Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/S5

1. Name—

2: Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden
greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

/
O Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

d Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.
.l'..’
El A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim
Institute.

N
[0 A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

TALNAOOO1

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



E( Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

Ei Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
ﬂ/ Aquafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

O The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of
the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.

ﬁ The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
O The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

O Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:
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All comments will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS. Personally identifiable information of
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017

TALNAOOO1



TALNAOOO2

1.a. Thank You
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Freeland, WA 98249

Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the runways,
due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS. It concludes, “No
significant impacts related to hazardous waste and materials would occur due to
construction activities or from the addition and operation of additional Growler aircraft.”
This is despite recent studies finding toxic levels of PFASs in eight wells in the Coupeville
area due to the use of Navy firefighting foam. How will a 6-fold increase in flights in the
Coupeville area NOT lead to an increase in accidents or emergencies requiring further
use of these toxic chemicals? Finally, as more testing is conducted and likely more wells
found positive for toxins, how will the Navy compensate the residents, farmers and
businesses who will no longer be able to use their water? Provided bottled water is NOT
sufficient, as farmers cannot irrigate crops, and people cannot shower, clean, garden, or
conduct their livers on bottled water alone. The Navy MUST address how no significant
harm will come to Coupeville residents from water contamination issues.



TALNAOOO3

1.a. Thank You
12.b. Invisible Costs
Freeland, WA 98249 12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts
12.h. Tourism
12.j. Property Values
12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
12.m. Education Impacts

The Navy must address the potential economic impacts of it's program expansion on the
county. Just this week, The Sustainable Economy Collaborative, a citizen group led by
globally-recognized expect on community economics, Michael Shuman, release a report
which concludes the following: 1. An estimated $5.7 million per year in sales and property
taxes is lost from Island County's tax revenue because military installations pay no
property taxes and on-base purchases are exempt from sales tax. 2. The Federal
government compensates the county for only 20% of the cost of public education of
dependants of federal employees. 3. Property values in areas affected by excessive jet
noise have declined by nearly 10 million dollars. 4. Island County residents pay $2.3
million per year for health costs due to the Navy's activities. This proposed expansion of
Growler flights and influx of thousands of Navy personnel to the island will only
exacerbate these negative impacts. How will the Navy reimburse the county for the
increase use of publicly funded infrastructure by military personnel? How will the Navy
reimburse the county for its lost tax base due to further decrease in property values from
increased jet noise? Finally, how will the Navy reimburse island families whose medical
costs increase due to increase exposure to jet noise?



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS does not analyze impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam.
In one of Coupeville's four wells tested, PFOA was found between 59 and 62 ppt; current
test results of 8 private wells range up to 400 ppt. A six-fold increase in flights will only
increase the chance of accidents requiring the use of flame retardants. How does this
reconcile with the Navy's responsibility to prevent any future contamination of wells or
aquifers by toxic chemicals? Also, the EIS must address how the Navy will economically
reimburse landowners whose wells have already been affected. Finally, The EIS must
consider the paramount historic, cultural and economic significance of Coupeville's
farmland, and how the potential contamination of these soils and wells will affect the
area's agricultural economy.

TALNAOOO4

1.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS noise levels were based on about 30% of the proposed 8800 to 35,000+
operations at OLFC being conducted on Path 14. Since 2013, when the transition to
Growlers was relatively complete, the highest use of Path 14 has been about 2 to 10%
because, as base commander Captain Nortier explained Growlers are only rarely
capable of using Path 14. The DEIS 30% use projection of path 14 greatly understates
the DNL noise impacts for path 32 and overstates the impacts on Path 14. This mistake
must be corrected.

TALNAOOOS

1.a. Thank You

3.e. Field Carrier Landing Practice Patterns

3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

3.9. Field Carrier Landing Practice Evolutions and High Tempo



Comments on Navy’s DEIS
Dec 9 2016

[ am a citizen of central Whidbey Island and am highly concerned with the Navy’s
plans to increase the use of Growler jets during training over the Outlying Field near
Coupeville, WA. As a farmer, my livelihood is based in the outdoors and depends on
being able to spend long hours in the field without exposure to health-related risks.
While my operation is not affected by the current range and frequency of flights,
fear the expansion of flights will impact my ability to do work. [ know several
farmers who are currently exposed to ear-damaging noise levels several times a day,
and are considering moving away from Coupeville to start business elsewhere.
Obviously, this would have a tragic impact on the community, not only for the local
economy but also for the vibrancy and culture heritage of the island as a whole. The
Coupeville area is known statewide for its incredibly agricultural soils, historic
farms and buildings, scenic landscapes and thriving farm community, and this
community is at risk. Based on many conversations with community members and
tourists, I believe the noise from the Growlers has already diminished the number of
people who wish to work in, live in and visit this special place. An increase in jet
noise risks could severely threaten our central island economy.

The DEIS, in my opinion, drastically underestimates the noise level produced from
these flights. While driving, I have experienced sound levels that shake my inner ear
drum. I can’t imagine the daily impact this has on school children’s ability to learn
and local employees’ ability to concentrate at work. Also incalculable is the impact
on local wildlife’s ability to hunt, sleep and communicate.

While I respect the Navy’s need to sufficiently train their pilots, the tradeoffs for the
local community and environment just aren’t worth it. I deeply hope that the Navy
will reconsider their plans to expand Growler flights over our community.

