchmark
that typically enables decision makers to compare the magnitude of potential environmental effects of
the proposed alternatives with conditions in the affected environment.

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not occur; this means the Navy would not
operate additional Growler aircraft and would not add additional personnel at Ault Field, and no
construction associated with the Proposed Action would occur. The No Action Alternative would not
meet the purpose of or need for the Proposed Action; however, the conditions associated with the No
Action Alternative serve as reference points for describing and quantifying the potential impacts
associated with the proposed alternatives. For this EIS, the Navy analyzes 2021 as the representative
year for the No Action Alternative because it represents conditions when events at Ault Field for aircraft
loading, facility and infrastructure assets, personnel levels, and number of aircraft unrelated to the
Growler Proposed Action are expected to be fully implemented and complete. Therefore, with these
other actions complete, the analysis isolates the impacts of this Proposed Action of adding additional
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Growler aircraft and personnel and associated construction. Conditions that are evaluated as
implemented and fully complete prior to 2021 include the following:

e the P-3C Orion/EP-3 will be retired from the Navy in 2021
e six P-8A Poseidon squadrons will be home based at Ault Field by 2020

e projected volumes of transient and other aircraft utilizing Ault Field in 2021 based on current
and historical volumes of these aircraft

Action Overview at NAS Whidbey Island

The Proposed Action would require certain facilities and infrastructure to support the necessary
training, maintenance, and operational requirements. New construction, renovation, and modification
of facilities and infrastructure would be required for each action alternative. A general description of the
facilities and infrastructure required for additional Growler aircraft and personnel, and to meet the
needs of the Proposed Action, is provided below (also see Table 1).

e Airfield Pavement
Airfield pavement design is determined predominantly by the airfield traffic, maximum gross
weight of the aircraft that the airfield must support, and environmental conditions to which
the pavement will be subjected.

e Aircraft Parking Apron
Aircraft parking aprons consist of paved areas in proximity to maintenance hangars; they
provide parking space, tie-down locations, and areas to perform maintenance for aircraft.
Each parking apron provides sufficient area to allow safe separation between individual
aircraft and provide taxi lanes for aircraft movement.

e Flight Training and Briefing Building
This building provides space for briefing rooms and classrooms, instructor pilot offices,
ready rooms, flight planning roomes, flight simulators, and other support space.

e Maintenance Hangars
Maintenance hangars provide equipment and personnel a weather-protected shelter for
inspection, servicing, and maintenance , and emergency shelter for operational aircraft as
well as general administration of squadron operations.

e Aircraft Armament Storage
Armament storage provides space and utilities to perform maintenance on bomb racks,
wing and centerline pylons, missile launchers, and adapters.

e Mobile Maintenance Facility
A storage area that provides space to store Mobile Maintenance Facility tactical support
vans along with their major and ancillary equipment prior to and after deployment.

The figure in Attachment 3 shows the locations of all required facilities under each alternative. New
Growler aircraft would be accommodated by existing Growler parking apron space. Enough space
currently exists to park 103 Growler aircraft on the parking apron adjacent to Growler hangar spaces.
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The completion of ongoing military construction projects in June 2018 will increase the number of
aircraft parking spots to 113. New construction under all alternatives to support new Growler aircraft
and personnel would include additional aircraft armament storage, hangar facilities, Mobile
Maintenance Facility storage area, and expanded personnel parking areas. All planned construction
activities would occur on the north end of the flight line at Ault Field. New parking areas, maintenance
facilities, and armament storage would be constructed along Enterprise Road at the north end of Charles
Porter Road. No construction would be required at OLF Coupeville because it is capable of supporting
increased operational requirements in its current state. Details include:

e Temporary hangar facilities would be utilized throughout construction to support squadron
functions until permanent facilities are completed. Once construction is complete, all temporary
facilities will be removed.

e Repairs to an inactive taxiway for aircraft parking in addition to expanded hangar space.
e Atwo-squadron hangar would be constructed on the flight line adjacent to Hangar 5.
e Hangar 12 would be expanded to accommodate additional training squadron aircraft.

Under any of the alternatives, planned land disturbance for construction activities under all alternatives
would be 10.1 acres. Once constructed, facilities and parking would add up to 2.2 acres of new
impervious surface at the installation. Prior to implementation of the Proposed Action, all appropriate
permits and authorizations will be obtained.

Coastal Zone Management and Environmental Impact Statement

The CZMA created the National Coastal Management Program for management and control of the uses
of and impacts on coastal zone resources. The program is implemented through federally approved
state coastal management programs (CMPs). Federal approval of a state CMP triggers the CZMA Section
307 federal Consistency Determination requirement. The first step in the CZMA federal consistency
process is to determine whether the proposed action would have a reasonably foreseeable direct,
indirect, or cumulative effect on a state’s coastal uses or resources (Chief of Naval Operations
Instruction [OPNAVINST] M-5090.1). This is called an “effects test.” After conducting an effects test, the
Navy determined that the proposed action may result in reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects on Washington’s coastal uses or resources; therefore, the Navy has prepared this
Consistency Determination.

The coastal zone includes all lands and waters from the coastline seaward to 3 nautical miles (hm). The
coastline along the inland marine waters is located at the seaward limit of rivers, bays, estuaries, or
sounds. The CZMA specifically excludes from the coastal zone those lands that are subject solely by law
to the discretion of, or held in trust by, the federal government (NOAA and Washington State
Department of Ecology, 2001).

The State of Washington has developed and implemented a federally approved CMP describing current
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coastal legislation and enforceable policies (NOAA and Washington State Department of Ecology, 2001).
Under the program, this Consistency Determination is based on an evaluation of the enforceable policies
of the Washington State Coastal Zone Management Program. The enforceable policies of the
Washington CMP include:

e Shoreline Management Act (SMA);

e (Clean Water Act (CWA);

e Clean Air Act (CAA);

e State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA);

e Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) law; and
e QOcean Resources Management Act (ORMA).

Enforceable Policies Not Applicable to the Proposed Action

The Navy reviewed the Washington State CMP to identify enforceable policies that were relevant and
applicable to the Proposed Action. Table 1 identifies and explains the Washington State CMP policies
that are not applicable to the Proposed Action.

Table 1. Enforceable Polices of the Washington Coastal Management Program Not Applicable
to the Proposed Action

Enforceable Policy Explanation of Non-Applicability

Proposed Action will comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act, and state and local agencies will be provided an
opportunity to review and comment on the environmental
impacts. Therefore, a separate Washington SEPA review is not

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter
43.21 Revised Code of Washington (RCW)

required.
Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation | Proposed Action would not include the addition of any new
Council (EFSEC), Chapter 80.50 RCW energy facilities.
Ocean Resources Management Act (ORMA), Proposed Action does not include ocean uses or activities in
Chapter 43.143 RCW the waters of Pacific Ocean along the coast of Washington.

Enforceable Policies Applicable to the Proposed Action
The Proposed Action is analyzed for consistency with the applicable CMP enforceable policies below.
SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT, CHAPTER 90.58 REVISED CODE OF WASHINGTON (RCW)

The SMA designates preferred uses for protected shorelines and provides for the protection of
shoreline natural resources and public access to shoreline areas. Under the SMA, protected shorelines
include the following: (1) all marine waters; (2) streams and rivers with greater than 20 cubic feet per
second mean annual flow; (3) lakes larger than 20 acres; (4) upland areas called shorelands that extend
200 feet landward from the edge of these waters; and (5) biological wetlands and river deltas and
some or all of the 100-year floodplain, including all wetlands within the 100-year floodplain when they
are associated with the prior four areas. The SMA also designates “shorelines of statewide significance,”
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which are divided into marine areas, streams and rivers, and lakes. Within the “marine areas”
category, there are three delineations: (1) “the Pacific Ocean coastline,” (2) “specific estuarine areas
between the ordinary high water mark and line of extreme low tide and all associated shorelands,” and
(3) “all other areas of Puget Sound and the Strait of Juan de Fuca and adjacent salt water areas lying
waterward of the line of extreme low tide line.” Local governments may also identify additional
shoreline areas that warrant special protection; however, local government approvals are not by
themselves standards for CZMA determinations, and state CZMA federal consistency decisions are not
contingent upon local approvals. Local policies are only applicable for CZMA review purposes if federally
approved.

While the Proposed Action would occur on federal land within a coastal county of Washington, no
aspect of the Proposed Action would have a direct effect on any protected shoreline or any shoreline
natural resources, as defined by the SMA. In addition, the Proposed Action would not interfere with
public access to any shoreline areas. Therefore, the Proposed Action would be fully consistent with the
SMA.

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT, CHAPTER 90.48 RCW

The Washington Water Pollution Control Act is aimed at retaining and securing high quality for all waters
of the state. In doing so, the Water Pollution Control Act works cooperatively with the federal CWA
to regulate discharges to the navigable waters of the United States, including wetlands within
Washington State. The Water Pollution Control Act prohibits the discharge of any polluting matter
into the waters of the state. As such, the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) has the
authority to issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) storm water permits for
potential construction-related discharges. Construction activities must also implement best
management practices (BMPs) as appropriate for the activity.

Because more than 1 acre would be disturbed during construction, a construction NPDES storm water
permit will be obtained from the Washington State DOE through its water quality permit program.
Under the permit, the Navy (NAS Whidbey Island) would submit a site-specific Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP) for new discharges that will include a site plan for managing storm water
runoff and describe the BMPs to be implemented to eliminate or reduce erosion, sedimentation, and
storm water pollution. With proper implementation of the SWMP, impacts on water quality from
erosion and off-site sedimentation during construction would be minor. No wetlands would be
disturbed by any of the construction projects proposed under any of the alternatives. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would be fully consistent with the Water Pollution Control Act.

WASHINGTON CLEAN AIR ACT, CHAPTER 70.94 RCW
Criteria Pollutants

The Washington Clean Air Act, as amended, provides for protection and enhancement of the state’s air
resources and implements portions of the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA designates six
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pollutants as “criteria pollutants” for which National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been
established to protect public health and welfare. These include particulate matter less than 10 microns
in diameter (PMy,) and less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM, ), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide
(S0,), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), lead (Pb), and ozone (0Os). Areas that do not meet NAAQS for criteria
pollutants are designated as “nonattainment areas” for that pollutant. Areas that achieve the air quality
standard after being designated nonattainment areas are re-designated as “attainment areas” following
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) approval of a maintenance plan.

The Proposed Action would be located in Island County. Air quality within Island County is regulated by
the Northwest Clean Air Agency (NWCAA), which covers Island, Skagit, and Whatcom Counties, and is
one of seven regional air quality control agencies that were formed after passage of the Washington
Clean Air Act in 1967. The NWCAA and the Washington State DOE are responsible for implementing and
enforcing state and federal air quality regulations in Washington. Washington Administrative Code
Chapters 173-476 provides details regarding ambient air pollution standards in consideration of public
health, safety, and welfare in the State of Washington. Island County is classified by the USEPA as
unclassified/attainment for all criteria pollutants (USEPA, 2015). Because NAS Whidbey Island is located
in a region that is in attainment for all NAAQS, a conformity application analysis outlined in Section 176
(c) of the federal CAA would not be required. The NWCAA manages air quality in the region with
different programs. Ault Field at the NAS Whidbey Island complex is considered a designated major
source because the facility has the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year of CO, NOy, sulfur
oxides, and volatile organic compounds, and more than 25 tons per year of combined hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs). These air pollutants are defined as regulated air pollutants in the WAC 173-401
(NWCAA, 2013). Therefore, the NAS Whidbey Island complex has an Air Operating Permit (AOP). The
Proposed Action would result in an increase in emissions from building energy use. In addition,
increased maintenance and operations of aircraft may also result in an increase in painting, degreasing,
and fueling operations, and fuel storage, which could increase reported emissions from these permitted
sources. These emissions increases should be negligible and are within the permit’s maximum totals.
Because the Proposed Action would not result in any permanent new stationary sources of air pollutant
emissions or new emissions above the permitting thresholds, permit changes are not required.
Temporary construction emissions would also be negligible. The NAS Whidbey Island complex produces
mobile source emissions from air station operations, including aircraft operations (flight operations at
Ault Field and OLF Coupeville, and maintenance at Ault Field), employee commuting, and use of other
mobile equipment. Under all three action alternatives, changes to aircraft operations and personnel
commuting would result in an increase in annual emissions. The NAS Whidbey Island AOP does not
cover mobile emissions. Mobile emissions are not subject to permit requirements or emission
thresholds; therefore, the level of impact from these emissions is inconclusive. These emissions
contribute to regional emission totals and can affect compliance with NAAQS. The region is currently in
attainment for all NAAQS, and the NWCAA continues to monitor ambient air emission levels to confirm
continued compliance. Therefore, the Proposed Action would fully consistent with the CZMA.

Conclusion
After careful consideration of the information, data, and analysis provided in the DEIS, we have
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determined that the Proposed Action (regardless of the alternative chosen) will be undertaken in a
manner fully consistent with the applicable objectives and the enforceable policies of Washington’s
Coastal Resources Management Program.
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From: Bianchi, Michael C NAVFAC NW, PRW4

To: Padgett, Rebekah (ECY)

Cc: Burcar, Joe (ECY); Padgett, Lisa M CIV USFF, N46; Stallings. Sarah CIV NAVFAC Atlantic; Williamson, Todd H CIV
NAVFAC LANT. EV; Bengtson, Melanie L CIV NAVFAC NW, PRW4; FFC.RECORD; FFC.RECORD; EFC.RECORD

Subject: CZMA Comment Responses

Date: Thursday, September 7, 2017 1:18:26 PM

Attachments: EINAL_CZMA Comment Responses_090617 final.docx

FINAL_CZMA Comment Review_090617.xIsx

Rebekah,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 184 public comments that WA Department of Ecology received on the
Navy's Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD).

After extensive review of these public comments, no new information was learned that would necessitate changes to
the Navy's CCD analysis.

Our review of public commentsis attached. Within the excel spreadshest, we listed each comment received, a
summary of topicsit covered, and a response code which corresponds to the write-upsin the attached word
document. Most of the comments did not address coastal zone management related topics and did not reference the
Navy's CCD analysis or Washington's Coastal Zone Management Program..

Once you have had a chance to review these documents, it may be helpful to schedule a conference call to clarify
any questions you have on the Proposed Action, Draft EIS, or the CCD analysis.

As discussed with Mr. Joe Burcar, the Navy will grant an extension of two additional weeksto 21 September 2017
for completion of the consultation. Please reach out to Mike Bianchi (360-257-4024) or Lisa Padgett (757-836-
8446) with further questions.

Sincerely,

Mike Bianchi

Environmental Planner/Natural Resources Manager
NAS Whidbey Island

360.257.4024

GROWLER EISPROJECT FILE
##CODE.GROWLEREIS.PF##
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1. Duplicative Comment

This comment has reviewed and determined to be not related to the enforceable policies of the
Washington State coastal zone. This comment is a duplicate of an exact comment received by the
Navy during the public comment period of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex. The Navy accepted public
comment on the Draft EIS from November 10, 2016, to February 24, 2017. Comments received
during that time will be responded to in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

2. Out of Scope

This comment has been reviewed and determined to not be related to the enforceable polices of
the Washington State coastal zone, which include: (1) Shoreline Management Act, (2) Clean Water
Act, (3) Clean Air Act, (4) State Environmental Policy Act, (5) Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
law, and (6) Ocean Resources Management Act.

3. General Response

The Navy has determined the information provided in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-
18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex (Draft EIS), including the Coastal
Consistency Determination provided in Appendix G of the Draft EIS, is sufficient to support the
Washington State Department of Ecology Coastal Zone Management Act Determination. After careful
consideration of the information, data, and analysis provided in the Draft EIS, the Navy
determined that the Proposed Action (regardless of the alternative chosen) will be undertaken in a
manner fully consistent with the applicable objectives and the enforceable policies of Washington'’s
Coastal Resources Management Program.

The Navy analyzed impacts from the Proposed Action on many natural and human resource areas.
Analysis relevant to the Coastal Consistency Determination including, but is not limited to, air
quality, water quality, land use impacts from construction, and climate change.

The Navy analyzed criteria pollutants and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for mobile and
stationary source emissions (see Sections 3.4.1, 3.4.2,4.4.2.1,4.4.3.1, and 4.4.4.1 of the Draft EIS)
under the Clean Air Act, Hazardous Air Pollutants (see Sections 3.4.1 of the Draft EIS), and Navy air
permits (see Section 3.4.1,3.4.2,4.4.2.1, 4.4.3.1, and 4.4.4.1 of the Draft EIS).