With respect,

TALNAOOOG

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation
12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

2.a. Purpose and Need

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife



Lopez Island, WA 98261

As a resident of Lopez Island who is affected by noise from EA-18G overflights | support
adoption of measures listed below to ensure a realistic Final EIS: 1. The Growler is
known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency noise impacts are
ignored in the Draft. ACTION: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using
C-weighting (dBC) in addition to A-weighting (dBA). 2. Analysis of noise impacts in the
Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid for decision making, models
must be verified. ACTION: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise
measurements with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from
6 Hz to 20 kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise measurements in
locations throughout the region. 3. NOISEMAP is the computer model used in the Draft to
predict noise impacts. A Department of Defense report found that NOISEMAP is outdated
and new software was needed to provide “scientifically and legally defensible noise
assessments” of the modern, high-thrust jet engines used in the Growlers. ACTION:
Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model. 4. The
annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the
intermittent but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year
assumes, without studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days. ACTION: Noise
levels should only be averaged over active flying days. 5. The Draft dismisses long-term
health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not conclusive. ACTION:
Recognize the health impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the World
Heath Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise Guidelines for
Europe." 6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores
others. ACTION: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville
noise measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

TAMALOOO1

1.a. Thank You

4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.g. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations

4.j. Other Reports

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects



TAMRIO001

l.a. Thank You

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

EA-18G EIS Project Manager 4.m. Supplemental Metrics
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic 4.p. Sleep Disturbance
Attn: Code EV21/SS 7.a. Regional Land Use and Community Character

6506 Hampton Blvd.
Norfolk, VA 23508

RE: Training at OLF Coupeville

We are writing regarding the EIS for OLF Coupeville. We want to express our concern about
increased activity by a noisier aircraft at this field. Bucking the federal government, especially
the military, seems futile but one can always hope that if you get enough comments you will
, downsize your operations here. We are not out to close the airfield, although to be truthful, if
it should disappear, it would not hurt our feelings. We know that your response would be that
our economy would suffer, and it may in the short term, but in the long term it will grow due to
the desirability of living here. If there were no flight noise, it would be even more desirable.

Our concerns are:

e The inordinate increase in the number of operations at the airfield. A 36%-475%
increase is a lot!!! Even at the present level, we cannot work or recreate outside
and it is difficult to sleep when flying is going on. If flights were to increase as
much as proposed, we would be prisoners in our homes. We truly believe that if
decision-makers (and their families) who have good hearing were to come when
the jets are practicing, they would agree that it is way too loud. The decisions
are made by people who have not experienced the noise or possibly are deaf
already. You need to know what you are deciding about.

e Whether your noise meters record it accurately or not, the noise is more
irritating and louder than with the old jets.

e We have concerns on how the noise level was determined. We understand that
the level is determined by an average of times when planes are not flying
averaged with noise when they are and that doesn’t make sense to one’s ears.
You cannot average the noise from the atomic bomb with the non-noise for the
rest of the year. The one time damage cannot be repaired.




e We live in a historic district with natural beauty and this is what people come
here for. Our town’s economy is dependent on visitors and such a large increase
in noise will deter our visitors.

e We're sure that the desirability of living where we do will decrease, as will the
value of our property.

If you should go ahead with your plans, there should be some monetary compensation for
people living under the flight zone so we can retrofit our houses, and the navy should start
purchasing places as they start going on sale so they will affect less people. That way, at some
point, you won’t have to worry about who's living under the flight zone.

We hope that you will be reasonable in coming to your decision.

Sincerel

TAMRIO001
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langley, WA 98260

I'm a 30 year resident of this island and moved here to raise a family. My second son was
born here. Im been a business owner for 20 years and have employed dozens of locals
through the years. We moved here for nature...peace. A quality of life that is fast
diminishing with the presence of the Growlers. Both of my sons, now at an age to raise
their own families,have always said they'd return to the island to raise their own children.
Both are thinking twice about it now given the presence of the Growlwers.

1.a. Thank You

TASCHO0001



Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

1._

» Organization/Affiliation

2
4- E-mail

. Please check here if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

6. Please check here if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available

Ne (5F MU_Q_;,-‘,_J ON  EXISTINE  FLILHTS 90 (W SURE  THAT
CHouL b 12& VALINATES

THE PREDILTED Nolse LEVELS ALe CONSISTEANT  wutyf

ACTUAL  FIELD  MEASURE MFLTS

Please print » Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOURINPUT MATTERS

TASJEO0001

1.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation



TASSHO0001

1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Coupeville, WA 98239

While | understand it is necessary for pilots to practice, | think there are alternatives to the
proposed ideas. | am the leader of an organization which gets families outside. With more
jets | fear that we will be living indoors trying to get away from the noise. This will impact
our environment, health, and morale.



TAVSUO0001

1.a. Thank You
10.b. Biological Resources Impacts
Langley, WA 98260 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

| am against this expansion as it will negatively impact my home and community. When |
moved here | knew the Navy was here and accepted it as a part of my new locale. This
large expansion is a dramatic change and is in opposition to the reasons | am here. This
negatively impacts the natural beauty, quiet, environmental health of our home. Please
reconsider this expansion.



Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Eng/neer/ng Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

1. Name

» Organization/Affiliation

» Address

Please check here ‘)< if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

Please check here - if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available-
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOURINPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You

TAYCHO0001



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

EA-18G EIS Project Manager
NAVFAC Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

3. Organization/Affiliation

4. City, State, ZIP jw 711[44 L(]A— QQ‘QM "

5. E-mail

6. Please check here [A if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

d like your name/address kept private

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

TAYDEOOO1

l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels
4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
4.j. Other Reports

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Note: For Draft EIS page citations and supporting references see www.QuietSkies.info

1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency noise
impacts are ignored in the Draft.

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC)
in addition to A-weighting (dBA).

2. Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid
for decision making, models must be verified.

Action: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements
with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to 20
kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise measurements in locations
throughout the region.

3. NOISEMAP is the computer model used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department
of Defense report found that NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to
provide “scientifically and legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust
jet engines used in the Growlers.

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.
4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the intermittent

but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year assumes, without
studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days.

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.
5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not
conclusive.

Action: Recognize the impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the
World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe."

6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.

Action: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville noise
measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

TAYDEOOO1



10.

11.

12.

The Draft suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJl) National
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument.

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and
remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar and are based on old
technology — a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier landing.

Action: Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of
more Growlers to significantly reduce the need for land-based carrier training.

The Draft only examines socioeconomic impacts on Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties are or will be impacted by Growler noise. They are very
dependent on outdoor recreation that is being harmed by Growler flight activity and receive
little, if any, economic benefit from employment associated with NASWI.

Action: Examine socioeconomic impacts, including real estate values, on San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties.

All Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.
While some potential noise Mitigation Measures addressed, there is no commitment.
Action: Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and
Record of Decision.

The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “If
a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency shalt
prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.”

Action: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies identified in comments and offer
further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is prepared.

Add your own comments here:

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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TAYKAO0001

1.a. Thank You

Lopez Island, WA 98261

I was at our residence at ||| BB from Nov. 7-13. The noise from the Growlers
occurred from early morning, shortly after 8:00 AM until late afternoon most days.
Walking, working outside, walking the dog, being inside the house--the house is so loud
and unbearable. Our peace and quiet is constantly disturbed at what was to be a place of
quiet. Sometimes the noise is directly overheard and it's extremely loud.



clinton, WA 98236

Civilians should not have to lived with the stress of intense and loud noises. It truly is a
life stressor that considerably lowers one's ability to enjoy life and home. Even on S
Whidbey we often hear the roar of these planes and its heart stopping and upsetting. We
should all be able to enjoy our homes in peace and quiet. | understand the Navy must be
somewhere, but, this isn't right or fair for any of us. There are many more uninhabited
areas that could be used. Whidbey is a vacation destination and instead of making it
attractive, it makes it hell.

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TAYLAOO0O1



Lopez Island, WA 98261

Comments 1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low
frequency noise impacts are ignored in the Draft. ACTION: Evaluate impacts of the
Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC) in addition to A-weighting (dBA). 2.
Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid
for decision making, models must be verified. ACTION: Provide the data used for
simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements with afterburners at 100 feet behind the
jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to 20 kHz. Calibrate the computer model with
actual noise measurements in locations throughout the region. 3. NOISEMAP is the
computer model used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department of Defense
report found that NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to provide
“scientifically and legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust jet
engines used in the Growlers. ACTION: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent
Advanced Acoustic Model. 4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the
Draft was developed for commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is
inappropriate for the intermittent but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging
over the year assumes, without studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days.
ACTION: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days. 5. The Draft
dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not conclusive.
ACTION: Recognize the health impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the
World Heath Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise Guidelines
for Europe." 6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores
others. ACTION: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville
noise measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis. 7. The Draft
suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJI) National Monument are
exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection. Protection was
granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument. ACTION: Evaluate
impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and remove language stating
that the Monument is exempt from NEPA. 8. The three Alternatives considered in the
Draft are very similar and are based on old technology — a piloted jet that requires
constant pilot training for safe carrier landing. ACTION: Evaluate a new Alternative that
deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of more Growlers to significantly reduce the need
for land-based carrier training. 9. The Draft only examines socioeconomic impacts on
Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan, Jefferson and Clallam Counties are or will be
impacted by Growler noise. They are very dependent on outdoor recreation areas that
are being harmed by Growler flight activity and receive little, if any, economic benefit from
employment associated with NASWI. ACTION: Examine socioeconomic impacts,
including real estate values, on San Juan, Jefferson and Clallam Counties. 10. All
Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.
While some potential noise Mitigation Measures addressed, there is no commitment.
ACTION: Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and
Record of Decision. 11. The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ
Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude
meaningful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the
appropriate portion.” ACTION: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies identified in
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comments and offer further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is
prepared.



Fill in and Submit at the

Open House

Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

Open House Comments

2. Organization/Affiliation

3. Address

4. E-mail

5. Please check here E}‘ﬂ/you would NOT like to be on the mailing list
6. Please check here [ ] if you would like your name/address kept private

7. Please check here [_| if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS

Comments

Note: For Draft EIS page citations and supporting references see www.QuietSkies.info

1. Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies (C-weighted, dBC).

2. Recognize the impacts of low frequency Growler noise on health.

3. Incorporate San Juan County noise reports in the EIS analysis.

4, Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and remove
language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

5. Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets instead of more Growilers.

6. Commit to Mitigation Measures and timelines in the Record of Decision.

7. Add your own comments here:

(Continue on the back)

11/29/16 www.QuietSkies.info 50f6
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Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

|/ YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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All comments must be received by January 25, 2017. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen
names, telephone numbers, and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will
be kept confidential and will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as
required by law. The city, state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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For more information, please visit the project website at whidbeyeis.com
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Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS
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l.a. Thank You
1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack
Coupeville, WA 98239 2.a. Purpose and Need
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

. i . ) . . L 3.a. Aircraft Operations
Single-siting all of us EW asset into one place is a significant operational security risk.

Why are you considering it? Especially on an Island served by a bridge and two ferries
which makes NAS Whidbey a prime terrorist target.



Coupeville, WA 98239

Why has the Navy not looked at siting the new Growlers elsewhere? Options: 1. MCAS
Cherry Point - despite DEIS statements, they have just as much commonality as
Whidbey as they also have EA-6B. The Prowlers that are leaving can be replaced with
Growlers. What are the statistics of how NALF Fentress, MCAS Cherry Point and NAS
Oceana runways are currently used, by aircraft and by type of flight in the syllabus? 2.
NAS Kingsville, TX. Is at sea level. Remote area. NALF Orange Grove for FCLPs. Why
are you not considering NAS Kingsville? 3. NAS Fallon, NV Was not mentioned at all and
is extensively used for workups. Why are you not listing Fallon as an option?