The Navy analyzed impacts on water resources. Analysis includes discussion of impacts on
groundwater (see Sections 3.9.2.1 and 4.9.2.1 of the Draft EIS), surface water (see Sections 3.9.2.2
and 4.9.2.10of the Draft EIS), wetlands (see Sections 3.9.2.3 and 4.9.2.1 of the Draft EIS) floodplains
(see Sections 3.9.2.4 and 4.9.2.1 of the Draft EIS) and marine waters and sediments (see Sections
3.9.2.5 and 4.9.2.10f the Draft EIS).

The Navy included information on PFCs and AFFF under the Hazardous Wastes and Materials
analysis in Sections 3.15.2.3 and 4.15.2.1.

Construction requirements from the Proposed Action are identified in Section 2.3.3.3 of the Draft
EIS. While the Proposed Action would occur on federal land within a coastal county of Washington,
no aspect of the Proposed Action would have a direct effect on any protected shoreline or any
shoreline natural resources. In addition, the Proposed Action would not interfere with public access
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to any shoreline areas. Existing conditions and potential impacts to on-station land use is described
in the Draft EIS in Sections 3.5.2.1 and 4.5.2.1.

The Navy analyzed the potential impact of the Proposed Action on climate change in Sections 3.16
and 4.16 of the Draft EIS. This discussion includes Navy implemented policies and programs to
reduce greenhouse gases and a discussion of the Navy’s commitments to reduction of air emissions
from mobile and stationary sources.

In addition, the Navy analyzed impacts from the Proposed Action on many natural and human
resource areas not directly relevant to the Coastal Consistency Determination including, but not
limited to, cumulative impacts, aircraft operations and noise, public health and safety, non-auditory
health effects, recreation and wilderness, cultural resources, American Indian Traditional Resources,
biological resources (terrestrial and marine), socioeconomics, environmental justice communities,
traffic and transportation, infrastructure, geological resources, and hazardous waste and materials.
A detailed analysis of the Proposed Action as it relates to these resource areas, as well as the
resource areas outlined above can be found in the Draft EIS. The Navy accepted public comment on
the Draft EIS November 10, 2016, to February 24, 2017. Comments received during that time will be
responded to in the Final EIS.

4. CCD Process and Review

Appendix G of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations
at NAS Whidbey Island Complex provides the prepared Coastal Consistency Determination.
Prepared under the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act, the Navy has coordinated consistency
review with Washington State Department of Ecology. The determination is based on an evaluation
of the enforceable policies of Washington State coastal management program, which include: (1)
Shoreline Management Act, (2) Clean Water Act, (3) Clean Air Act, (4) State Environmental Policy
Act, (5) Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council law, and (6) Ocean Resources Management Act.

The Navy reviewed the Washington State coastal management program to identify enforceable
policies that were relevant and applicable to the Proposed Action. The following table identifies and
explains the Washington State coastal management program policies that are not applicable to the
Proposed Action.

Enforceable Policy Explanation of Non-Applicability

Proposed Action will comply with the National Environmental
Policy Act, and state and local agencies will be provided an
opportunity to review and comment on the environmental
impacts. Therefore, a separate Washington SEPA review is not
required.

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter
43.21 Revised Code of Washington (RCW)

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation | Proposed Action would not include the addition of any new

Council, Chapter 80.50 RCW energy facilities.
Ocean Resources Management Act, Chapter Proposed Action does not include ocean uses or activities in
43.143 RCW the waters of Pacific Ocean along the coast of Washington.
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Some commenters raised the issue of segmentation (i.e., analyzing impacts of connected actions
independently instead of collectively in the same NEPA document), feeling that this Proposed
Action may be improperly segmented under NEPA from other proposed actions in the Pacific
Northwest. Each NEPA document addresses a specific proposed action, separated from other
actions by its purpose and need, independent utility, timing and geographic location. Some
NEPA documents are stand-alone documents; others tier off of and/or expand the analyses of
other existing NEPA documents. NEPA documents for at-sea training (e.g., the Northwest
Training and Testing EIS/OEIS) focus on training activities occurring within a range complex or
MOA and involve different types of aircraft, ships, and range complex enhancements. However,
NEPA documents that analyze a specific type of aircraft operation at a military airfield (in this
case, the Growler) are focused in and around that airfield and its facility needs. While the Navy
has analyzed, and is currently analyzing, various proposed actions in the area, those proposed
actions are not preconditions for Growler operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex.
Growler operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex are not a precondition for larger military
readiness activities on range complexes in the Pacific Northwest. Even in the absence of this
Proposed Action, military training in the Pacific Northwest would continue independently from
this Proposed Action as analyzed in the documents referenced in Section 1.6 of the Draft

EIS. The Navy does consider the impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions in Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts).

The Navy will continue to complete required reviews with the state and provide a final
consistency decision in the Final EIS.
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Last Name
A
Anderberg
Anderson
Anonymous
Anonymous
Baggott
Banerjee
Banks
Barrett
Battalia

Beck

Bennett

Berg
Blair
Boyer

Brown

Buehler

Burchfield
Burk
Campbell
Cardiff
Carmean

Carmichael
Carscadden
Cedar
Chadd
Cheston

COER
COER

Colli

Coupeville Community Allies

Cramer

Cramer
Crandell
Davis

Davis

Day
Dickerson

Dilling

Dobson

Dobson
Donanberg
Donnelly
Dubinsky

Duck Loudermilk
Dunigan

Durand

Elinterez
Entermann
Ewell

Farm
Fee
Fee

First Name
Karen

Carol

David
Anonymous
Anonymous
Nancy

Julie

Tom

Chuck
Julienne

Thomas E

Susan

Susan
Jerold
Ron

Gail

George

Janet

Jean

Don and Kathy
Jeanine

Ingrid

Fell

Part | Comments
Part Il Comments

Janet Elizabeth

Colette

William
Maribeth
Wendy

Andrea

David
David

Cynthia
Larry
Bruce
Bernard
Lynne
Steve
Sarah
Clancy
M.).

Fran
Andre
Thomas

Jenne
Bruce
Kari

Date Submitted

7/20/2017
8/4/2017
8/6/2017

7/31/2017

7/31/2017
8/8/2017
8/6/2017

7/20/2017

7/22/2017

7/26/2017

8/7/2017

7/24/2017

8/6/2017
8/1/2017
8/7/2017

8/8/2017

7/27/2017

8/7/2017
7/29/2017
7/29/2017
7/26/2017

8/8/2017

8/1/2017
8/9/2017
7/26/2017
7/22/2017
7/29/2017

8/8/2017
8/8/2017

8/7/2017

8/8/2017

8/8/2017

8/8/2017
8/8/2017
7/23/2017

8/6/2017

8/8/2017
8/7/2017

8/3/2017
7/22/2017
8/7/2017
7/24/2017
7/25/2017
7/25/2017
7/23/2017
8/8/2017
8/7/2017

8/5/2017
7/25/2017
8/6/2017

8/5/2017
8/5/2017
8/7/2017

Notes on Topics Covered

Support

Support

Noise

Noise; Noise impact on Wildlife

Noise

General comments on Air Quality; Noise; and Water Quality (PFCs)

General comment on the Clean Water Act in relation to PFCs

Noise; Impact on commuinity services and housing from increased population

Noise

11 Action Form Derivative (Noise)

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

General comments on shoreline damage; Coastal aquatic herbaceous species impacts;
Impacts to bird species; Air quality; Water impacts

General comments on Air quality (Washington Air Quality Laws); Water quality; Risk to
coastal wetlands and residential/food production lands; Fuel dumping; BASH

Noise; Pollution

General comments on air quality (CO2 emissions); Impacts to Migratory Birds

11 Action Form Derivative (General Comments on PFC water contamination and pollution)
General comments on water quality (PFCs); Noise; Community services and
socioeconomic Impacts

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise Derivative pieces of the letter includes: Fuel dumping; Water quality; Air
quality; Impacts to farms

Support

Support

Noise

General comments on greenhouse gases; Air quality; Impacts to migratory birds; BASH
Noise; Number of airplanes; Health impacts from noise: Weaponry sales to other
countries

Support

11 Action Form Derivative (Noise impact on marine species)

Impacts to marine species

Noise

Segmentation of Actions; Preserve Natural Character of Shoreline; Favor Long-term over
Short-term benefits; Contamination of Shoreline; Wetlands; BASH, NASWI Superfund;
Increase and Protect public access to Shoreline; Increase shoreline recreation; Number of
Airplanes; Water Quality (PFOS); Stomwater; Actual Noise Measurements; Economic
Impacts Noise and Geography; Soil and Water Testing; Cumulative Impacts; Fuel Dumping;
Air Quality (emissions and particulates) on Shoreline); Health Effects on Wildlife;
Insufficient EIS; Growler Vibration and Landslides and Historic Properties; Mitigation;
Greenhouse Gases; Health Impacts; Violation of SEPA

Supporting Documentation for COER Part |

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise; property values; toursim; safety

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise; property values; toursim; safety

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Noise; Noise impact on wildlife

Noise

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

General comment on air quality (CO2 emissions); Access to coastal shoreline; Wetlands;
Birds; Healh effects; Water quality (PFCs)

Duplicate of EIS Comment

Specific comments on NASWI meeting requirements of Clean Air/Water Acts under SEPA;
General comments on air quality; Water quality; Fuel dumping; Ocean acidification;
Climate change; Recreation

Opposition

Noise; Health Effects

Noise; Use money elsewhere

Noise; Impacts to wildlife

11 Action Form Derivative (Noise, Recreation; Alternatives)

Noise; Alternatives

General Air Quality

General comment on water quality; Wetland impacts; Shorebird habitat impacts
Specific comment on request extension of comment period; General comments on PFCs;
Air quality; Safety; Recreational fishing

11 Action Form

General comments on wildlife Impacts; Impacts on farming; Tourism

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

General comments on PFCs; Fuel dumping; Radioactive contamination at Ault Field
General comments on impacts to wildlife; Water quality

Response Code
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
General
General

Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope

General

General

General
Out of Scope
General

General

General

General
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
General

Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope

Duplicative Comment; Out of Scope; General; CCD Process and Review

See response to COER Part 1

General

General

General

General
Out of Scope
Out of Scope

General

General
Duplicative Comment

General; CCD Process and Review
Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

General

General; CCD Process and Review
Out of Scope
General

General
General
General
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Comment Type

Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment is a true duplicate of a comment submitted on the Draft EIS

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly

Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly

Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally



Last Name First Name Date Submitted Notes on Topics Covered Response Code Comment Type

Fessler Cynthia 7/26/2017 11 Action Form Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Finley Andrea 7/25/2017 11 Action Form Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Francis Kirck 7/21/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Frost Sheryl 7/31/2017 Property values; Noise; Impact on wildlife Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Glover Julie 7/24/2017 Noise; Health effects Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Goltz Gary 7/30/2017 Noise; Health effects; Safety; Property values Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Goodwin Glen 8/9/2017 Noise; Public Participation Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Greacen Chris 8/5/2017 11 Action Form Derivative (Coastal resources; Noise) General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Grimes Karen and Watson 8/3/2017 11 Action Form Derivative (Noise) Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
General comments on shoreline habitats; Fuel dumping; Toxic runoff; Impacts to marine
Griskey Michele 8/4/2017 species General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,

Gulick Amy 8/8/2017 and noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
General comments on BASH; Air quality; Greenhouse gases; Tourism; Quality of life;
Haglund George 8/3/2017 Property values; Wildlife; General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Halas Olivia 8/2/2017 Noise; Health Impacts from Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Halbakken Vicki 8/5/2017 General comments on Air Quality; Noise; and Water quality General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Hammer Charles 7/22/2017 Support Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Harvey Judy 7/21/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Hawdon Neil 7/25/2017 Noise mitigation Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,

Hays Lynn 8/7/2017 and noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Hong Amy 7/25/2017 General comment on air, water and quality of life pollution General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Horeth Heide 8/2/2017 Noise; Geological Resources Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,

Houts-Hussey Patty 8/7/2017 and noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Watson Sue 8/7/2017 General comments on water quality (PFCs); Migratory Birds; BASH General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Johnson Bob 8/8/2017 General comments on air quality; Greenhouse gases; Water quality; Noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
General comments on air quality; Water quality; Noise; Health effects; Noise impacts to
Kalt Annette 8/8/2017 wildlife General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Kammer Nora 7/20/2017 Recreation; Noise Impacts to wildlife Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Karen Ramsey Don Farber 8/6/2017 General comments on air quality; Water quality General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Keegan Julie 7/22/2017 Noise; Alternatives Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Kelly Karen 8/8/2017 General comments on air quality; Water quality; Economic impacts General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Kerlin Christine 8/2/2017 11 Action Form Derivative (Air quality; Noise impacts to wildlife) General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Kessler Mike and Pam 7/22/2017 Support Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Kinch Carolyn 7/21/2017 Noise impacts to wildlife and marine species Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Knold Richardson Mary Linda 7/25/2017 11 Action Form Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Knutson Suzanne 7/23/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Koll Gloria 8/8/2017 Noise Impacts to wildlife; Health effects Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Krez Carol 8/11/2017 General comment on air quality; Water quality; Noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Kunzler Joe 8/5/2017 Support Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Kunzler Joe 8/8/2017 General Comment on Water quality/contamination General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
General comments on air and water pollution; Impacts to wildlife. The comment contains
LaNua Pam 8/8/2017 aduplicate of EIS comment after page 1. General; Duplicative Comment Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Lassegues Dave 7/26/2017 Noise; Safety; Alternatives Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Lassegues Dave 8/7/2017 General comment on water quality; Fuel dumping; Wildlife impacts General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Lev Naomi 8/8/2017 General comment on air quality; Water quality; Soil contamination General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Linehan Pat 8/1/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
General comment on noise; Economic impacts; Housing; Shoreline access for recreational
Lloyd Connie 7/29/2017 use; Wildlife impacts General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Lobell Robbie 8/7/2017 General comment on air quality General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Lovell Byrne 8/8/2017 General comments about greenhouse gases; Fuel dumping; Noise; Impacts to birds; BASH General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
General comments on tourism; Alternatives; Air quality; Wetland impacts; Coastal
Lovell Peggy 8/8/2017 resources; Marine wildlife impacts; Water quality General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Lucas Todd 8/2/2017 Noise; Noise impact on wildlife, ecosystems, and pets Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,

Lundsten Mark 8/8/2017 and noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Macartney Elke 8/4/2017 Air Quality; Fuel Dumping; Noise Impacts on Wildlife General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
MacDonald Leslie 8/7/2017 11 Action Form General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
MacLeod Dianna 7/30/2017 Air Quality; Water Quality; Fuel Dumping: PFOS; Erosion; Migratory Bird Impacts General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Madrone Sallie Rose 7/22/2017 Noise impacts on Wildlife and Plants General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
Magee Marie 8/5/2017 and noise General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Marx (Sierra Club; North Olympic Group) Janet 7/25/2017 Comment Period Extension CCD Process and Review Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Specific comments to make a determination after NEPA; Public input needed for Draft
Determination Report; Segmentation and violation of NEPA/SEPA; Air quality; Greenhouse

Marx (Sierra Club; North Olympic Group) Janet 8/7/2017 gases; Alternatives; Threatened and Endangered Species General; CCD Process and Review Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Matthews Patricia 7/22/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
McCullough Tom 8/8/2017 General comment on air quality; Aircraft emissions and WA Air Quality law General Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Mclintyre-Workman Denise 7/23/2017 Noise; Health Effects Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Miller Rhea 7/21/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Miner Tony and Janelle 7/23/2017 Noise Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Miranda Dan 7/21/2017 Noise Impacts on Wildlife Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Montgomery N. 7/25/2017 11 Action Form Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Myers Kathy 7/23/2017 Noise; Economic impacts; Health effects Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Myers Suzanne 8/4/2017 Noise impacts on wildlife; Health effects Out of Scope Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
Newkirk Garrett 8/8/2017 and noise. Derivative piece of extension of the public comment period General; CCD Process and Review Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
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Last Name

Newkirk
Njilly
O'Bryant

O'Donnell

Olympic Forest Coalition
Olsen

Olsen

Pedigo

Pedigo

Pedigo

Peterson

Peterson
Pharrish

Piazzon
Pohl
Powell

Power

Power
Price
Price Johnson

Rayne
Robinson
Roe
Samuelson
Saelens
Scharwat

Sextro

Shaffstall

Shiner

Short
Silverstein
Solberg

von Stark
von Stark
Stone
Sward
Swanson

Taylor

Taylor

Tesch (National Parks Conservation Association)

Thomas
Thome
Thompson

Tinuviel
Tivel

Toulgoat
Uhlig
Voorhees
Wagner
Ward Shepard (Audubon Society)
Wechsler
Wellstein
West

White
Whitesavage
Whitmire

Wiese
Wilbur
Wilbur

First Name

Bonnie
Billy
Leah

Kristi

Jones, Patricia
Vern and Marth
Vern and Marth
Jack

Jack

Jack

Brian

Lynn
Robert

Dianna
John
Tracey

LaVerne

Leigh
Michael
Helen

Katlaina

Carl and Nancy
Gary and Grace
Karen

Leslie

Paula

Robert

Mary

Dianne

Brian
Brian
Richard

Harry

Jan Hoy
Shannon
Joyce

Stephen and Sandra
Lori

Lori

Julia
Thomas L.
Robin
Mindy

Kim
Robert

Harry
Heike
Jim
Rebecca
Kim
Roger
Carl
F.
Linle
Jean
Cathy

Deborah and Ruth Haasl-
Brenda
Robert

Date Submitted

n.d.