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
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1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
Coupeville, WA 98239 2.h. Next Steps

| request that the final EIS also have a public comment period. Thank you, || Nl



Coupeville, WA 98239

Coupeville, WA 98239
cell February 24, 2017 EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities
Engineering Command Atlantic 6506 Hampton Boulevard Norfolk, VA 23508 Attn: Code
EV21/SS To Whom It May Concern: Please find enclosed my comments for the US Navy
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval
Air Station Whidbey Island Complex. While | very much appreciate the time and effort
that went into the preparation of the Navy’s DEIS, | do not feel it completely represents
the impact of increasing Growler operations, especially to the Central Whidbey Island
community. Therefore, | offer the following comments. 1. The Final EIS needs a public
comment period of 60 days. Not having public comment after the draft period is
unacceptable, especially when a preferred alternative was not chosen, and when only
conceptual Accident Potential Zones (APZs) are drawn. 2. Increasing operations at OLF
Coupeville will heavily impact the economy of Coupeville and Central Whidbey, which are
dependent upon tourism and recreation. People come to Coupeville to visit the second
oldest town in Washington, hike Ebey’s Landing and visit the National Historic Reserve,
folks get married on our farms here and they come from far and wide and to have
farm-to-table outdoor dinners. All these activities support our local economy. Increases in
flight noise are directly incompatible with the economy of Central Whidbey. If APZs are to
be drawn, they will further hamper economic activity in the area by prohibiting many small
and home-based businesses as well. 3. Growler noise is already poorly controlled, and
has lead to a decrease in property values. Adding more Growlers, without managing
noise properly, is not acceptable. Since the Prowler to Growler transition, flights have
exceeded the existing EIS and noise has been poorly managed. Per economist Michael
Shuman'’s report, “Invisible Costs: The $122 Million Price Tag for The Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island,” real estate values have plummeted $9.5 million since the Growler
transition. Adding more planes would worsen this decline. Mr. Shuman’s report can be
found here:
https://sustainableeconomycollaborative.files.wordpress.com/2017/02/invisible-costs-final
_2_20.pdf 4. Current levels of jet noise at the NASWI complex are considered a health
hazard by the Washington State Department of Health. Per the WSDOH report of
February, 2017: “...noise levels similar to those reported from NAS Whidbey Island
Complex described in all recent reports pose a threat to public health.” Please see the
report here:
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/Health/Publishinglmages/Pages/News-from-Health-Offic
er/DOH%20Noise%20Review.docx An increase in operations only increases the noise
and the threat to public health. 5. Single-siting the Growler at NAS Whidbey Island is a
risk to operational security and military readiness. Given the Navy holds all the electronic
warfare jet assets for the entire US military, having all the Growlers here (plus the 35-36
the Navy are proposing to add), is an OPSEC risk due to terrorism and natural disasters.
The DEIS states that the single siting decision is reviewed annually by the Chief of Naval
Operations’ “Strategic Laydown and Dispersal Plan,” but this is not referenced in the
DEIS, nor available online. The 2008 Strategic Laydown plan is referenced in the 2012
Environmental Assessment for the Prowler to Growler transition, but it is not available
online or publicly. Please provide verification of this review. I've included a referenced
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l.a. Thank You

1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.b. Invisible Costs

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.i. Housing Access and Affordability

12.j. Property Values

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft
2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
3.a. Aircraft Operations