7/23/2017
8/7/2017

7/22/2017

8/14/2017
8/8/2017
8/8/2017
8/1/2017
8/2/2017
8/2/2017

7/31/2017

8/6/2017
7/24/2017

8/8/2017
8/4/2017
7/21/2017

8/8/2017

8/8/2017
7/27/2017
8/7/2017

8/7/2017
8/11/2017
8/7/2017
8/11/2017
7/25/2017
8/7/2017

8/8/2017

8/6/2017

8/8/2017

8/7/2017
8/2/2017
8/4/2017

8/8/2017

8/8/2017
7/21/2017
7/28/2017

8/7/2017
7/26/2017

8/8/2017

8/7/2017
8/7/2017
7/22/2017
7/25/2017

7/22/2017
8/8/2017

8/7/2017
7/28/2017
7/24/2017
7/24/2017

8/6/2017
7/20/2017
7/23/2017

8/7/2017
7/22/2017
7/22/2017

8/6/2017

7/29/2017
7/21/2017
7/21/2017

Notes on Topics Covered

General comment on air quality; comment period extension; air operations; pollution;
public participation

Opposition

11 Action Form Derivative (inconsistency with coastal resources)

Specific comments on shoreline resources; Electronic signaling effects on marine life; Fuel
dumping; Water quality (PFCs)

Specific comments on CCD based on flawed EIS; Shoreline resources; Air quality; Water
quality; DEIS NEPA rating; Limiting project impacts on multiple resources; Water
contamination; Rest of comment is a duplicate of EIS comment

Risk of Terrorist Attack

General comments on noise; Air quality; Water quality; Wetland impacts; Fuel dumping
11 Action Form

11 Action Form

11 Action Form

Noise; Airfield Operations

General comments on water quality; Wetland impacts; Wildlife impacts; Shoreline
resources

General comment on wildlife impacts; Water quality

General comments on air quality; Water quality; BASH; Impacts to shoreline resources and
ecosystems; Fuel dumping; Noise

11 Action Form Derivative (air quality; coastal resources)

Noise; Health effects

General comments on noise; Air quality; Water quality; Shoreline resources; Greenhouse
gases; PFCs; Fuel dumping

General comments on air quality; Water quality; Fuel dumping; Wildlife impacts;
Ecosystem-wide impacts

Noise; Traffic

General comments on air quality; Water quality; Wetland impacts; (PFCs) Mitigation
Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Support

Noise impacts on marine species

General comment on air quality; Noise

Noise

Noise; Health effects; Alternatives

Specific comments on CCD should not be accepted until NEPA complete; Impacts to
estuarine environments; Impacts to areas outside immediate surroundings; Violation of
NEPA; Violation of SMA; Cumulative impacts of emissions; Water contamination; Fuel
dumping

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

11 Action Form Derivative

General comment on air pollution; Safety

General comment on water quality; Fuel dumping; Quality of life; Wildlife habitat impacts;
Alternatives

General comment on water quality; Fuel dumping; Quality of life; Wildlife habitat impacts;
Alternatives

General comments on water quality; noise; Impact to marine mammals

Support

General comment on water quality; PFO bioaccumulation in fish; Impacts to marine
mammals; Superfund Site; Noise; Cleanup current contamination

11 Action Form Derivative (noise impacts on wildlife)

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Analysis inadequate; incomplete analysis of cumulative impacts; improper scope of
analysis; Project inconsistent with SMA; PFO contamination violates Clean Water Act
General comment on water quality; Contamination of aquifers; BASH

Support

Noise; Alternatives

General comment on noise; Water quality; Eliminate negative impacts of Navy Programs;
Impacts to Canadians

Noise and then attached 3 comments previously submitted on Project

General comments on impacts to wetland and shoreline habitats; Impacts to birds; Air
quality; Alternatives

11 Action Form Derivative (noise impacts on wildlife and livestock)

11 Action Form

Noise; Noise impacts on wildlife

Impacts to Birds; Water Quality

Opposition

Support

Noise

General comment on noise; Air quality; Water quality; Safety

General comments on water quality; Fuel dumping

Noise; Health effects

Specific comment that the project does not meet requirments of CZMA;Impacts to wildlife
and unique habitats

Noise impacts on wildlife

Request of additional information on the comment process

Response Code

General; CCD Process and Review
Out of Scope
General

General; CCD Process and Review

General; CCD Process and Review; Duplicative Comment
Out of Scope

General

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

General
General

General
General
Out of Scope

General

General
Out of Scope
General

General
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
General
Out of Scope
Out of Scope

General; CCD Process and Review

General

General

General
Out of Scope
General

General

General
General
Out of Scope

General
Out of Scope

General

General; CCD Process and Review
General

Out of Scope

Out of Scope

General
Out of Scope

General

Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Duplicative Comment
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
General
General

Out of Scope

General; CCD Process and Review

Out of Scope
CCD Process and Review
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Comment Type

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment is a true duplicate of a comment submitted on the Draft EIS

Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment references a CZMA enforceable policy directly



Last Name
William
Winkel
Woodbridge

Wright
Wubbels

Zingarelli

First Name Date Submitted
Dina

Jennifer

Deborah
Rosann

Dorit
Anna

7/24/2017
7/25/2017
7/21/2017

8/6/2017
7/22/2017

8/7/2017
7/31/2017

Notes on Topics Covered

Noise

11 Action Form Derivative (noise)

Noise; Health Effects

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Opposition

Form letter for CCD comment submittal: Generally discusses air quality, water quality
(PFCs), wetland impacts, BASH, decreased public access to coastal areas, fuel dumping,
and noise

Noise; Noise impacts to wildlife and pets

Response Code
Out of Scope
Out of Scope
Out of Scope

General
Out of Scope

General
Out of Scope
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Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic

Comment references a CZMA-based topic generally
Comment does not reference a CZMA-based topic



STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Northwest Regional Office » 3190 160th Ave SE « Bellevue, WA 98008-5452 © 425-649-7000
711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341

September 20, 2017

Captain G. C. Moore

Department of the Navy

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
.3730 North Charles Porter Avenue
Oak Harbor, WA 98278

RE: Coastal Zone Consistency for Continuation and Expansion of Electronic Attack
Operations and Capabilities at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island Project,

Island County, Washington

Dear Captain Moore:

On May 30, 2017, the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) submitted a Certification of
Consistency with the Washington State Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP), for the
Continuation and Expansion of Electronic Attack Operations and Capabilities at NAS Whldbey
Island project. The following extensions were agreed to:
e On July 26, 2017, the Navy and Department of Ecology (Ecology) agreed to extend the
CZM until August 13, 2017.

e A second extension was agreed to on August 10, 2017, extending CZM until August 20,

2017.

e A third extension was agreed to on August 16, 2017, extending CZM until August 31,
2017.

e A fourth extension was agreed to on August 31, 2017, extending CZM until September
14, 2017. »

e A fifth extension was agreed to on September 7, 2017, extending CZM until September
21, 2017.

The proposal includes the following:
1. Continue and expand EA-18G Growler operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex

including field carrier landing practice by Growler eurcraft at Ault Field and Outlying
Landing Field Coupeville.

2. Increase electronic attack capabilities (provide for an increase of 35-36 aircraft) to
support an expanded U.S. Department of Defense mission for identifying, tracking, and
targeting in a complex electronic warfare environment.

3. Construction and renovation of facilities at Ault Field to accommodate additional

- Growler aircraft.

4. Station additional personnel and their family members at the NAS Whidbey Island

complex and in the surrounding community.

eciaaimn

S
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Captain G. C. Moore
September 20, 2017
Page |2

The project is located at NAS Whidbey Island complex, Whidbey Island, Island County,
Washington, WRIA 6.

Pursuant to Section 307(c)(3) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 as amended,
Ecology concurs with the Navy’s determination that the proposed work is consistent with

Washington’s CZMP.

If you have any questions regarding Ecology’s consistency determination please contact
Rebekah Padgett at (425) 649-7129.

You have a right to appeal this consistency determination to the Pollution Control Hearing Board
(PCHB) within 30 days of the date of receipt of this Order. The appeal process is governed by
Chapter 43.21B RCW and Chapter 371-08 WAC. “Date of receipt” is defined in RCW

43.21B.001(2).
To appeal you must do all of the following within 30 days of the date of receipt of this
consistency determination: -

e File your appeal and a copy of this consistency determination with the PCHB (see
addresses below). Filing means actual receipt by the PCHB during regular business
hours.

e Serve a copy of your appeal and this consistency determination on Ecology in paper form
- by mail or in person. (See addresses below.) Email is not accepted.

You must also comply with other applicable requirements in Chapter 43.21B RCW and Chapter
371-08 WAC.

Department of Ecology Department of Ecology

Attn: Appeals Processing Desk Attn: Appeals Processing Desk

300 Desmond Drive SE PO Box 47608

Lacey, WA 98503 Olympia, WA 98504-7608
Pollution Control Hearings Board Pollution Control Hearings Board
1111 Israel RD SW PO Box 40903

STE 301 Olympia, WA 98504-0903
Tumwater, WA 98501
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Sincerely,

.

Joe Brcar, Section Manager
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program

Enclosure

By certified mail: 9171 9690 0935 0163 8133 22

Cec:

E-ce:

Mike Bianchi, Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
Brian Hooper, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Hiller West, Island County Community Development
Dennis Lefevre, Oak Harbor Development Services
Rebecca Wagner

Mike and Pam Kessler

Bonnie Newkirk

Karen and Watson Grimes

Jack Pedigo

Jerold Blair

Joyce Sward

Amy Arisco

Andre Entermann, Sunnyfield Farm

See attached list
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E-cc Distribution List

Loree’ Randall, Ecology
David Pater, Ecology
ecyrefedpermits@ecy.wa.gov

Catherine Karr, Sheela Sathyanarayana, Elizabeth Friedman, and Olivia Halas,
NorthwestPediatric Environmental Health Specialty Units Team—Region 10
orhalas@uw.edu
Keith Grellner, Washington State Board of Health
WSBOH@sboh.wa.gov
Janet Marx, Sierra Club North Olympic Group
janetmarx 76(@msn.com
Helen Price Johnson, Island County Commissioner, District 1
} H.Price_Johnson(@co.island. wa.us
Rob Smith, National Parks Conservation Association
northwest(@npca.org
Car]l Wellstein, Lockheed Martin RMS carl.j.wellstein@lmeco.com
Connie Lloyd, ReinShadow Ranch and Arena for Horses and Dogs jerrytoy@whidbey.com
Kim Shepard, Whidbey Audubon Society  kwshepard@gmail.com
John Pohl, Triple Creek Development, LLC JohnCPohl@msn.com
Maryon Attwood, Citizens of Ebey’s Reserve
maryon@whidbey .net
Dianna Desick-Piazzon, Dianna’s Vinyasa Yoga
: Dianna piazzon@yahoo.com
Patricia Jones, Olympic Forest Coalition  jonespatriciann{@gmail.com

Coupeville Community Allies coupevillecommunityallies@gmail.com
Patricia Matthews and Patricia Linehan patmatthews@hotmail.com
Mary Linda Knold Richardson ravenrichl @gmail.com
Andrea Finley andefinley@gmail.com
Jim Voorhees javoorhees360@gmail.com
Steve Dubinsky stevedubinsky@gmail.com
Dina Winkel stevdina@zonelll.com
Amy Hong amyleehong(@gmail.com
Mr. and Mrs. Thompson mmb@whidbey.com
Cedar Charnley cedarcharnley@gmail.com
Julienne Battalia julesgiaco(@gmail.com
Neil Hawdon nihnih@comcast.net
Nancy Montgomery n.montgomery(@comecast.net
Cynthia Fessler cifessler2@gmail.com

Lori Taylor wavelady@gmail.com
Jeanine Cardiff jeaninecardiff(@gmail.com
Dave Lassegues lasseg979(@frontier.com
Julia Glover ' julieg@whidbey.com
Susan Bennett slb@whidbey.com

William Ibsaltpal(@msn.com

Leslie Saelens saeleslie@gmail.com
Lynne Donnelly lynne@lynne.org
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Bernie Donanberg
Robert Parrish™
Wendy Davis

Susanne Knutson

Billy Njilly

Tony and Janelle Miner
Kathy Myers

Denise Mclntyre-Workman
Sarah Loudermilk
Rosann Wuebbels and Geo. Reeves
Charles Hammer

Linle White

Robin Thome

Larry Dobson

Julie Keegan

Kim Tinuviel, Tinuviel Creative
Ed Chadd

Kristi O’Donnell

Sallie Rose Madrone
Jean Whitesavage
Chuck Barrett

Rhea Miller

Kirk Francis and Leslie Larch
Jennifer Woodbridge
Tracy Powell

Dan Miranda

Carolyn Kinch

Judy Harvey

Brenda Wilbur

Tom Banks

Roger Wechsler

Karen A.

Nora Kammer

Shannon Stone

Robert Wilbur

Heike Uhlig

Michael Price

George Buehler

Fell Cheston

Jean Burk

Don & Kathy Campbell
Deborah Wiese & Ruth Haasl
Dianna MaclLeod

Gary & Bernatta Goltz
Brian Peterson

Pat Linehan

Sheryl Frost

Jack Pedigo

Brian Silverstein

bdonanberg@yahoo.com
parrish(@rockisland.com
wwwendvd@icloud.com
suzannelknutson@gmail.com

muselog(@aol.com

timiner75@gmail.com
triskelion4change(@vahoo.com
webreathetogether@vahoo.com
louderduck@aol.com
rwuebbels@yahoo.com
capthammer@cablespeed.com
linlewhite(@gmail.com
thomefam(@comcast.net
lad@fundamentalform.com
ohajk@hotmail.com
kim(@tinuvielcreative.com
edchadd@olypen.com
kristio@whidbey.net
sallierosemadrone(@gmail.com
nickjean@whidbey.com
Charles.barrett8@frontier.com
turtle@rockisland.com
kirkvhoehoe(@gmail.com
outsidelanguagel @gmail.com
stonebard@gmail.com
dan@viewridgeconstruction.com
carolynk 74(@hotmail.com
jharvey46(@hotmail.com

Wilbur brenda@yahoo.com

tomjbanks@yahoo.com
roger(@samishbay.com
bicycleka@aol.com
nora.kammer@gmail.com
shanstone5 1(@hotmail.com
bbwilbur@frontier.com
heikeu@gmail.com
MichaelSP@lummi-nsn.gov
George.b@georgebuehler.com
fellcheston(@ymail.com
1burk721@msn.com

cbdg@whidbey.com
dwieseS5(@yahoo.com
dmacleod(@msn.com
geoltz627(@email.com
brimol2(@gmail.com
linehan3@hotmail.com
sherry(@2frosts.com

parvinjack(@vahoo.com
brianlsilverstein(@gmail.com
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Cynthia Dilling
Heide Horeth
Christine Kerlin
George Haglund
Elke Macartney
Carol Anderberg
Michele Griskey
Richard Solberg
Suzanne Myers
Fran Einterz

Chris Greacen
Joyce Peterson
Vicki Halbakken
Bruce Fee

Marie Magee

Joe Kunzler

Tom Ewell

Mary Shaffstall
Julie Banerjee
Deborah Wright
Susan Rogers Berg
Cathy Whitmire
Karen Ramey and Don Farber
David Anderson
Patty Houts-Hussey
Andrea Davis