4.1. Points of Interest

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a. Accident Potential Zones



paper I on the why single siting risks OPSEC and readiness - my points are
summarized here: a. The proposal plans for all Growlers to be based on an Island served
by a bridge and two ferries. The bridge is historic, on the STRAHNET highway network,
deemed critical by the Federal Highway Administration. It's on the seismic retrofit list by
the Washington State Department of Transportation. It could easily be taken out by
100-500 Ibs. of TNT per the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO). Deception Pass Bridge carries all the water for NASWI and the
Town and is the only 24/7 vehicle access to the Island. b. Seattle area ferries are
considered the #1 maritime terrorism risk according to the FBI (along with Gulf Coast oil
tankers). Even with increased security by Washington State Ferries, it is easily possible
to take out a ferry with explosives or through a collision en route. Naval Postgraduate
Schools’ own studies show that these ferries are extremely vulnerable to terrorist attack.
c. All the jet EW presence is in the Pacific Northwest, and far from those Gulf Coast
Tankers, and the East Coast (think White House). What kind of electronic warfare could
be effective on attack if Growlers are hours away? Per ||| | |} I USVC. Ret. -
more than half of the Army, tactical Air Force and Special Forces are on the East Coast.
The F-35 is not ready yet to help them and everyone is depending on the Growler. d. For
reasons of security and readiness, the Navy needs to consider dual-siting the Growler.
This is consistent with the Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) guiding
principle to “maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least two geographically
separated sites, each of which would have similar combination of technologies and
functions. This will also provide continuity of operations in the event of unexpected
disruption.” 6. Accident Potential Zones (APZs) a. Accident Potential Zones are confusing
and inadequate for review The information for APZs is contradictory and unclear. The
DEIS states that APZs will be required when operations exceed 5,000 annually and yet
the current operations are at 6,100 annually (per the no action alternative). | realize APZs
will be formalized with a new Air Installation Compatibility Use Zones (AICUZ) study to be
performed after the EIS is finalized and the action is chosen by the Secretary of the Navy.
However, the DEIS only shows conceptual APZs for Scenarios A and B, but not for the
no action alternative or for Scenario C. This leaves it unclear as to which scenarios will
lead to the development of APZs. From the definition of exceeding >5,000 operations
annually, it would seem that APZs are going be required for all scenarios and
alternatives, even the no action alternative. APZs need to be cleared up in the final EIS.
The APZs drawn need to be actual, not conceptual, and the public needs to have a
60-day comment period to respond to them, as APZs significantly restrict land use. b.
Conceptual APZs drawn are incompatible with current land uses. APZ-1 for Scenarios A
and B is incompatible with several long-standing community infrastructures, as well as
housing — included, but not limited to, the following: i. Island County Transfer Station
(Solid Waste) ii. Island Transit Headquarters (bus system) iii. Ryan’s House for Youth —
Teen homeless shelter iv. Central Whidbey Island Fire and Rescue Race Road Station v.
Whidbey Animals’ Improvement Foundation — animal shelter vi. Rhododendron Park
Campground vii. Central Whidbey Gun Club viii. Admiral's Cove Neighborhood — Planned
residential development ix. A number of home-based businesses x. A number of vacation
rentals, essential to Island economy (AirBnb and VRBO) Chapter 17.03.180 of the Island
County Code discusses APZs and is available here:
https://lwww.islandcounty.net/code/documents/ICC17.03.pdf . Note that Island County
code is significantly less restrictive than the Department of Defense Instruction 4165.67
for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones. What is not listed in the DEIS is how these
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current incompatibilities will be resolved. Will these structures require re-siting or closure?
Can APZs be adjusted? Who will pay to ensure compatibility of current land uses in
APZs? And how will landowners be compensated for loss of value if their land becomes
placed in the APZ? How will the Navy work with the county and state, and does the public
have a say in this? This is why APZs need to be crystal clear — their location, the
scenarios under which they are required, and the consequences of incompatible land
uses with in APZs. 7. Outlying Field Coupeville is substandard for any Hornet airframe,
per the Navy’'s own DEIS for West Coast siting of the F/A-18. The 1998 Draft EIS for “US
Pacific Fleet F/A 18 E/F Aircraft for Development of Facilities to Support Basing on the
West Coast of the United States, Possible Site Installations are (1) Lemoore Naval Air
Station and (2) El Centro Naval Air Facility, Fresno County” declares that a secondary
runway must be 6,500 feet in length. OLF Coupeville is 5,400 feet in length. 8. The DEIS
considers both detachment training and regional airfields as alternatives but dismisses
these without analysis. All 9 alternatives studied in the DEIS call for 100% of Growler
training to be conducted on Whidbey Island. Below is a growing list of sites that could be
used for some Growler training, which should be considered in the final EIS to mitigate
the “significant impact” of the proposed action, especially at the OLF. Aircraft can be sited
at NASWI, as called for in the proposed action, but flown at any number of alternative
locations. Below are options requiring analysis. Sites already mentioned in the DEIS are
indicated by an asterisk. Detachment training from NASWI is already occurring, or has
occurred, at some of these bases. Detachment from NASWI has already occurred at
NAS Jacksonville, per Navy Press Release, Story Number: NNS101208-18 Release
Date: 12/8/2010. a. Detachment training alternatives which should be analyzed in the
DEIS for NASWI: i. NAS Lemoore (CA)* ii. NAF El Centro (CA)* iii. NAWS China Lake
(CA)* iv. NAS Jacksonville (FL) v. NAS Oceana (VA)* vi. MCAS Cherry Point (NC)* vii.
NAS Meridian (AL) viii. NAS Fallon (NV) ix. Mountain Home AFB (ID) x. NAS Kingsville
(TX) xi. NAS Corpus Christi (TX) b. Regional Airfield options for FCLP practice: i. Joint
Base Lewis-McCord (Tacoma)* ii. Grey Army Airfield (Tacoma)* iii. Grant County (Larsen
AFB) (Moses Lake) iv. Snohomish County (Paine Field) (Everett)* v. Bremerton National
(Bremerton)* vi. Skagit Regional (Burlington)* (only 100’ width) vii. Bellingham
International* All of the above, other than Grant County, have been disqualified using
selected criteria in DEIS Appendix, Section H, for one or more reasons. However, using
the same DEIS criteria Ault Field would have also been disqualified for FCLPs, having
failed criteria #6 and #8. The Navy needs to use consistent criteria for runway evaluation
for detachments and regional airfield options — to do otherwise is disingenuous. 9. The
Navy has 42 more Growlers on order and these are not mentioned in the DEIS. Per the
Selected Acquisition Report of the Department of Defense for FY 2017, the Navy plans to
procure another 42 Growlers. Current fleet size is 82. Plus the 36 planned in the DEIS
makes 118 aircraft. Adding another 42 (without designating a location) one assumes they
would end up at NASWI as there is no other base. That would make 160 at NASWI, less
7 forward deployed to Atsugi, Japan. 153 Growlers is almost double the current fleet size.
I'd like to hope the Navy isn’t being disingenuous here, but segmenting up these
proposals does not represent impact fairly to the community. The additional 42 Growlers
on order need to be included in the EIS as well as where those Growlers will be based.
10. Adding 371 to 664 new households to the Island will cause a crisis in housing
availability and affordability. The alternatives proposed in the DEIS would bring 371 to
664 new personnel to the Island, requiring exactly that much housing. Current rental
market availability in Coupeville is < 1%. The Island and its environs likely cannot absorb
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that many more personnel without causing a housing crisis and would likely jeopardize
what little affordable housing we have. Navy expansion causing displacement of local
residents is not acceptable. The baseline year for comparison was one of the most
available rental markets in many years. The EIS needs to look at current housing data for
2016 and make its forecasts based on that data. 11. Coupeville schools and
WhidbeyHealth Medical Center were not included properly in noise modeling. Coupeville
Middle and High Schools were not adequately noise modeled in the DEIS, and
WhidbeyHealth Medical Center was not modeled at all. Complete noise modeling for all 3
Coupeville schools, considering both indoor and outdoor activities, needs to be
undertaken, especially since there is a growing Farm to School Program (Coupeville
Farm to School) that relies on outdoor education of all grade levels. Complete noise
modeling of WhidbeyHealth Medical Center needs to be included as its expansion has it
closer to its reference point of Coupeville Elementary School. 12. The DEIS does not
include information on water contamination with PFAS compounds. Water quality issues
were known months before issuance of the DEIS. PFAS contamination information, and
risk for further contamination because of the Navy’s continued use of PFAS firefighting
foam, needs to be included in the EIS. 13. The DEIS does a poor job of investigating
other sites for the new Growlers. The DEIS spends less than two pages discussing other
sites for the new Growlers. A more robust analysis of alternate sites needs to be
undertaken, to mitigate environmental impact as well as to address the operational
security risks and military readiness issues listed above. Additionally, this was the fourth
largest request in the public scoping of the EIS, and only addressed in 2 of almost 1500
pages. Site analysis criteria again need to be consistent. It is disingenuous to exclude
other facilities for criteria that the current facility does not meet. The Navy should
consider underutilized assets like NAS Kingsville, Texas — remotely populated, with an
updated outlying field, and close to Gulf Coast oil tankers. MCAS Cherry Point, NC, also
deserves inclusion and serious analysis as it hosted EA-6B Prowlers for the Marine
Corps and retains some of that infrastructure. | appreciate the opportunity to provide
comments. | hope the Navy will make an EIS that is inclusive, accurately addresses
impact and takes a serious look at mitigations, especially those that allow new Growlers
to be sited elsewhere. Very truly yours, ||| | ] ] Bl VA/MS, RD, CD, CSO Clinical
Dietitian Retired Navy wife of a Prowler Pilot — VAQ-134, VAQ-130, VAQ-133 Resident of
Whidbey Island 1992-2004, 2009-present Encl.: “Why Single Siting the Navy’s Electronic
Warfare Asset Risks Operational Security and Military Readiness” by Lori B. Taylor,
2/23/17 Why Single Siting the Navy's Electronic Warfare Asset Risks Operational
Security and Military Readiness Siting new Growlers elsewhere presents an opportunity
to remedy both © Lori B. Taylor, February 23, 2017 Few people know it, but on an idyllic
Island in the Pacific Northwest, the US military houses its entire fleet of electronic warfare
jet aircraft. Accessible only by bridge or ferry, this concentration of defense technology at
a vulnerable location poses a severe operational security risk. Even more concerning, the
Department of Defense is planning to double the amount of aircraft based in this location,
seemingly without consideration of security risk. Operationally, economically and
environmentally it doesn’t make sense. How did this happen? What should be done? The
Unigue Concentration of Electronic Warfare Jets The US Navy relies on the E/A-18G
Growler as its main asset for airborne electronic warfare (EW). The Growler is a
fixed-wing jet aircraft used to monitor and suppress surface-to-air missile radar as well as
other ground-based electronic signals in times of war. It can be land-based or
carrier-based. Growlers are a considered a high-value unit, and two fly with each US
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military mission over enemy territory, accompanied by either Navy or Air Force
fighter/bomber aircraft. The Growler replaced the Navy’s prior EW aircraft, the E/A-6B
Prowler when it retired in 2015. The Growlers, their crews, maintenance equipment,
personnel and training facilities are all home-ported in one geographic location, NAS
Whidbey Island, where the Navy has single sited its electronic warfare jets for 40 years.
(One squadron of Growlers is forward deployed to Atsugi, Japan. ) This single siting of
bases is unique to the Growler, with all other Navy aircraft having at least two bases in
the Continental US. It's never been clear why the Navy has concentrated its EW jet
aircraft in one geographic location. Single siting of any military function is a violation of
the Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) guidelines. TICSG was formed in the
wake of the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1990 (BRAC) to make
recommendations to optimize defense structure for cost and strategy. One of the
TJCSG'’s two guiding principles was “Maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least
two geographically separated sites, each of which would have similar combination of
technologies and functions. This will also provide continuity of operations in the event of
unexpected disruption.” Perhaps Navy EW single siting was allowed because historically,
other branches of the US Armed Forces maintained electronic warfare jet aircraft. At the
time of BRAC, the US Air Force flew the EF-111 Raven and the US Marine Corps flew
the E/A-6B Prowler. However, in 1998 the Air Force retired the EF-111 and it was not
replaced. Its electronic warfare duties were transferred to the Navy, which then
developed land-based (“expeditionary”) squadrons to accommodate. The Marine Corps is
now in the process of decommissioning its E/A-6B Prowlers, which will retire at the end of
FY 2016. The Marines plan to utilize the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter for some of their
electronic warfare functions , but the aircraft is not fleet-ready. The F-35 reached initial
operating capability in August 2016, but has since been grounded due to electrical
problems. This leaves the Navy in the unique position of holding the entire US military
electronic warfare jet aviation asset of 82 Growlers in one vulnerable location. And it has
plans to increase this concentration of aircraft. Per its 2016 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), the Navy plans to add 35-36 more aircraft to NAS Whidbey, bringing
the total number of Growlers to 118. This operational increase is due to a change in the
strategy of Growler use, with the goal to dedicate three aircraft per mission instead of two
, making the aircraft an even more valuable asset to all forces. In the same DEIS, the
Navy maintains this single siting decision is reviewed annually under the Chief of Naval