Lynn and Brian Petersen
Robbie Lobell, Cook on Clay
Lynn Hays

Dave Lassegues
Brian Short

Pam Petranek
Garrett Newkirk
Leigh Power

Amy Gulick

Dorit Zingarelli

MJ Durand

Gary and Grace Roe -
Janet Colli

Thomas Beck
Bruce Dobson
Harry Toulgoat
Kari Fee

Katlaina Rayne

F. West

Leslie MacDonald
Leah O’Bryant
Tom Thomas
Verleen Boyer

seraphim(@rockisland.com
heideway(@gmail.com
ckerlin2000@yahoo.com
gchaglund@whidbev.com
elke@inspirationu.com
doodle@whidbey.com
mmeriskey(@rockisland.com
RSolberg(@peacehealth.org
suzanneinolga@gmail.com
franeinterz@gmail.com
chrisgreacen(@egmail.com
jdpetersenjf@gmail.com

vhalbakk(@vahoo.com
bfee863(@aol.com
jandmmag(@comeast.net

growlemoise(@gmail.com

tewell@whidbey.com

marynsteve(@comecast.net
1lynch846(@gmail.com

debwright@wamedes.com
susanrogersberg(@gmail.com
cathywhitmire@gmail.com
ramey(@mailinglists.com
salmon@whidbey.com
phh@whidbey.com
redwoodoma@gmail.com
blpetersen@frontier.com
robbie@cookonclay.com
tenaly@whidbey.com
lasseg979@frontier.com
bentlight@gmail.com
pamlanua@icloud.com
newkirkg@gmail.com

- leigh(@poweremail.org

amyg@nwlink.com
dvzing@whidbey.com
mjwa@comecast.net
garyroe(@olypen.com
becolli@mindspring.com
becolli@mindspring.com
bdobson@whidbey.com
htoulgoat(@gmail.com
kfee2(@aol.com
katlaina.rayne(@whidbey.net
frwest@gmail.com
Imwildrose(@yahoo.com
leah.obryant064@gmail.com
elroyol3(@gmail.com
rfbover(@comcast.net
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Sue Watson

Frank and Paula Scharwat
Janet Burchfield

Nancy Baggott

Robert Johnson
Stephen and Sandra Swanson
David Dickerson

~ Marcia Dunigan
Robert and Janet Tivel
Tom McCullough
LaVeme Power

David Day

Naomilev

Maribeth Crandell
Robert Sextro

Gail Brown

Ingrid Carmean

Mark Lundsten

Glen Goodwin

Byrne Lovell

Clancy Dunigan

Vern and Martha Olsen
Lori Taylor

William Cramer

Harry von Stark

Jan Hoy von Stark
Annette Kalt

Colette Chandler Cramer
Joe Kunzler

Dianne Shiner

Gloria Koll

Karen Kelly

Peggy Lovell

Don Carscadden

Carol Krez

Karen Samuelson

Carl and Nancy Robinson
John Dagres

sukeyjacobsen@gmail.com
pscharwat@salugenecists.com
frontstreetib@aol.com
woodewespin@earthlink.net
woodewe(@earthlink.net
swasnisle@broadstripe.net
seadavid@icloud.com
mdunigan7@gmail.com
rtivel@gmail.com
thomas.mccullough(@hotmail.com
laverne(@poweremail.org
coupevillan@mac.com
noomilev(@gmail.com
mbcrandell@gmail.com
rksextrol2@gmail.com
gailbrown25(@me.com
icarmean?@gmail.com
mlundsten@gmail.com
daya62(@gmail.com
byrnelovell@gmail.com
cd@whidbey.net
volsen@whidbey.net
Ibtaylor(@mac.com
becramer(@cablespeed.com
vonstarkphotography@gmail.com
janvs3001 @gmail.com

annette kalt@email. com
colette(@cablespeed.com
growlernoise(@gmail.com
shiner.dianne(@gmail.com
koll@whidbey.com
kkestapona(@gmail.com
da pegsta(@me.com
seafire(@whidbey.com
krezzo(@whidbey.com
samfam@whidbey.com
copperwood.nancy(@gmail.com
jdagres@gmail.com
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR STATION WHIDBEY ISLAND
3730 NORTH CHARLES PORTER AVENUE
DAK HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98278-5000

5090

Ser N44/1122
April 20, 2017

Mr. Barry Thom

West Coast Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
1201 NE Lloyd Blvd.

Portland, OR 97232-1202

Dear Mr. Thom:

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) is requesting an informal consultation with the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as required under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), as amended, for the proposed EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at Naval
Air Station Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor, Washington. The Navy has already been in contact
with NMFS, having had pre-consultation conversations with Ms. Janet Curran (copied below)
regarding this project. Enclosed is a copy of the informal consultation package for the proposed
project for your review.

The Navy proposes the following project activities:
a. Continue and »expand existing Growler operations.
b. Increase electronic attack capabilities by adding up to 36 aircraft.
c. Construct and renovate facilities at Ault Field to accommodate additional aircraft.

d. Station additional personnel and their family members at the Complex and in the
surrounding community.

Aircraft operations will increase to levels similar to those experienced historically over the
life of the airfield that has supported naval aviation for more than 70 years. Construction could
begin as early as 2017 with personnel and aircraft arriving incrementally, The year 2021
represents full implementation of the proposed action.

The Navy’s analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project to ESA listed species
and designated critical habitat are provided in the enclosed informal consultation package as
required under Section 7(c) of the ESA. In regards to species under the jurisdiction of NMFS,
the Navy concludes the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect”
Mexico and Central America DPS humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae), and Southern
Resident DPS killer whales (Orcinus orca).
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Ser N44/1122
April 20, 2017

With the enclosed informal consultation package, we are providing the best scientific and
commercial data available concerning the impact of the proposed project on listed species. The
Navy understands that informal consultation will be initiated by your receipt of this informal
consultation request, and we look forward to receiving a letter from you within 30 days
concurring with our effect determination. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the
package, we request you contact us at your earliest convenience.

Please direct any written response and additional inquiries regarding the biological
assessment for the project to Mike Bianchi, who can be contacted at michael.bianchil @navy.mil
or (360) 257-4024.

Sincerely,

tain, U.S. Navy
Cothmanding Officer
Enclosure: 1. Informal Consultation Package

Copy To:

Ms. Janet Curran

National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way N.E., Bldg. 1
Seattle, WA 98115 ‘
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Informal Consultation Package for
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at the Naval Air Station Whidbey
Island Complex,
Oak Harbor, Washington

April 2017

Prepared by:

United States Department of the Navy

UNCLASSIFIED
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This consultation package was preparedin accordance with section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code [U.S.C] 1531-1544, as amended). The document evaluates the
potential effects to species protected underthe ESA from the potential increased EA-18G Growler
aircraft and aircraft operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor Washington.
Please referto Appendix A fora determination table forall species that could occurin the action area.

The Navy is proposingto increase electronic attack capabilities by adding additional aircraft to support
an expanded U.S Department of Defense (DoD) mission; expand existing operations; renovate and
construct facilities to accommodate the additional aircraft; and increase personneland theirfamily
members atthe NAS Whidbey Island complex and in the surrounding community. The proposed action
wouldincrease aircraft operations to levels similarto those experienced historically over the life of the
airfield.

The purpose of the proposed actionistoaugment the Navy’s existing electronicattack community at
NAS Whidbey Island by operating additional EA-18G Growler aircraft as appropriated by Congress. The
Navy needs to effectively and efficiently increase electronicattack capabilities in orderto counter
increasingly sophisticated threats and provide more aircraft persquadronin orderto give operational
commanders more flexibility in addressing future threats and missions. The need for the proposed
actionis to maintain and expand EA-18G Growler operational readiness to support national defense
requirements underTitle 10, United States Code (U.S.C.), Section 5062.

Construction of new and improved facilities could begin as early as 2017. Personnel and aircraft would
arrive incrementally, as aircraft are delivered by the manufacturer, personnel are trained, and families
relocate to the area, until the actionis complete. The year 2021 represents fullimplementation of the
proposed action.

Thisdocumentfocuses onthe potential effects of the proposed action on the Mexico and Central
Americahumpback whale distinct population segments (DPS) (Megaptera novaeangliae) and Southern
Residentkiller whale (Orcinus orca). Potential impacts would be related to aircraft noise.

The proposed action presents the potentialforaircraft noise disturbance to humpback and Southern
Residentkiller whales. As part of the 2015 NWTT BO, NMFS agreed that overflights above 1,000 ft. do
not cause a reaction in marine mammals. Therefore, in orderforaircraft noise to potentially have an
effect on humpback and Southern Residentkiller whales, they would have to be at the surface of the
waterand be almost directly underneath alow altitude (< 1,000 ft.) aircraft passingoverhead. The
likelihood of this occurring, and therefore effects to humpback and Southern Resident killer whales, is
discountable andinsignificantforthe following reasons.

e The portions of flights that occur at low altitudes happen mostly overland.

o Thetotal numberof aircraft hours would be splitbetween the two facilities (Ault Field and OLF
Coupeville) and would be spread out overthe course of a year.

e Humpbackand killerwhalesthat may be presentinthe action area are currently exposed to high
levels of ambient underwater noise that could potentially drown out or lessen the sounds of aircraft
overflights.

e Humpbackand Southern Residentkiller presence inthe action areavaries, and inthe past twoyears
there were limited sightings.
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Pursuantto section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, the Navy has determined that the proposed action may affect,
butis not likely to adversely affect the Mexico or Central America humpback whale. The Navy has
determinedthatthe proposed action may affect, butis not likely to adversely affect the Southern
Residentkiller. There would be no effect on designated Southern Resident killer whale critical habitat.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

This consultation package analyzes the expansion of existing EA-18G Growler operations at the Naval Air
Station (NAS) Whidbeylsland complex, Oak Harbor, Washington. The US Navy proposes to expand EA-
18G Growleroperations by adding up to 36 additional aircraftand increasing annual operations up to 46
percent, whichisa returnto previouslevels of airfield operations.

This consultation package was preparedin compliance with section 7(a)(2) of the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1531-1544, as amended) and used the best
scientificand commercial information available to assess the risks posed to the listed species and/or
critical habitat(s) if the proposed action were to be implemented. The ESA requires that federal agendies
“insure thatany actionthey authorize, fund, orcarry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of listed species orresultin the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical
habitat.”

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA implementing regulations requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S.
Fishand Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Oceanicand Atmospheric Administration’s National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), collectively known as “the Services,” regarding species protected
underthisact.

This consultation package constitutes the U.S. Department of the Navy’s analysis of potential effects on
species protected underthe ESA within NMFS’s jurisdiction, as required by section 7(a)(2) of the ESA
implementingregulations. The Navy hasinitiated aseparate ESA section 7(a)(2) consultation forthe
same action with the USFWS for species undertheirjurisdiction.

The purpose of the consultation package isto:
e Meetthe requirements of section 7(a)(2) of the ESA (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] part
402).
e Evaluate the effects of the proposed action on listed species and/or their critical habitat that
are knownto be or could be present within the action area.
e Requestconcurrence from NMFS with the Navy’s effect determinations for listed species.

1.2 BACKGROUND

Commissionedin 1942 as part of NAS Whidbey Island, Ault Fieldisthe only Naval airstationinthe
PacificNorthwest. It has supported Naval aviation for more than 70 years and served as the primary
home base location forthe Navy’s Electronic Warfare community for more than 45 years. Ault Field and
the Seaplane Base were identified asideal locations for the rearming and refueling of Navy patrol planes
and othertactical aircraft operatingin defense of Puget Sound during World War Il. Outlying landing
field (OLF) Coupeville became operational in 1943 to support practice approach/landings and emergency
landings. Over aperiod of more than 40 years, Ault Field has evolved into the Navy’s home forits
ElectronicAttack aircraft. OLF Coupeville, anintegral part of operations at Ault Field, provides the most
realistictrainingforfield carrier landing practice (FCLP) inthe northwest, as well as training for search-
and-rescue and parachute operations. The Navy has continuously used OLF Coupevilleforfield carrier
landing practice since the late 1960s.
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AultFieldisthe home base location of the Navy’s entire tactical Electronic Attack communityinthe U.S.,
includingall Growlersquadrons, and providesfacilities and support services for nine carrier squadrons,
three expeditionary squadrons, one expeditionary reserve squadron, one training squadron, and an
electronicattack weapons school. The carrier and expeditionary squadrons have similar missions but
differinwhere they deploy and how they train before deployment.

Three types of Growlersquadrons support the Airborne Electronic Attack mission forthe U.S.
Department of Defense (DoD):

e Carrier squadrons deploy on aircraft carriers and conduct periodic FCLP to requalify toland on
aircraft carriers.

o Expeditionarysquadrons, includingthe reserve squadron, deploy to overseas land-based
locations and therefore do not normally require periodic FCLP priorto deployment.

¢ The training squadron, whichis also known as the Fleet Replacement Squadron, or FRS, is the
training squadron responsiblefor “post-graduate” training of newly designated Navy pilots and
Naval Flight Officers, those returning to flight after non-flying assignments, orthose
transitioningto new aircraftfordutyin the Fleet. The training squadronisthe “schoolhouse”
where pilots receive theirinitial FCLP, and it fosters professional standardization and a sense of
community.

Electronicwarfare has played akey role in combat operations since first beingintroduced during World
War Il, and itsimportance continues to grow as potential adversariesinvestin modern threat systems.
The mission of the Navy’s Growler aircraftis to suppress enemy airdefenses and communications
systems. Additionally, Navy Growlers disrupt land-based threats in order to protect the lives of U.S.
ground forces. The Secretary of Defense directed that the tactical Airborne Electronic Attack missionis
the exclusive responsibility of the Navy. As aresult, the Navy is the only U.S. military service to maintain
a tactical airborne electronicattack capability andisrequired to preserve and cultivate the expertise and
knowledge of the Growler community.

In spring 2014, the Navy assessed thatitwould need additional Growlersin orderto address currentand
future threats, and submitted arequest to Congress to purchase additional Growlers. Atthat time, it
was unclearwhether Congress would authorize the purchase of additional Growlers. Nonetheless, since
there was a possibility that additional Growleraircraft could be purchasedinthe future, the Navy
electedtorevise the scope forthe environmentalimpact statement (EIS) effortin orderto be
transparent with the publicas to future possibilities. The revised scope forthe EISwas announcedin
October2014. Subsequently, Congress authorized the purchase of additional Growleraircraftin 2015
and 2016.

1.3 PReEVIOUS CONSULTATIONS FOR US NAVY PROJECTS IN WASHINGTON

The Navy has previously consulted with NMFS for operations occurring in the vicinity of NAS Whidbey
Island. Consultations for the Northwest Training Range Complex (NWTRC) and Northwest Training and
Testing (NWTT) incorporated asignificantly largeraction area than that of the home-basing projects at
NAS Whidbey Island (exposingalarger number of humpback and Southern Residentkillerwhales) and,
while aircraft overflights were analyzed, stressors for more extensive military activities including
explosive ordnance and the use of sonarwere alsoincluded (which are notincludedin this project).
Evenstill, the effects of those actions were determined to be insignificant and discountable and thus not
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likely to adversely affect ESA-listed marine mammals. This section discusses prior consultations that
analyzed the potential impacts of aircraft noise to ESA-listed marine mammal species.

U.S. PacificFleet Northwest Training Range Complex

October2008: The Navy submitted abiologicalassessmentto NMFS for the Northwest Training Range
Complex (NWTRC), the principal local range for surface, submarine, aviation, and explosive ordnance
units located at NAS Whidbey Island, Naval Station Everett, Puget Sound Naval Station, Naval Base
Kitsap-Bremerton and Naval Base Kitsap Bangor, WA. The NWTRC action areaincluded airspacein
northwest Washington, and therefore, similar activities and associated effects analyses to listed marine
mammals provide relevant support forthisdocument. Inreply, NMFSissued abiological opinionto the
Navyin 2010. Sonar and explosive ordnance were the most emphasized stressors addressed in the
biological opinion. NMFS stated that while Southern Residentkiller whales tend to spend most of their
timeininland waters, exposure to NWTRC activities (including explosive ordnance and sonar) are not
likely to adversely affect the behavioral ecology and social dynamics of individual Southern Resident
killerwhalesinways orto a degree that would reduce theirlongevity orreproductive success (National
Marine Fisheries Service 2010). EA-18G Growleraircraft operations do notemploy sonaror explosive
ordnance. Aircraft noise was analyzed in the biological opinion and was determined not likely to
adversely affect listed marine mammals (National Marine Fisheries Service 2010).

Expeditionary Transition of EA-6B Prowler Squadrons to EA-18G Growlerat NAS

Analysis conducted forthe Expeditionary Transition of EA-6B Prowlerto EA-18G Growler Squadrons at
NAS Whidbey Island as well as the addition of 11 EA-18G Growleraircraftin 2012 , determined thatthe
actions would have no effect on ESA-listed fish or marine mammals and the Navy did notinitiate
consultation with NMFS (U.S. Department of the Navy 2012b).

U.S. PacificFleet Northwest Testing and Training Activities

January 2015: The Navy submitted a biological assessmentto NMFS for Northwest Training and Testing
(NWTT) activitiesinthe eastern North PacificOcean region, toinclude the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Puget
Sound, and Western Behm Canal in southeastern Alaska. NWTT activities spanned an area substantially
larger (and therefore with the potential to expose many more whales) than airspace for EA-18G Growler
will require forthe proposed action, including the use of helicopters, and employs actions other than
justaircraft operations; however, thereis relevance to this documentin the NMFS analysis of fixed-wing
aircraft overflight noise impacts on marine mammals.

November9, 2015: NMFS issued a Biological Opinion and Conference Report on NWTT activities. NMFS
concluded forall marine speciesinthe action areaforthe projectthat, “In the eventan ESA-listed
species was exposed to aircraft noise, it would likely resultin atemporary behavioral response. These
behavioral responses would notincrease the likelihood of injury from significantly disrupting breeding,
feeding, orshelteringand would notrise tothe level of take. Therefore, the effect of aircraft noise on
ESA-listed speciesisinsignificantand not likely to adverselyaffect them (National Marine Fisheries
Service 2015).”
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTION AND ACTION AREA

The NAS Whidbey Island complexislocated in Island County, Washington, on Whidbey Island, inthe
northern PugetSoundregion (Figure 2-1). The NAS Whidbey Island complex includes the main air station
(AultField), OLF Coupeville, the SeaplaneBase, and Lake Hancock. Ault Fieldis located in the north-
central part of the island, adjacent to the City of Oak Harbor (Figure 2-2). OLF Coupevilleislocated
approximately 10 miles south of Ault Field (Figure 2-3) and is used primarily forfield carrierlanding
practice (FCLP).

2.1  PROPOSED ACTION
The Navy proposes to conduct the followingactions:

e continue and expand existing Growler operations at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island
complex, which includes field carrier landing practice (FCLP) at Ault Field and Outlying Landing
Field (OLF) Coupeville

e increase electronicattack capabilities by adding up to 36 aircraft to supportan expanded DoD
mission foridentifying, tracking, and targeting threatsin acomplex electronicwarfare
environment

e construct andrenovate facilities at Ault Field to accommodate additional Growler aircraft

e stationadditional personnel and theirfamily members at the NAS Whidbey Island complex and
inthe surroundingcommunity

For the purpose of this consultation, the proposed action analyzed is that which will have the greatest
impact on the environment. While the draft EIS for this project presented avariety of alternatives and
scenarios, apreferred alternative has notyetbeen chosen. This proposed action takes into account the
placement of the additional aircraftinto theirnew squadrons and focuses on how the new structure will
increase field carrier landing practice events, resulting in the largest noise impact on the surrounding
environment. The number of total FCLPs occurring specifically at Ault Field and OLF Coupevillewould
depend on how the activities are split up between the two facilities, with neitherlocation having more
than 80% of the FCLPs. For example, if 80% percent of the FCLPs would occur at Ault Field, then only
20% percent of the FCLP would occurat OLF Coupeville, which would create the greatestimpacts at Ault
Field. Asplitassigning 80% of the FCLP to OLF Coupevilleand 20% to Ault Field would be the most
impactful to OLF Coupeville. Thisassessmentis based on the mostimpactful scenario where the splitin
operations would create the most significant noiseimpacts, and therefore assumes the higherend of
operations (80%) for both Ault Field and OLF Coupeville. Asincreased operations will not be splitevenly
between Ault Field and OLF Coupeville, this consultation analyzes the maximum amount of increased
activity at eachfacility, and is thus an overestimate of the overallincreasein activity.

2.1.1 Additional Military Personnel and Dependents

Implementation of the proposed action would resultin minorincreasesinthe personnelloading at the
NAS Whidbey Island Complex and inthe total population forthe region. Total military personnel would
increase by 664 personnel. As additional military personnel are stationed at the complex, itis assumed
that their dependents (e.g., spouses and children) would also move into the region. Based on data
collectedin 2013 by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Defense (Military Community
and Family Policy) onthe average number of dependents for Navy and DoD personnel, there would be
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an additional 910 military dependents for the proposed action. No additional military-controlled housing
iscurrently plannedto be builtas a result of the proposed action, and all additional personnel would be
absorbed within the local community. A 2015 housing study completed forthe NAS Whidbey Island
Complex found atotal of 2,545 housing units vacantin 2013 in the communitieslocated directly around
the complex. Based on the relatively small change in military personnel and dependents as well as no
new housing needs to be constructed to accommodate thisincrease, military personaland dependents
will have no effect onany listed species and will not be discussed furtherinthe document.

2.1.2 Facility Construction

The proposed action would require certain facilities and infrastructure to support the necessary training,
maintenance, and operational requirements. The Navy evaluated existing and planned facility resources
at AultField toidentify the types andsizes of additionaland/or modified facilities and infrastructure
neededtosupportthe proposed action. The Navy developed conceptual plans for modifying existing
assets (e.g., buildings) or constructing new facilities and infrastructure where needed to resolve
deficiencies. The facilities and infrastructure required for additional Growler aircraftand personnel, and
to meetthe needs of the proposed action, include: aircraft pavement, aircraft parkingapron, flight
trainingand briefing building, maintenance hangars, armament storage, and a mobile maintenance
facility.

New constructionto support new Growleraircraft and personnel would include additional armament
storage, hangar facilities, Mobile Maintenance Facility storage area, and expanded personnel parking
areas. The proposed action would requirerepairs to inactive taxiways foraircraft parkingin addition to
expanded hangarspace. Hangar 12 would be expanded to accommodate additional training aircraft. All
planned construction activities would occur on the north end of the flightline at Ault Field. New parking
areas, maintenance facilities, and armament storage would be constructed along Enterprise Road at the
north end of Charles Porter Road. Once constructed, facilities and parking would add up to
approximately 2 acres of new impervious surface at the installation. The increase inimpervious surface

would be lessthan 1 percentcompared to the existing approximately 600 acres of impervious surface at
NAS Whidbey Island.

No construction would be required at OLF Coupeville becauseitis capable of supportingincreased
operational requirementsinits current state.

Impacts to marine waters and sediment would be minimized and avoided through implementation of
BMP’s, low-impact development, and green infrastructureand therefore would not be significant.
Examples of BMPsfor controlling non-point source pollutioninclude but are not limited to the following:

e Activities such as vehicle maintenance, chemical or waste oil storage, ortransferring potential
contaminants would be conducted in covered areas so stormwaterwould not wash
contaminantsinto storm drains or surface waters.

e Areasthat cannot be covered should have their stormwater runoff retained and diverted to the
sanitary sewersystem.

e The storm drainsystem should not be used to dump or discharge any materials or chemicals. All
departments should notify the Environmental Division before conducting any operations that
may discharge materials orwashesinto the system. Thisincludes water from vehicle washing.
All stormdrains should be labeled with “no dumping” signs.
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Because more than 1 acre would be disturbed during construction at Ault Field, a construction National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater permit would be obtained through the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency throughits water quality permit program. Under the permit, the Navy
would develop asite-specificplan for managing stormwaterrunoff and describethe BMPs to be
implemented to eliminate erosion, sedimentation, and stormwater pollution. The Navy does not expect
facility construction to impact water quality from erosion and off-site sedimentation during construction
and thus, it will have no effect on the marine environment and will not be discussed furtherin this
document.

2.1.3 Airfield Operations

Aircraftflying patterns at, arriving at, or departing from Ault Field and OLF Coupeville normally fly routes
calledflight tracks. Flight tracks were developed to aid in the safe and efficient flow of airtrafficand
were established based on community impact, obstacle clearance, civil air trafficroutes and available
airspace, and navigational aid coverage, as well as current operational characteristics of the aircraft
operatingatboth airfields.

AultFieldisthe home base location forthe Growler community, including nine carrier squadrons, three
expeditionary squadrons, one expeditionary reserve squadron, and one training squadron. The training
squadron providesinitial and refresher Growler qualification training, including FCLP forall first-tour
Growleraircrews and refreshertraining for Growleraircrews returning to a squadron after non-flying
assignments. FCLP events occur at Ault Field as well as at OLF Coupeville. The carrier squadrons deploy
on aircraft carriers and conduct periodic FCLP to requalify to land on aircraft carriers. Expeditionary
squadrons, including the reserve squadron, deploy to land-based locations and therefore do not
normally require periodic FCLP priorto deployment.

AultField consists of two intersecting runways, Runway 07/25 and Runway 14/32 (Figure 2-2). Both
runways are 8,000 feetlongand 200 feetwide. AultField is availableforuse 7 days per week, 24 hours
perday. Aircraft generally take off into the wind for optimum safety and performance. Prevailing surface
winds are fromthe southeast between Octoberand March and from the southwest between April and
September. Therefore, the prevailing wind direction as well as noise-abatement procedures resultin
Runways 25 and 14 beingthe most frequently used runways at the station. Approximately 46 percent of
the airfield operations are assigned to Runway 25, and 32 percentare assigned to Runway 14.

Runways 07 and 32 are used less frequently; 16 percent of the airfield operations are assigned to
Runway 07, and 6 percentare assigned to Runway 32.

OLF Coupeville consists of one runway, Runway 14/32 (Figure 2-3). The runway is 5,400 feetlongand
200 feetwide. OLF Coupevilleis available foruse 7 days perweek, 24 hours perday, and similarto Ault
Field, runway use is determined by prevailing winds and the performance characteristics of the Growler.
The runway utilization goal at OLF Coupevillehas beento split FCLPs equally between Runways 14 and
32. In recentyears, however, due to a non-standard pattern on Runway 14, the utilization of Runway 14
has beensignificantly lower. This narrower pattern requires an unacceptably steep angle of bank forthe
Growlerdue to performance differences fromthe formerProwlerflying the pattern.

As squadrons prepare fordeployment on an aircraft carrier, activity significantly increases. This high
tempo of activity is then followed by periods of reduced or no operations. Use of OLF Coupevilleis
largely dependent on operational deployment schedules and aircraft carrier qualification detachment
schedules, and, as such, the number of operations at OLF Coupevilleisless than at Ault Field.
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A flight operationrefersto asingle takeoff orlanding associated with adeparture orarrival of an
aircraft. A flight operation also may be part of a training maneuver (e.g. arrival part of FCLP). Basicflight
operationsare:

Departure
An aircraftdeparture is described as an aircraft taking off to a local or non-local training areaoras part
of atrainingmaneuver (e.g. the departure part of FCLP).

Arrival
An arrival can be an aircraft landing on the runway afterreturning froma local or non-local training
range, or as part of a training maneuver (e.g., the arrival part of FCLP). The three basictypes of arrivals
are:
e Straight-In/Full-Stop Arrival
An aircraftlines up to the runway centerlineseveral miles away fromthe airfield, descends
gradually, lands, comestoa full stop, and then taxis off the runway
e Overhead Break Arrival
An aircraftapproaches the runway approximately 500 ft. above the altitude of the landing
pattern. Approximatelyhalfway down the runway, the aircraft performs a 180-degree turnto
enterthe landing pattern. Once established in the pattern, the aircraft performs asecond 180-
degree, descendingturntoland on the runway. This eventis an expeditious arrival using visual
flightrule.
e Instrument Approach
An aircraftapproach conducted underbothinstrumentflightrule (i.e., when aircraft are flown
referring only tothe aircraftinstrument panel for navigation) and visual flight rule conditions
providesrealistictraining for both Navy aircrews and air trafficcontrollers.

Pattern Operation
A pattern operationis an aircraft arrival followed by adeparture. When an aircraft operationis followed
by a departure, each patternis considered two operations: the landing orapproachis counted as one
operation, and the takeoff is counted as another. Pattern operations that could resultin brief low
altitude aircraftinclude the following types:
e Touch-and-Go
An aircraftlands on a runway and takes off without comingto a full stop. Aftertouching down,
the pilotimmediately goes to full powerand takes off again.
e Field Carrier Landing Practice
The required flight training thatimmediately precedes deployment and qualifies aircrews for
carrier-landing operations. Per Navy guidance, pilots must perform FCLPs before initial carrier
(ship) landings or requalification landings. The first carrier landing needs to occur within ten
days of completion of FCLPs. These operations are conducted on arunway that simulates an
aircraft carrier flight deck. FCLP is generally flownin aleft-hand, closed-loop, racetrack-shaped
pattern, ending with atouch and go landing ora low approach. A typical FCLP evolution lasts
approximately 45 minutes, usually with threeto five aircraft conducting eight toten landingsin
each evolution. Aircraftin the FCLP are usually spaced about one minute apart. FCLP schedules
are dictated by trainingand deployment schedules, occur with concentrated periods of high-
tempooperations, and are followed by periods of little to no activity. Figure 2-4illustrates the
flight elevations and patterns typical of FCLP.
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e Ground Controlled Approach/Carrier Controlled Approach
During Ground Controlled and Carrier Controlled approaches, aircraft land with guidance from
ground-based airtraffic controllers to practice and conduct arrivals underactual or simulated
adverse-weather conditions. Air traffic controllers provide aircrews with verbal course and
elevation information, allowing them to make an instrumentlanding during instrument flight
rule conditions. Ground Controlled Approach trainingis conductedin both instrument flight rule
and visual flight rule conditions to provide realistictraining for both Navy aircrews and air traffic
controllers. Carrier Controlled Approach trainingis similar to Ground Control Approach but with
the Landing Signal Officer present.

Annual operations under the no action (operations not affiliated with the proposed action) include
arrivals, departures, FCLPs, and other pattern operations. Underthe no action, there are 68,200 total
EA-18G GrowleroperationsatAultField and 6,100 operations at OLF Coupeville (Table2-1). Underthe
proposed action, there would be upto 106,900 annual EA-18G Growler airfield operations at Ault Field
and up to 35,100 EA-18G Growleroperations at OLF Coupeville, toinclude arrivals, departures, FCLPs,
and other pattern operations. This would be anincrease of 38,700 and 29,000 operationsatAultField
and OLF Coupeville, respectively.

EA-18G Growleroperations would be conducted inamannersimilartothe current Navy aircraft training
missions conducted atthe NAS Whidbey Island complex, with the exception of standardizing the FCLP
pattern for Runway 14 at OLF Coupeville, utilizing the same pattern for day and night operations. This
FCLP pattern standardization will resultin runway utilization of 30% at Runway 14 and 70% at Runway
32.

Table 2-1 No Action and Proposed Action EA-18G Growler Aircraft Operations

Comparison
Action FCLP Other Total Total Change
Operations
Ault Field (Average Year)
No Action 14,700 53,500 68,200
Proposed Action 35,100 71,800 106,900 +38,700
OLF Coupeville (Average Year)
No Action 6,100 0 6,100
Proposed Action 35, 100" 0 35,100 +29,000
T: These numbers are based on the most impactful scenario for each location (i.e. where the splitin FCLP operations would create the most significant noise

impacts. See Section 1.2 for more information.

2.2 AcCTION AREA

The action area isdefinedin the ESA as all areas that could potentially be affected directly orindirectly
by the federal action (50CFR § 402.02). The potential stressor associated with the proposed actionis
aircraft noise. As part of the 2015 NWTT BO, NMFS agreed that aircraft overflights above 1,000 feet (ft.)
do notcause areactionin marine mammals (National Marine Fisheries Service 2015). Therefore, the
action area, as depictedin Figure 2-5, forthis proposed actionis the area where aircraft operations
occur at an altitude of less than 1,000 ft.
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Figure 2-1 General Location Map — NAS Whidbey Island Complex
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Figure 2-2 General Location Map — Ault Field
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Figure 2-3 General Location Map — OLF Coupeville
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Figure 2-4 FCLP Operation Pattern and Altitude
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Figure 2-5 Aircraft Noise Action Area — Flights < 1,000 ft. MSL
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3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE SPECIES AND THEIR HABITAT
3.1  MEexicoAND CENTRAL AMERICA DPS HumpPBACK WHALE (Megaptera
novaeangliae)

3.1.1 Status and Management

The humpback whale was listed as endangered underthe ESA in 1970 (35 Federal Register [FR] 18319).
On September8, 2016, NMFS revised the ESA listing for humpback whales, separating the population
into 14 distinct population segments (DPS). Two DPSs occurin the action area: the Mexico DPS and
Central America DPS. Based on evidence of population recovery, the Central America DPS occurringin
the action arearemained listed as endangered, and the Mexico DPS was down-listed (to threatened)
fromthe U.S. Endangered Species List (National Marine Fisheries Service 2016a).