Operations’ Strategic Laydown and Dispersal plan, “...and is consistent with Navy
aviation policy to maximize efficiency of operations by co-locating operational squadrons
with support functions, training ranges, and airfields.” The reasons cited for the
concentration of Growlers are operational synergy, proximity to training regions and
airspace and efficient use of current infrastructure. Upon review of the references in the
DEIS however, there is no citation of the Strategic Laydown and Dispersal Plan and no
verification of the Navy’s claim of review. The Navy’s 2012 Environmental Assessment
for the Prowler to Growler transition references the 2008 version of the plan as a
rationale to homeport the expeditionary squadrons at Whidbey. Unfortunately, neither the
2008 nor 2011 versions of the Strategic Laydown and Dispersal Plan are available
publicly. Operational review of this single siting decision therefore cannot be verified. The
Navy shows no signs of stopping its concentration of EW assets on Whidbey Island even
after its proposal in the current DEIS. Per the Selected Acquisition Report from the
Department of Defense, the Navy plans to procure another 42 Growlers, bringing the total
number of Growlers to 160 aircraft, nearly double the current fleet size. The Navy has not
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publicly documented where these additional 42 Growlers will be assigned. Less the 7
aircraft forward deployed to Japan that leaves 153 aircraft that will likely be stationed at
NAS Whidbey Island. This means that 95% of the entire US fleet of electronic warfare
jets is based a coastal island served only by a bridge and two ferries. Whidbey Island —
Idyllic and Extremely Vulnerable Whidbey Island lies in the northern part of Puget Sound
in Washington State, 30 miles northwest of Seattle. The Island is home to about 60,000
residents and is part of Island County. Oak Harbor is the largest town on the Island, and
has been home to Naval Air Station Whidbey Island since 1942. Whidbey Island is
accessible from the North by the Deception Pass Bridge, which was built in 1935 by the
Civilian Conservation Corps, and is on the National Register of Historic Places. The
two-lane bridge encompasses two spans and is a total of 1,487 feet long, 180 feet above
the water, with an average daily traffic of between 17,000-20,000 vehicles. , As Whidbey
Island is served by an EPA-designated sole-source aquifer, the Deception Pass Bridge
also brings in a 24-inch water line that serves NAS Whidbey and the city of Oak Harbor.
The Deception Pass Bridge lies on State Highway 20 and joins Whidbey Island to Fidalgo
Island, its neighbor to the North. Fidalgo Island is then connected to the mainland by
another bridge near LaConner, Washington. The only remaining way to access Whidbey
Island is by its two ferry routes — from Port Townsend on the Peninsula to Coupeville in
Central Whidbey, and from Mukilteo on the mainland to Clinton on South Whidbey. These
ferries are operated by the Washington State Ferry System (WSF), which is the largest in
the nation. In 2016, the Clinton to Mukilteo route carried just over 4 million passengers,
and 2.2 million vehicles, while the Coupeville to Port Townsend route carried 372,000
vehicles and 819,000 passengers. The ferries operate from 14 to 20 hours per day.
Outside these two ferry routes and the Deception Pass Bridge, there are no other ways
for vehicles to access the Island. These limited forms of access can serve as a choke
point to limit egress from the Island in an emergency or prevent access of needed
commodities or first responders. The 2007 Hazard Identification and Vulnerability
Assessment from Island County confirms that Whidbey Island is “...vulnerable to several
types of transportation emergencies including blocked bridges and interrupted ferry
service.” Studying them in depth exposes just how vulnerable. Deception Pass — A
Critical Bridge Given the limited accessibility of the Island, it's no surprise that the
Deception Pass Bridge meets the Federal Highway Administration’s criteria of a
nationally critical bridge according to a paper from the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) titled “National Needs Assessment for
Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure Security.” The Deception Pass Bridge is a critical
bridge due to the following criteria - « Casualty risk — its bridge span significantly greater
than 50 feet » Economic risk — it is located on the Department of Defense-defined
Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET), and the bridge’s nearest detour is greater than
5 miles away. ¢ Military support function — due to bridge length and STRAHNET status ¢
Emergency relief function — it is the major evacuation route for the Island « National
recognition — it is on National Register of Historic Places ¢ Collateral damage exposure —
as it carries utilities (specifically water) Per the National Needs Assessment cited above,
the greatest risk to the bridge is an explosive attack scenario. The report goes on to say;
“bridges and tunnels cannot be fully protected against significant disruption to roadway
decks from even modest explosive quantities.” In its analysis the AASHTO notes that as
little as 100 to 500 pounds of TNT (placed by hand on members, or driving in a moving
van across the bridge) could easily make the bridge non-operational. It is unknown
whether any security measures have been taken to reduce risks of a terrorist attack to
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the Deception Pass Bridge, or what measures are possible on this historic bridge on a
public highway. Additionally, as NAS Whidbey Island is within 15 miles of five earthquake
fault lines, Deception Pass Bridge is at high risk of earthquake damage. The bridge
remains on the unfunded Washington State list for seismic retrofitting. A major
earthquake that damaged the bridge would cripple both the base and the Island for
weeks to months. Whether the risk is from terrorism or natural disaster, Deception Pass
Bridge remains a significant point of vulnerability for NAS Whidbey Island, as it is the only
method of entrance or egress available 24 hours per day. Washington State Ferries —
Most Likely Terrorism Targets Ferries, especially ones that carry vehicles, are one of the
most vulnerable modes of transport for terrorist attacks. According to the State of New
Jersey Office of Homeland Security and Preparedness (NJOHSP) 2016 intelligence
briefing, “...ferries remain susceptible to terrorist attacks because they transport large
volumes of people, have limited security, and offer minimal escape options during
incidents. “ After the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, the US Coast Guard was
directed to increase general marine security by the Maritime Transportation Security Act
of 2002. Further security measures were implemented by the Washington State Ferry
system in 2004, after the FBI reported 157 suspicious incidents since 2001, with 19 of
them highly likely to involve terrorist surveillance. WSF increased security safeguards to
include K-9 screening of 15 percent of cars and 25 percent of box trucks, vans and larger
vehicles as well as increased use of sea marshals, aircraft surveillance and armed US
Coast Guard fast boats for ferry protection. Even with security measures in place, the
Washington State Ferry system remained highly vulnerable according to analysts. In
2004, a team of Navy and Marines from the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey,
California conducted a “red team” analysis on the vulnerabilities of domestic port security
on the West coast. Using a red team approach, military officers strategized according to