3.1.2 Habitat and GeographicRange

Humpback whales are globally distributed and highly migratory, traveling great distances during
migration, the farthest migration of any mammal (National Marine Fisheries Service 2015). They inhabit
all of the world’s majoroceans, with the California/Oregon/Washington breeding stock occurringin
waters off Washington (National Marine Fisheries Service 2016a). Humpback whales spend the summer
monthsinfeedinggrounds at higherlatitudes, and individuals have been sighted in Washington’sinland
waters from May to November (Orca Network 2017). Their preferred feeding grounds are shallow, cold
coastal waters (National Marine Fisheries Service 2016a). The California/Oregon/Washington stock
migratestoits calving grounds off the coast of Mexico and Central Americaforthe winter (WDFW 2013,
National Marine Fisheries Service 2016a).

Occurrence inthe Action Area

The majority of the action area that overlaps marine waters for the proposed actionisin the Strait of
Juan de Fuca which extends alongthe northwest shores of Whidbey Island comprisingthe marine
waters adjacentto Ault Field. Although humpback whales were commonininland Washington waters
priorto the whaling period, few sightings had been reported in this area until the last 10 years
(Calambokidis and Steiger 1990, Pinnell and Sandilands 2004, Schefferand Slipp 1948b as cited by
National Marine Fisheries Service 2015). With the creation (in 2011) of the Orca Network online forum
to compile whale sighting reports, and increased publicinterestin reporting whale sightings, the
numberof reported humpback whale sightings has increased significantly. Inland water opportunistic
sightings primarily occur during warmer months, but sightings are reported in every month of the year.
Most sightings occurin the Strait of Juan de Fuca, which connects Puget Sound to the PacificOcean, and
inthe SanJuan Island area, a group of islands with the closest extent being approximately 8 nautical
milesfrom Ault Field. Sightings are more frequenton the western portion of the Straitde Juan de Fuca,
bordering Vancouver Island; howeversightings do occurin the vicinity of Whidbey Island and close to
the action area. From 2015 until the present, there have been approximately 29 sightings of humpback
whalesinthe Strait de Juan Fuca, some of which were likely the same individuals (Orca Network 2017).
Of these 29 sightings, 12 were a considerable distance west of Whidbey Island approximately halfway
betweenitsbordersand Vancouverlsland (Orca Network 2017).

C-76



PugetSound (defined as south of Admiralty Inlet), comprises asmall portion of the action areafor the
proposed action asit overlaps the southern extent of airspace for operations occurring at OLF
Coupeville. Calambokidis et al. (2002) recorded only six individuals between 1996 and 2001. However,
from January 2003 through July 2012 there were over 60 sightings of humpback whales reported to Orca
Network, some of which could be the same individuals (Orca Network 2012). In September 2016, there
was one sighting of ahumpback whale close to Admiralty Inlet whichis located at the very northern
extentof PugetSound. Areview of the reported sightingsin Puget Sound indicates that humpback
whales usually occurasindividuals orin pairs (Orca Network 2012). Sightingsinthe PugetSound are
rare, but can occur yearround.

The northern extent of the Saratoga Passage borders Whidbey Island to the east, overlappingasmall
portion of airspace for air operations occurring at OLF Coupevilletothe north and east of the landing
field. The mostrecenthumpback whale was reported in the Saratoga Passage close to CamanoIslandin
October 2014 (Orca Network 2017).

Giventheirgeneral migration patterns, Mexican and Central America DPS humpback whales are
infrequentin Washington’sinland waters, but are more likely to occurin the warmer months.

3.1.3 Population and Abundance

The Mexico DPS includes whales that feed across a broad geographicrange from Californiato the
AleutianIslands, with concentrations in California, Oregon, northern Washington, southern British
Columbia, northern and western Gulf of Alaska, and Bering Sea feeding grounds. The abundance
estimate forthe Mexico DPSis 3,264 individuals, with an unknown population trend (81 FR 62259).

The Central America DPSincludes whales that feed almost exclusively offshore of Californiaand Oregon
inthe eastern Pacific, with only afew individuals identified at the northern Washington-southern British
Columbiafeeding grounds. The abundance estimate for the Central America DPSis 411 individuals, with
an unknown populationtrend (81 FR 62259).

The current best estimate forthe California/Oregon/Washington stock of humpback whales (that occurs
in waters off Washington) is 1,918 (CV=0.03) (Carettaet al. 2016). The growth rate of the
California/Oregon/Washington stock is estimated at 6-7% (Caretta et al. 2016). Caretta et al. (2016)
estimated the Northern Washington/Southern British Columbia stock at 189 individuals.

3.1.4 Predator/Prey Interactions and Foraging

Humpback whales feed on avariety of invertebrates and small schooling fish. The most common
invertebrate prey are krill (tiny crustaceans); the most common fish prey are herring, mackerel, sand
lance, sardines, anchovies, and capelin (Clapham & Mead 1999). Feeding occurs both at the surface and
indeeperwaters, wherever preyis abundant. Humpback whales are the only species of baleen whale
that show strong evidence of cooperation when they feedin large groups (D'Vincent et al. 1985). This
speciesisknown to be attacked by both killer whales and false killer whales, as evidenced by tooth rake
scars on theirbodiesand fins (Steiger et al. 2008).

3.1.5 Critical Habitat
Thereis no designated critical habitat forthe humpback whale.
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3.2  SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALE (ORCINUS ORCA)

3.2.1 Status and Management

Killerwhale populations of the eastern North PacificOcean comprise three distinct forms, all with
notable morphological, ecological, genetic, and behavioral differences. The three typesinclude resident,
transient, and offshore, and they do notappearto interbreed despite partially overlapping ranges. All
three forms regularly occurin Washington. Thisincludes the Southern Resident killer whale DPS, which
was listed as endangered underthe ESAin 2005 (WDFW 2013; 70 FR 69903).

3.2.2 Habitat and Geographic Range

Killerwhales are the most widely distributed marine mammal, occurringin all of the world’s oceans
(National Marine Fisheries Service 2016b). Resident killer whalesinthe Northeast Pacificare distributed
from Alaskato California, with 4 distinct communities recognized as southern, northern, southern
Alaska, and western Alaska (Krahn et al. 2002, 2004 as cited in National Marine Fisheries Service,
2008).The Eastern North PacificSouthern Resident stock is a trans-boundary stock that occurs mainly
within the inland waters of Washington State and southern British Columbia but extends from central
Californiainto southern Southeast Alaska (Caretta et al. 2016). The Southern Resident population
consistsof J, K, and L podsthat reside inthe inland waterways of Washington and British Columbia
(Strait of Georgia, Strait of Juan de Fuca, and Puget Sound), mainly duringlate spring, summer, and fall
(Bigg 1982, Fordet al. 2000; Krahn et al. 2002 as cited in National Marine Fisheries Service 2008). During
thistime period Southern Residentkiller whales forage for prey, mainly Chinooksalmon stocks, which
have largely been genetically linked to the Fraser River system, namingitas an overall importantarea
fortheirdiet (DFO 2010). Southernresidentkillerwhaleoccurrences generated from prey stocks
originating from otherriver systems such as the ColumbiaRiverare also likely at certain times of the
year. Movements and distributionin winterand early springare largely unknown (National Marine
Fisheries Service 2008).

Occurrence inthe Action Area

Southern Residentkiller whales spend asignificant portion of the yearin the inland waterways of the
Strait of Georgia, which borders the SanJuan Islands to the north; Strait of Juan de Fuca, which connects
Pugetsoundto the PacificOceanin waters west of Ault Field; and Puget Sound (Heimlich-Boran 1988,
Fellemanetal. 1991, Olson 1998, Osborne 1999, as cited by National Marine Fisheries Service 2010). In
springand summer months, the Southern Resident stock is mostfrequently seeninthe SanJuanIslands
region, with intermittent sightingsinthe Puget Sound (Orca Network 2017). In the fall and early winter
months, the Southern Residents are seen more frequently in Puget Sound, where returningchum and
Chinook salmon are concentrated (Osborneetal. 1988). By winter, they spend progressively lesstime in
the inland marine waters and more time off the coast of Washington, Oregon, and California (Black
2011).

Sightings reported to the Orca Network from 2015 through 2016 indicated about 23 Southern Resident
killerwhalesin the vicinity of the action area, some of which were likely the same individuals (Orca
Network 2017). As explained in the Section 3.1.2, the main overlap of the action area within marine
waters occurs adjacentto Ault Field in the Strait of Juan de Fuca, an area where about half (12) of the
sightings withinthe lasttwo years were reported (Orca Network 2017). Four of the sightings were
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locatedin northern extent of Puget Sound which overlaps avery small region that contains airspace for
OLF Coupeville airoperations to the south of the landing field. The remaining seven sightings were
reportedinthe northern extent of the Saratoga Passage, bordering Whidbey Island to the eastand OLF
Coupeville tothe north (Orca Network 2017). While Southern Residentkiller whales are frequently
sightedinthe Strait of Juan de Fuca, Puget Sound, and Saratoga Passage, their presence varies and
generally depends onthe season (Orca Network 2017).

3.2.3 Populationand Abundance

Photo-identification of individual whales through the years has resulted in asubstantial understanding
of the Eastern North PacificSouthern Resident stock’s structure. The most current abundance estimate
for thisstockis 81 whales (Carrettaetal. 2016).

3.2.4 Predator/Prey Interactions and Foraging

The primary source of food for the southern residentkiller whaleis salmonids, particularly Chinook
salmon (Hanson et al. 2010). The killerwhale has no known natural predators;itis considered to be the
top predatorof the oceans (Ford et al. 2009).

3.2.5 Critical Habitat

In November 2006, NMFS designated 2,560 square miles (6,630 km?) of critical habitat for Southern
Residentkiller whales thatincludes Haro Strait and the waters around the San Juan Islands, Puget
Sound, and the Strait of Juan de Fuca (71 FR 69054).

The critical habitat designation excluded the waters within the boundaries of 18 military sitesinthe area
that were found to meetthe definition of critical habitat forthe Southern Resident killer whale,
including the action area (US Department of the Navy 2012c). These sitesinclude shore-based facilities,
nearshore areas around docks and piers, and offshore areasin Puget Sound to cover approximately 112
square miles (71 FR 69054). While aircraft overflights do occur over portions of water designated as
critical habitat, only high-altitude (> 1,000 ft.) aircraft operations occurin these areas. Since NMFS
agreedin the 2015 NWTT BO that overflights above 1,000 ft. do not cause a reactionin marine
mammals, there would be no effect on Southern Residentkiller whale designated critical habitat.

The physical and biological factors essential for conservation of the southernresident killer whale critical
habitat have beenidentified as (1) water quality to support growth and development; (2) prey speciesof
sufficient quantity, quality and availability to supportindividual growth, reproduction and development,
as well as overall population growth; and (3) passage conditions to allow for migration, resting, and
foraging (National Marine Fisheries Service 2006).
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4.0 EFFECTS OF THE ACTION ON THE MEXICO AND CENTRAL AMERICA
HUMPBACK WHALE AND SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALE

4.1 Direct Effects -- Noise

Low-flying aircraft produce sounds that marine mammals can hear when animals occurat or near the
ocean’ssurface. Underwatersounds from aircraft are strongest just below the surface andlocalizedina
narrow cone directly underthe aircraft. Sounds from aircraft would not have physical effects on marine
mammals but represent acousticstimuli (primarily low-frequency sounds from engines and rotors) that
have beenreportedto affect the behavior of some marine mammals.

Thorough reviews on the behavioral reactions of marine mammals to aircraft are presentedin
Richardson et al. (1995), Efroymson et al. (2000), and Luksenburg and Parsons (2009b).The most
common responses of cetaceans to aircraft overflights wereshort surfacing durations, abrupt dives, and
percussive behavior (breaching and tail slapping) (Nowacek et al. 2007). Luksenburgand Parsons
(2009a) determined thatthe sensitivity of whales and dolphins to aircraft noise may depend onthe
animals’ behavioral state atthe time of exposure (e.g. resting, socializing, foraging or travelling) as well
as the altitude and lateral distance of the aircraft to the animals. While resting animals seemed to be
disturbed the most, low flying aircraft with close lateral distances over shallow water elicited stronger
disturbance responses than higherflying aircraft with greater lateral distances overdeeper water
((Patenaude etal. 2002, Smulteaet al. 2008) in Luksenburgand Parsons (2009a)). Other behavioral
responses such as flushing and fleeing the area of the source of the noise have also been observed
(Manci et al. 1988). Richardson et al. (1995) noted that marine mammal reactions to aircraft overflight
largely consisted of opportunisticand anecdotal observations. These observations lack a clear distinction
between reactions potentially caused by the noise of the aircraftand the visual cue an aircraft presents.
In addition, it was suggested that variationsinthe responses noted were due to otherundocumented
factors associated with overflight (Richardson et al. 1995). These factors could include aircrafttype
(single engine, multi-engine, jet turbine), flight path (centered on the animal, off to one side, circling,
level and slow), environmental factors such as wind speed, seastate, cloud cover, and locations where
native subsistence hunting continues.

As part of the 2015 NWTT BO, NMFS agreed that overflights above 1,000 ft. do not cause a reactionin
marine mammals. Therefore, in order foraircraft noise to potentially have an effect on humpback and
Southern Residentkiller whales, they would have to be at the surface of the water and be almost
directly underneath alow altitude (< 1,000 ft.) aircraft passing overhead. The likelihood of this occurring,
and therefore effectsto humpback and Southern Residentkiller whales, is discountable and insignificant
for the following reasons.

First, the portions of flights that occur at low altitudes happen mostly overland. Though, forthe
portions of flights that do occur at low altitudes and do not happen overland, the majority of the flights
are at only at low altitudes forasmall amount of time (20 seconds fordepartures and up to 60 seconds
for arrivals). For FCLP operations (which operatein aracetrack pattern and fora largerportion of time
below 1,000 ft. AGL), short stretches do extend over marine waters forsome these events dependingon
which runway and facility is being utilized. Though, on the eastern side of the island, along the Saratoga
Passage, runways at AultField are a substantial distance from the shoreline with runway 32and runway
25 ending 18,700 ft. and 10,000 ft., respectively, fromthe Passage. The closest shoreline to OLF
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Coupeville runway 14 (as shownin Figure 2-3) is 8,000 ft. abeam (ata rightangle to) and 11,000 ft. off of
the approach end. The end at runway 32 isabout 7,000 ft. from the shoreline.

Second, the total number of aircraft hours would be split between the two facilities (Ault Field and OLF
Coupeville) and would be spread out overthe course of a year. Forexample, in 2015 FCLPs (which fall
under pattern operations and generate the greatestincrease in hours) were only conducted a total of
110 days at Ault Field and 34 days at OLF Coupeville. Onthose days, only about two-three FCLP
evolutions of 45 minutes each were conducted resultingin only about two-three hours of FCLPs on
those days. Additionally, while other daily flights happen at Ault Field even when FCLPs aren’t occurring,
OLF Coupeville is primarily used for FCLPs, so inactive days represent days where no flights at OLF
Coupeville will occur and thus no flights between the two locations.

Third, humpback and Southern Resident killer whales that may be presentin the action areaare
currently exposedto high levels of ambient underwater noise. Bordering Whidbey Island to the
southwest, the Admiralty Inlet connects Puget Sound to the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Bassetet al. (2010)
collected passiveacoustics dataforone year at the Inlet. The mostsignificant contributors toambient
noise levels atthe Inlet study site were commercial shipping and ferry traffic, with secondary
contributions from rain, wind, and marine mammal vocalizations (Basset et al. 2010). Recorded mean
total sound pressure levels (SPL) overall werefoundto be 117 dB SPL re 1uPa, which most likely drown
out or lessen the sounds of aircraft overflights.

Fourth, humpback and Southern Residentkiller whale presencein the action areavaries, and in the past

two years there were only 29 and 23 citizen science sightings, respectively, some which could likely have
been the sameindividuals (Orca Network 2017).

4.2 Indirect Effects

There were noindirect effects identified.

4.3 Determination of Effects

The above analysisindicates thatthe proposed action may affect, butis not likely to adversely affect
the Mexico and Central America DPS humpback whale.

The above analysisindicates that the proposed action may affect, butis not likely to adversely affect

the Southern Residentkiller whale. The above analysis indicates that the proposed action would have no
effect on Southern Residentkiller whale critical habitat.
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Appendix A

Species Effect Determinations for the Proposed Action

P R A ABITA D ATIO A D R ATO
Fishes
Green Sturgeon Southern DPS Threatened No effect
(Acipenser medirostris) Critical habitat Designated No effect
Eulachon Southern DPS Threatened No effect
(Thaleichthys pacificus) Critical habitat Threatened No effect
Chinook salmon PugetSound ESU Threatened No effect
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) Critical Habitat Designated No effect
Hood Canal summer-run chum Threatened No effect
(Oncorhynchus keta) Critical Habitat Designated No effect
Steelhead Threatened No effect
(Oncorhynchus mykiss) Critical Habitat Designated No effect
Bocaccio rockfish PugetSound/ Endangered No effect
(Sebastes paucispinis) GeorgiaBasin DPS

Critical Habitat Designated No effect
Yelloweye rockfish PugetSound/ Threatened No effect
(Sebastes ruberrimus) GeorgiaBasin DPS

Critical Habitat Designated No effect
Marine Mammals
Humpback whale Mexico DPS Threatened May affect, notlikelyto
(Megaptera novaengliae) adversely affect
Humpback whale Central AmericaDPS | Endangered May affect, notlikelyto
(Megaptera novaengliae) adversely affect
Killerwhale Southern Resident Endangered May affect, notlikelyto
(Orcinus orca) adversely affect

Critical Habitat Designated No effect
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July 20, 2017 Refer to NMFS No: WCR-2017-6919

G.C. Moore

Captain, U.S. Navy

Naval Air Station Whidbey Island 3730 North Charles Porter Avenue
Oak Harbor, WA 98278-5000

Re:  Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter for the EA-18G Growler
Aircraft Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor
Washington.

Dear Captain G.C. Moore:

On April 24, 2017, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your request
for a written concurrence that the U.S. Navy’s continued and expanded Growler operations and
some associated construction at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island under Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) Southern Resident
Killer Whales and Central American and Mexican Humpback Whales, species listed as
threatened or endangered under the ESA, or SRKW critical habitats designated under the ESA.
This response to your request was prepared by NMFS pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA,
implementing regulations at 50 CFR 402, and agency guidance for preparation of letters of
concurrence.

This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and
objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section
515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public
Law 106-554). The concurrence letter will be available through NMFS’ Public Consultation
Tracking System [https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/pcts-web/homepage.pcts]. A complete record of
this consultation is on file at the Protected Resources Division in Seattle, WA.

Proposed Action and Action Area

The proposed action can be summarized in two parts: 1) to continue and expand Growler
operations at two facilities, Ault Field and Outlying Landing Field (OLF) Coupeville on the NAS
Whidbey Island and add 36 aircraft to the Growler fleet; and 2) to construct and renovate the
facilities at Ault Field to accommodate the increased fleet and operations.
1. Continued and expanded Growler operations at NAS Whidbey Island
Under the proposed action, EA-18G Growler operations will continue and increase by
57% at Ault Field from 68,200 to 106,900 annual operations, and by 475% at OLF
Coupeville from 6,100 to 35,100 annual operations. The term “operation” here refers
to a single takeoff or landing of an aircraft at the naval station. The portion of each
operation that occurs at low altitude (below 1000ft mean sea level) lasts for a short
period of time, between 20 and 60 seconds. Operations at NAS Whidbey Island are
undertaken to deploy Growlers for electronic warfare missions as well as to train
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Growler pilots for landing on aircraft carriers. Operations are spread throughout the
year but are concentrated around deployments, as carrier squadron pilots must
complete training within ten days of deploying on an aircraft carrier. The resulting
annual schedule of Growler operations consists of long periods of inactivity between
short periods of high activity, lasting up to about two weeks. Current Growler
operations take place on about 50 days of the year. Operations take place both during
the day and at night to simulate conditions during deployment. The majority of
Growler operations take place at Ault Field, but no more than 80% will be
concentrated at one of the two sites. The proposed action includes all proposed future
Growler operations, which reflect past levels and anticipated increases.

Construction and renovation of the facilities at Ault Field

In order to increase the Growler fleet and Growler operations at NAS Whidbey
Island, Ault Field facilities will need to be updated and expanded to support the
training, maintenance, and operational requirements associated with such an increase.
Construction will begin as early as 2017 with full implementation by 2021. The
increase in Growler aircraft and personnel will require additional infrastructure at
Ault Field such as aircraft pavement, an aircraft parking apron, a flight training and
briefing building, maintenance

hangars, armament storage, expanded

personnel parking areas, and a

mobile maintenance facility. It will

also require repairs to inactive

taxiways and expanded hangar space.

This construction will result in an

increase of 2 acres of impervious

surface, which represents a less than

1% increase in the total impervious

surface at NAS Whidbey Island.!

The action area includes all areas around the
NAS Whidbey Island where aircraft are
expected to operate below 1,000ft mean sea
level (MSL). This includes areas around
Whidbey Island in the Strait of Juan de Fuca,
Dugualla Bay, Admiralty Inlet, Saratoga
Passage, and Harrington Lagoon (Figure 1).

Action Agency’s Effects Determination

The action agency has evaluated the impacts of

the current and expanded EA-18G Growler
Aircraft Operations at Naval Air Station as well
as the construction and renovation of facilities at

Figure 1. The action area around NAS Whidbey
Island for the proposed increase of Growler
operations. Pink lines represent flight paths at

Ault Field and has determined that the proposed altitudes below 1000ft.

! There is no causal relationship between the proposed action and the existing impervious surface and its effects
because the surface was built, and is used, for a variety of purposes and the existence of the surface and its effects
would not change irrespective of the proposed action.
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action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, Southern Resident killer whales (Orcinus
orca) and their critical habitat as well as the Mexico and Central America DPSs of humpback
whales (Megaptera novaeangliae).

Consultation History

On April 24, 2017, the U.S. Navy requested concurrence under Section 7 of the ESA on the
proposed continuation and expansion of Growler operations and some associated construction at
NAS Whidbey Island from the NMFS West Coast Region Protected Resources Division in
Seattle, Washington. Additional information was requested by NMFS on May 5 and June 29,
2017 and responses were provided by the U.S. Navy on May 10" and June 30" via phone call
and confirmed in a follow-up email. In addition, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Growler operations at NAS Whidbey Island provided additional information on the project (U.S.
Navy 2016). The consultation was initiated upon the receipt of all the necessary information on
June 30,

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Effects of the Action

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the
listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or
interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02). The applicable standard to find that a
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat is that all of the
effects of the action are expected to be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.
Beneficial effects are contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species
or critical habitat. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the
scale where take occurs. Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur.

Species Determinations

Below, we discuss the likelihood of occurrence and the potential effects of the proposed action
on two ESA-listed species, Southern Resident killer whales and Mexico and Central American
humpback whales.

Southern Resident killer whales (SRKW)

The final rule listing Southern Resident killer whales as endangered identified several potential
factors that may have caused their decline or may be limiting recovery. These are: quantity and
quality of prey, toxic chemicals which accumulate in top predators, and disturbance from sound
and vessel traffic. The final recovery plan includes more information on these potential threats to
Southern Residents (73 FR 4176). The recent ESA 5-year review (NMFS 2016) provides an
update on the status of SRKW, which currently total 78 animals.

Southern Residents spend considerable time in the Georgia Basin from late spring to early
autumn, with concentrated activity in the inland waters of the state of Washington around the
San Juan Islands, and then move south into Puget Sound in early autumn. While these are
seasonal patterns, Southern Resident killer whales have the potential to occur throughout their
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range (from Central California north to the Queen Charlotte Islands) at any time of the year. The
Whale Museum manages a long-term database of SRKW sightings and geospatial locations in
inland waters of Washington. While these data are predominately opportunistic sightings from a
variety of sources (public reports, commercial whale watching, Soundwatch, Lime Kiln State
Park land-based observations, and independent research reports), Southern Residents are highly
visible in inland waters, and widely followed by the interested public and research community.
The dataset does not account for level of observation effort by season or location; however, it is
the most comprehensive long-term dataset available to evaluate broad scale habitat use by
Southern Residents in inland waters. For these reasons, NMFS relies on the number of past
sightings to assess the likelihood of SRKW presence in a proposed action area. A review of this
dataset from the years 1990 to 2013 indicates that Southern Residents have been observed in the
action area ranging from a total of 5 to 50 days depending on the month (Table 1).

Table 1. SRKW opportunistic sightings in the
project vicinity from 1990 to 2013.
Month Number of Sighting Days
January 12
February 9
March 5
April 5
May 19
June 50
July 48
August 20
September 18
October 15
November 12
December 25

The two pathways for impacts to Southern Residents include direct effects from disturbance
from aircraft operations and indirect effects from infrastructure construction and potential
changes in stormwater runoff and contaminants.

Wildlife viewing guidelines for marine mammals recommend that aircraft remain above 1000
feet to avoid disturbance or harassment
(http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/education/viewing_northwest.pdf). The proposed action
includes limited operations below 10001t that produce sound that may affect listed marine
mammals. One study found that noise from aircraft flying much lower than 1000ft produced
sound not unlike that produced by vessels in the area (Veirs and Veirs unpublished data). The
sound produced by aircraft would not cause physical harm to Southern Residents but may result
in behavioral changes. Behavioral changes observed in odontocetes in response to aircraft
overflight include diving, slapping the surface of the water with the tail flukes, swimming away
from the aircraft, or not visibly reacting (Richardson et al 1995). Responses to aircraft are
stronger to low flying aircraft at a close lateral distances or positioned directly over an animal
located at the surface (Patenaude et al. 2002; Smultea et al. 2008). Species like killer whales that
show avoidance behavior in response to vessel traffic also react to aircraft, either neutrally or
with a startle response (Wursig et al. 1998). The biggest concern for Southern Residents with
regard to these changes in behavior is the potential for reduced foraging behavior, reduced access
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to important foraging areas, and the interruption of social interactions important for foraging
through acoustic masking. However, given the small geographic area of the proposed action and
the sightings data in that area from 1990 to 2013, there is an extremely low likelihood that
whales would be present at the surface directly under the flight path during an operation. This
combined with the limited duration (20-60 seconds) of operations below 10001t and the sporadic
frequency of operations at NAS Whidbey Island indicate that the proposed action would not
likely result in the long-term exposure of SRKW to aircraft noise, and therefore would not likely
result in long-term behavioral changes or displacement. For these reasons, we anticipate any
temporary behavioral responses that may occur in response to aircraft operations would be
discountable and insignificant.

Southern Resident killer whales already have high levels of accumulated contaminants in their
bodies, and those contaminants can affect their health. The addition of 2 acres of impervious
surface will result in a small increase in stormwater runoff from Ault Field which could increase
pollutant discharge. NAS Whidbey Island currently holds a USEPA-issued NPDES permit for
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. This permit requires stormwater
monitoring, inspections, training/awareness, documentation, reporting, and implementation of
control measures, including Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce and/or eliminate
stormwater pollutant discharge. The Navy’s BMPs to avoid non-point source pollution as a result
of runoff from impervious surfaces include conducting maintenance, chemical or waste oil
storage, and transferring potential contaminants in covered areas to prevent stormwater runoff
from washing contaminants into storm drains or surface waters. All of the runoff from uncovered
areas, including the new impervious surfaces to support Growler operations, will be retained and
diverted to an existing sanitary sewer system and treated as required by the Navy (U.S. Navy
2016). A stormwater runoff treatment system that meets the most current design standards is
already in place to ensure that all runoff is treated before being discharged into the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and Dugualla Bay. Therefore, any additional runoff from new impervious surfaces will
be treated and, based on the best available information at this time?, we expect existing permit
requirements and BMPs will be sufficient to ensure that any effects from increased pollutant
discharge will be insignificant.

Mexico and Central America humpback whales

On September 8, 2016, NMFS published a final rule to divide the globally listed endangered
humpback whale into 14 DPSs, remove the previous broad species-level listing, and place four
DPSs as endangered and one as threatened (81 FR 62259). NMFS has identified three DPSs of
humpback whales that may be found off the coasts of Washington, Oregon and California. Two
of these, the Mexico DPS and the Central America DPS, are listed as threatened and endangered
under the ESA respectively and threats for humpback whales include entanglement in fishing
gear, ship strikes, vessel disturbance and habitat impacts.

The endangered Central America DPS and the threatened Mexico DPS both at times travel and
feed off the U.S. west coast as do humpback whales from Hawaii that are no longer listed under
the ESA. Based on data from the SPLASH (Structure of Populations, Levels of Abundance and

2 We anticipate that there will be a future ESA consultation on stormwater discharges because the Navy is in the
process of redesigning the current stormwater facilities for the entire facility, which will be addressed in a NPDES
permit process. We do not prejudge the outcome of that consultation here. We have done an assessment here
focused on the stormwater discharges that are causally related to the proposed action, and based on the best
information currently available, in order to ensure a comprehensive evaluation of the effects of this proposed action.
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Status of Humpback Whales) project, humpback whales off the coast of Washington primarily
originate from the threatened Mexico and un-listed Hawaii DPSs with a small proportion from
Central America (up to 15%) (Wade et al. 2016). These proportions may be similar in inland
waters and additional data analysis is underway to provide information about habitat use of the
different DPSs in inland waters. Although uncommon in the past, humpback sightings in the
Strait of Georgia and Puget Sound increased during the early 2000s to include 13 individually
identified whales (Falcone et al. 2005). In recent years sightings of humpback whales in inland
waters have been more commonly reported by whale watchers and the public to organizations
such as Orca Network.

Current estimates of abundance for the Central America DPS range from approximately 400 to
600 individuals (Bettridge et al. 2015, Wade et al. 2016). The size of this population is relatively
low compared to most other North Pacific breeding populations. The population trend for the
Central America DPS is unknown (Bettridge et al. 2015). The Mexico DPS, which also occurs in
the action area, is estimated to be 6,000 to 7,000 from the SPLLASH project (Calambokidis et al.
2008) and in the status review (Bettridge et al. 2015).

As with Southern Residents, the noise produced by aircraft does not cause physical harm to
humpback whales but may provoke a behavioral response. Mysticetes have been found to ignore
or occasionally dive in response to aircraft overflights, but are most likely to respond to low-
flying aircraft operating at less than 1,000ft MSL at low lateral distances. Observations of the
reaction of mysticetes to aircraft overflight are rare and there is no evidence that occasional
aircraft overflight causes long-term displacement of baleen whales (Efroymson et al. 2000;
Koski et al. 1998; Richardson et al. 1995). Although the action area falls within the potential
ranges of the Mexico and Central America DPSs only a proportion of the humpback whales in
the action area are likely to be from these listed populations. In addition, the sporadic frequency
and short duration of the proposed aircraft operations make it extremely unlikely that humpback
whales from either of these two populations would be exposed to increased noise from aircraft
overflight. Furthermore, if members of these DPSs were to be present during Growler operations,
the duration of flight under 1000ft MSL is short enough (20-60 seconds) and infrequent enough
that it would be unlikely to cause long-term displacement of the whales. Therefore, the effects
are expected to be discountable and insignificant.

Only a handful of studies have examined accumulated contaminants levels in baleen whales.
Recently, Elfes et al. (2010) compared contaminant levels in biopsy samples collected from
humpback whales from different feeding areas in the North Pacific and North Atlantic. These
feeding areas included the coastal waters off California, Washington, and Alaska, and off the
Gulf of Maine. These levels are less than that measured in Southern Resident killer whales, but
are still considered a potential threat to their health. As above, the addition of 2 acres of
impervious surface will result in a small increase in stormwater runoff from Ault Field which
could increase pollutant discharge. However, as explained above, any additional runoff from new
impervious surfaces will be treated and, based on the best available information at this time, we
expect existing permit requirements and BMPs will be sufficient to ensure that any effects from
increased pollutant discharge will be insignificant.
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Critical Habitat Determination

The proposed action area falls within the critical habitat designated for SRKW but there is no

critical habitat designated for either listed DPS of humpback whales. SRKW critical habitat

includes approximately 2,560 square miles of Puget Sound, excluding areas with water less than

20 feet deep relative to extreme high water. The PCEs for SR killer whale critical habitat are:
(1) Water quality to support growth and development; (2) prey species of sufficient
quantity, quality, and availability to support individual growth, reproduction and
development, as well as overall population growth; and (3) passage conditions to allow
for migration, resting, and foraging.

For the reasons stated above, there is a low likelihood of exposure to aircraft operations and if
exposed the operations are not likely to significantly alter passage conditions (i.e., any
disturbance due to noise will be short-term and localized with no lasting effects or displacement).
As described above, the addition of 2 acres of impervious surface will result in increased
stormwater runoff from Ault Field. However, for the reasons set out above, impacts to water
quality supporting growth and development of SRKW from the increased infrastructure and
associated stormwater discharge are expected to be insignificant. For the same reasons, NMFS
also does not anticipate any effects on the quantity and quality of prey as a result of stormwater
discharge. NMFS finds that the potential adverse effects to SRKW critical habitat are
discountable and insignificant.

Conclusion

Based on this analysis, NMFS concurs with the United States Navy that the proposed action is
not likely to adversely affect the subject listed species and designated critical habitat.

Reinitiation of Consultation

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by the United States Navy or by
NMEFS, where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or
is authorized by law and (1) new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed
species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the identified
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical
habitat that was not considered in this concurrence letter; or if (3) a new species is listed or
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 402.16). This
concludes the ESA portion of this consultation.

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the
purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of threatened and
endangered species. The U.S. Navy also has the same responsibilities, and informal consultation
offers action agencies an opportunity to address their conservation responsibilities under section

7(@)(1).
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NMFS No: April 23,2018
WCR-2018-9421
REINI 2017-6919

G.C. Moore Captain

U.S. Navy Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
3730 North Charles Porter Avenue

Oak Harbor, WA 98278-5000

Re:  Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(2) Concurrence Letter for the EA-18G Growler
Aircraft Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor
Washington.

Dear Captain G.C. Moore:

On April 16, 2018, NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received your request to
re-initiate the above consultation to include listed fish species. We previously completed
consultation on listed whale species on the U.S. Navy’s continued and expanded Growler
operations and some associated construction at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Navy has requested written
concurrence that the same action is also not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) the Southern
distinct population segment (DPS) of North American green sturgeon, the Pacific eulochon
(Thaleichthys pacificus) DPS, the Puget Sound Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
evolutionarily significant unit (ESU), the Hood Canal summer-run chum (O. keta) ESU, the
Puget Sound steelhead (O. mykiss) DPS, the Georgia Basin (GB) bocaccio (Sebastes
paucispinus) rockfish DPS, and the GB yelloweye (S. ruberrimus) rockfish DPS. This response
to your request was prepared by NMFS pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, implementing
regulations at 50 CFR 402, and agency guidance for preparation of letters of concurrence.

The NMFS also reviewed the proposed action for potential effects on Essential Fish Habitat
(EFH) designated under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
(MSA), including conservation measures and any determination that you made regarding the
potential effects of the action. This review was pursuant to section 305(b) of the MSA,
implementing regulations at 50 CFR 600.920, and agency guidance for use of the ESA
consultation process to complete EFH consultation. In this case, NMFS determined that the
action would not adversely affect EFH. Thus, consultation under the MSA is not required for
this action.
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This letter underwent pre-dissemination review using standards for utility, integrity, and
objectivity in compliance with applicable guidelines issued under the Data Quality Act (section
515 of the Treasury and General Government Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2001, Public
Law 106-554). The concurrence letter will be available through NMFS’ Public Consultation
Tracking System [https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/pcts-web/homepage.pcts]. A complete record of
this consultation is on file at the Protected Resources Division in Seattle, WA.

Proposed Action and Action Area

The Navy proposes to: 1) continue and expand Growler (a type of aircraft) operations at two
facilities, Ault Field and Outlying Landing Field (OLF) Coupeville on the NAS Whidbey Island
and add 36 aircraft to the Growler fleet; and 2) construct and renovate the facilities at Ault Field

to accommodate the increased fleet and operations.

1. Continued and expanded Growler operations at NAS Whidbey Island

Under the proposed action, EA-18G Growler operations will continue and increase by 57 percent
at Ault Field from 68,200 to 106,900 annual operations, and by 475 percent at OLF Coupeville
from 6,100 to 35,100 annual operations. The term “operation” here refers to a single takeoft or
landing of an aircraft at the Naval station. The portion of each operation that occurs at low
altitude (below 1000 feet mean sea level) lasts for a short period of time, between 20 and 60
seconds. Operations at NAS Whidbey Island are undertaken to deploy Growlers for electronic
warfare missions as well as to train Growler pilots for landing on aircraft carriers. Operations are
spread throughout the year but are concentrated around deployments, as carrier squadron pilots
must complete training within ten days of deploying on an aircraft carrier. The resulting annual
schedule of Growler operations consists of long periods of inactivity between short periods of
high activity, lasting up to about two weeks. Current Growler operations take place on about 50
days of the year. Operations take place both during the day and at night to simulate conditions
during deployment. The majority of Growler operations take place at Ault Field, but no more
than 80 percent will be concentrated at one of the two sites. The proposed action includes all
proposed future Growler operations, which reflect past levels and anticipated increases.

2. Construction and renovation of the facilities at Ault Field

To facilitate the increase in the Growler fleet and Growler operations at NAS Whidbey Island,
Ault Field facilities will be updated and expanded to support the training, maintenance, and
operational requirements associated with such an increase. Construction will begin as early as
2017 with full implementation by 2021. The increase in Growler aircraft and personnel will
require additional infrastructure at Ault Field such as aircraft pavement, an aircraft parking
apron, a flight training and briefing building, maintenance hangars, armament storage, expanded
personnel parking areas, and a mobile maintenance facility. It will also require repairs to inactive
taxiways and expanded hangar space. This construction will result in an increase of 2 acres of
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impervious surface, which represents a less than 1 percent increase in the total impervious
surface at NAS Whidbey Island.'

The action area includes all areas around the NAS Whidbey Island where aircraft are expected to
operate below 1,000 feet mean sea level (MSL). This includes areas around Whidbey Island in
the Strait of Juan de Fuca, Dugualla Bay, Admiralty Inlet, Saratoga Passage, and Harrington
Lagoon (Figure 1).

Figure 1. The action area around NAS Whidbey Island for the proposed increase of Growler
operations. Pink lines represent flight paths at altitudes below 1000ft.

Action Agency’s Effects Determination

The action agency has evaluated the impacts of the current and expanded EA-18G Growler
Aircraft Operations at Naval Air Station as well as the construction and renovation of facilities at
Ault Field and has determined that the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect listed fish species that may occur in the action area.

! There is no causal relationship between the proposed action and the existing impervious surface and its effects
because the surface was built, and is used, for a variety of purposes and the existence of the surface and its effects
would not change irrespective of the proposed action. We anticipate that there will be a future ESA consultation
on stormwater discharges because the Navy is in the process of redesigning the current stormwater facilities for
the entire facility, which will be addressed in a NPDES permit process. We do not prejudge the outcome of that
consultation here. We have done an assessment here focused on the stormwater discharges that are causally
related to the proposed action, and based on the best information currently available, in order to ensure a
comprehensive evaluation of the effects of this proposed action.
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Consultation History

On April 24, 2017, the U.S. Navy requested concurrence under Section 7 of the ESA for listed
whale species in the action area. Additional information was requested by NMFS on May 5 and
June 29, 2017, and responses were provided by the U.S. Navy on May 10th and June 30th via
phone call and confirmed in a follow-up email. In addition, a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Growler operations at NAS Whidbey Island provided additional information on the
project (U.S. Navy 2016). The consultation was initiated upon the receipt of all the necessary
information on June 30™ and concluded on July 20, 2017 with a written letter of concurrence
from NMFS to the Navy. In January 2018, the Navy provided additional technical information
on potential impacts of the action on listed fish species. On April 16, 2018, the Navy requested
informal consultation on listed fish species in the action area. We initiated consultation on April
16, 2018.

Effects of the Action

Under the ESA, “effects of the action” means the direct and indirect effects of an action on the
listed species or critical habitat, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or
interdependent with that action (50 CFR 402.02). The applicable standard to find that a
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect listed species or critical habitat is that all of the
effects of the action are expected to be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial.
Beneficial effects are contemporaneous positive effects without any adverse effects to the species
or critical habitat. Insignificant effects relate to the size of the impact and should never reach the
scale where take occurs. Discountable effects are those extremely unlikely to occur.

Noise and Potential Impacts to Fish

Potential effects to listed fish species include exposure to stormwater runoff from new imperious
surfaces and exposure to sound disturbance from aircraft. The addition of 2 acres of impervious
surface will result in a small increase in stormwater runoff from Ault Field which could increase
pollutant discharge. NAS Whidbey Island currently holds a USEPA-issued NPDES permit for
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity. This permit requires stormwater
monitoring, inspections, training/awareness, documentation, reporting, and implementation of
control measures, including Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce and/or eliminate
stormwater pollutant discharge. The Navy’s BMPs to avoid non-point source pollution as a result
of runoff from impervious surfaces include conducting maintenance, chemical or waste oil
storage, and transferring potential contaminants in covered areas to prevent stormwater runoff
from washing contaminants into storm drains or surface waters. All of the runoff from uncovered
areas, including the new impervious surfaces to support Growler operations, will be retained and
diverted to an existing sanitary sewer system and treated as required by the Navy (U.S. Navy
2016). A stormwater runoff treatment system that meets the most current design standards is
already in place to ensure that all runoff is treated before being discharged into the Strait of Juan
de Fuca and Dugualla Bay. Therefore, any additional runoff from new impervious surfaces will
be treated and, based on the best available information at this time, including analysis in the
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Navy’s Environmental Assessment for the project, we expect existing permit requirements and
BMPs will be sufficient to ensure that any effects to listed fish species from exposure to
stormwater runoff will be insignificant.

ESA-listed fish species could be exposed to aircraft noise wherever aircraft overflights occur in
the project area, though the potential for sound to enter the water is low. Transmission of sound
from a moving airborne source to a receptor underwater is influenced by numerous factors. Due
to the difference in acoustic properties of air and water, most of the acoustic energy generated
from the aircraft would be reflected away from the water column, preventing noises from
atmospheric sources from maintaining original sound qualities as they transmit through the air-
water interface (Richardson et al. 1995). A sound wave propagating from an aircraft must enter
the water at an angle of incidence of 13 degrees or less from the vertical for the wave to continue
to propagating under the water’s surface (Richardson et al. 1995). Therefore, sound is primarily
transferred into the water from the air in a narrow cone under the aircraft and strongest just
below the surface. At greater angles of incidence, the water acts as a reflector of the sound wave
and allows very little penetration below the water (Urick 1983). For low-altitude flights, sound
levels reaching the water surface would be higher, but the transmission area would be smaller.
As an aircraft gains altitude, sound reaching the water surface diminishes, but the possible
transmission area increases (Eller and Cavanagh 2000).

ESA-listed fish species that may be present in the action area are currently exposed to high levels
of ambient underwater noise. Bordering Whidbey Island to the southwest, the Admiralty Inlet
connects Puget Sound to the Strait of Juan de Fuca. Basset et al. (2010) collected passive
acoustics data for one year at the Inlet. The most significant contributors to ambient noise levels
at the Inlet study site were commercial shipping and ferry traffic, with secondary contributions
from rain, wind, and marine mammal vocalizations (Basset et al. 2010). Recorded mean total
sound pressure levels (SPL) overall were found to be 117 dB SPL re 1puPa, which most likely
drown out or lessen the sounds of aircraft overflights.

Direct injury is not likely due to the non-impulsive nature of the sound. Noise from aircraft
takeoff and landings and overflights lack the duration and intensity of the type of sounds (like
pile driving) known to harm fish (FHWG 2008). Disturbance-level sound is likely to occur from
rumbling-type noise of aircraft. There is a lack of studies that have investigated the behavioral
reactions of unrestrained fish to man-made sound, especially in the natural environment. Studies
of caged fish have identified three basic behavioral reactions to sound: startle, alarm, and
avoidance (McCauley et al., 2000; Pearson et al., 1992; Scripps Institution of Oceanography and
Foundation, 2008). Changes in sound intensity may be more important to a fish’s behavior than
the maximum sound level. Sounds that fluctuate in level tend to elicit stronger responses from
fish than even stronger sounds with a continuous level (Schwartz, 1985). Responses of fish to
rumbling sound would likely include temporary changes in normal behavior patterns (ICF Jones
and Stokes and Illingworth and Rodkin, Inc., 2012). The extent to which fish react likely varies
among species, their life stage, and with other environmental conditions. In general, these
impacts would be short-term and minimal (lasting for only tens of seconds during a Growler
landing, for example). A fish may briefly startle, and then return to normal behavior with
seconds. Overall, long-term impacts for individual fish are unlikely because acoustic exposures
are of short duration (tens of seconds) and intermittent, and unlikely to repeat over short periods.
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Auditory masking refers to the presence of a noise that interferes with a fish’s ability to hear
biologically relevant sounds. Fish use sounds to detect predators and prey, and for schooling,
mating, and navigating, among other uses (Myrberg, 1980; Popper et al., 2003). Masking of
sounds associated with these behaviors could have impacts to fish by reducing their ability to
perform these biological functions. Any noise (i.e., unwanted or irrelevant sound, often of an
anthropogenic nature) detectable by a fish can prevent the fish from hearing biologically
important sounds including those produced by prey or predators (Myrberg, 1980; Popper et al.,
2003). Auditory masking may take place whenever the noise level heard by a fish exceeds
ambient noise levels, the animal's hearing threshold, and the level of a biologically relevant
sound. Masking is found among all vertebrate groups, and the auditory system in all vertebrates,
including fish, is capable of limiting the effects of masking noise, especially when the frequency
range of the noise and biologically relevant signal differ (Fay, 1988; Fay and Megela-Simmons,
1999). The frequency of the sound is an important consideration for masking (Amoser and
Ladich, 2005). Because sound generated at takeoff and landing is brief, only lasting for seconds,
the masking effect of the sound is insignificant. Overall, long-term impacts for individual fish are
unlikely because acoustic exposures will be of short in duration (tens of seconds) and
intermittent, and unlikely to repeat over short periods.

Conclusion

Based on this analysis, we concur with the Navy’s determination that the proposed action is not
likely to adversely affect the subject listed species.

Reinitiation of Consultation

Reinitiation of consultation is required and shall be requested by the Federal agency, or by
NMEFS, where discretionary Federal involvement or control over the action has been retained or
is authorized by law and (1) new information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed
species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered; (2) the identified
action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical
habitat that was not considered in this concurrence letter; or if (3) a new species is listed or
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action (50 CFR 402.16).

Please direct questions regarding this letter to Janet Curran of the Oregon Washington Coastal
Office at (206) 526-4452, or by electronic mail at janet.curran@noaa.gov.

Sincerely,

—Fl ke Boberd o

Barry A. Thom
Regional Administrator
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR STATION WHIDBEY !SLAND
3730 NORTH CHARLES PORTER AYENUE
OAK HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98278-5000

5090

Ser N44/1121
April 20, 2017

Mr. Eric Rickerson

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office Supervisor
Western Washington Field Office

510 Desmond Drive SE, Suite 102

Lacey, WA 98503-1273

Dear Mr. Rickerson:

The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) is requesting an informal consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), as required under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), as amended, for the proposed EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at Naval
Air Station Whidbey Island, Oak Harbor, Washington. Enclosed is a copy of the informal
consultation package for the proposed project for your review.

The Navy proposes to conduct the following actions:
a. Continue and expand existing Growler operations.
b. Increase electronic attack capabilities by adding up to 36 aircraft.
c. Construct and renovate facilities at Ault Field to accommodate additional aircraft.

d. Station additional personnel and their family members at the Complex and in the
surrounding community. :

Aircraft operations will increase to levels similar to those experienced historically over the
life of the airfield that has supported naval aviation for more than 70 years. Construction could
begin as early as 2017 with personnel and aircraft arriving incrementally. The year 2021
represents full implementation of the proposed action.

The Navy’s analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project to ESA listed species
and designated critical habitat are provided in the enclosed informal consultation package as
required under Section 7(c) of the ESA. In regards to species under the jurisdiction of USFWS,
the Navy concludes that the project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” marbled
murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus).

C-111



5090

Ser N44/1121
April 20, 2017

With the enclosed informal consultation package, we are providing the best scientific and
commercial data available concerning the impact of the proposed project on listed species. The
Navy understands that informal consultation will be initiated by your receipt of this informal
consultation request, and we look forward to receiving a letter from you within 30 days
concurring with our effect determination. If you have any questions or concerns regarding the
package, we request you contact us at your earliest convenience.

Please direct any written response and additional inquiries regarding the bi