Al-Qaeda directives about how to best infiltrate and disable ports. They visited Seattle
and found security checks to be cursory and were able to easily gain access to restricted
areas. The Seattle team concluded the most effective terror strategy would to be to
detonate explosives simultaneously on five WSF ferries. Their results were unsettling
enough that they presented them to local law enforcement, officials of the ferry system,
and a national meeting of US mayors in late 2004 before publication of their report. The
FBI went a step further in its risk assessment. In its 2006 report “The Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s Efforts to Protect The Nation’s Seaports,” the Department of Justice’s
Inspector General stated, “the FBI believes that ferries in the Seattle area and fuel
tankers in the Gulf Coast Region appear to be the most likely targets of maritime
terrorism.” The Government Accounting Office (GAO) acknowledged the vulnerability of
ferries, noting that the risk of such events was increasing. In its 2010 report “Maritime
Security: Ferry Security Measures Have Been Implemented, but Evaluating Existing
Studies Could Enhance Further Security,” the GAO reported that “in April 2010, Coast
Guard officials stated that the relative risk to ferries is increasing, as evidenced by attacks
against land-based mass transit and other targets overseas.” However, the report also
notes: “the Coast Guard may be missing opportunities to enhance ferry security,” as the
Guard had not evaluated or acted on all findings of five agency-contracted studies from
2005-2006. There is ample agreement from a number of federal agencies and the Coast
Guard that ferries are highly vulnerable to terrorist attacks, with Seattle area ferries being
one of the two most likely targets in the United States. Agencies continue to implement
security measures and train for the worst. The Coast Guard, with local law enforcement
conducted SWAT-style drills on Seattle ferries in 2012 that were covered by the local
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press. WSF implemented a Coast Guard approved security plan in 2013. However, given
that ferries travel on water, there is no way all risks can be mitigated. A humorous video
of a sleepy (but fortunate) sailboat captain on autopilot being surprised by a ferry collision
prompted a few chuckles from Seattle locals in late 2016. Taking the red team approach
however, it would not be difficult to imagine damaging a ferry with a boat full of explosives
in the same manner. The dependence on vulnerable ferry traffic to NAS Whidbey Island
represents a security risk the US military cannot afford to take. Given Operational
Security Risks, Does Single Siting Make Operational Sense? As stated before, having all
of one type of jet aircraft in one location is unique to the Growler in the US Navy, and due
to retirement of Air Force and Marine Corps EW jets, the Navy now holds all of the US
active EW jet aircraft. Is there a benefit to this? The answer from at least one service
seems to be no. The Marine Corps predict a three- to five-year gap in expeditionary
warfare capability as they phase out the E/A-6B Prowler, and await the deployment of the
F-35. This leaves the USMC dependent on the Navy to provide EW assets to the
Marines, according to an editorial on the website of the US Naval Institute (USNI). The
author, Col. H. Wayne Whitten, USMC Retired, states that home porting all E/A-18Gs at
NAS Whidbey Island “raises operational readiness issues.... It's noble in intent but highly
guestionable from a roles and mission standpoint that all land-based EW aircraft will be
owned by the Navy, the service with the least natural ties and expertise in ground combat
operations.” The USNI article also describes that single-siting all EW assets in the Pacific
Northwest makes it difficult to provide proper cross-training, as “over half of the Army,
Marine Corps, SOF and tactical Air Force units are in the eastern U.S. Additionally, DoD
has a sizable investment in East Coast ranges that continue to be under-utilized for EW
training.” Siting new expeditionary Growlers on the East Coast would establish a
geographic balance that is “consistent with long-term Navy policy.” Col. Whitten
recommends the Pentagon take a look at regional benefits and site new Growlers at
Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, and not NAS Whidbey Island. “Ironically, the
increase in aircraft loading at NAS Whidbey Island has created an environmental impact
even as the draw down in EA-6Bs at Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, NC, and
delays in the F-35B deliveries are causing serious economic concerns. One would think
North Carolina officials would see now is the time to put aside fears that questioning the
EA-6B drawdown would somehow be viewed as threatening the F-35B. In fact, they
should be making the case to homeport the Navy expeditionary EA-18Gs at MCAS
Cherry Point.” In 2015, the US Air Force stated that it also planned to use the F-35 for its
electronic warfare, rather than new Growlers. It appears that not only the Marines will
have to depend on the Navy until the F-35 is fleet-ready. New Growlers Need a Second
Site Single siting the entire electronic warfare jet arsenal on the West Coast, with one
service, on an island served by a vulnerable bridge and ferries is an major operational
security risk. This geographic location also reduces operational readiness in a warfare
strategy that right now has only one active aircraft that all services depend upon. The
delivery of 36 new Growler aircraft (plus 42 more on order) provides the Navy with a
prime opportunity to site its new EW assets at a more operationally beneficial location.
This would not only reduce the environmental impact at NAS Whidbey (whose outlying
field does not meet current standards for the aircraft), but would enhance operational
security and readiness, and provide another community the economic benefit of a modest
group of vital aircraft. MCAS Cherry Point, North Carolina is a viable option as it has EW
infrastructure from its time hosting the E/A-6B Prowler. There are also other options like
Naval Air Station Kingsville, Texas, which has a low population density, updated outlying
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field, proximity to the East Coast and ready access to the Gulf Coast. Given that the FBI
considers Gulf Coast oil tankers to also be a prime maritime security risk, having EW
aircraft close to the Gulf Coast would make an immense difference in response time to a
terrorist attack. Creative solutions can and must be found to safeguard the Growler,
which is a vital asset to US military defense. Loss of jet electronic warfare capability
would paralyze all US (and Coalition) airborne missions. Redundancy is key in protecting
this vital resource and is practiced with every other jet aircraft the Navy owns. Finding
another base for new Growlers will be costly, but not nearly as costly as losing the entire
fleet and infrastructure to a terrorist attack or natural disaster. Endnotes do not show in
this format. They are instead listed as references.
http://whidbeyeis.com/Documents/Whidbey%?20lsland%20for%20posting/Whidbey%?20lsl
and%20E1S%20volume%201%20Chapter%201.pdf, page 1-6.
http://www.vaql36.com/eal8gbases/index.html

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of United_States_Navy_aircraft_squadrons
https://fas.org/sgp/othergov/dod/brac/tjcsg-complete.pdf, page 5.
http://congressionalresearch.com/RL30639/document.php?study=Electronic+Warfare+E
A-6B+Aircraft+Modernization+and+Related+Issues+for+Congress
http://lwww.janes.com/article/58595/usmc-prepares-magtf-ew-to-replace-prowler
http://www.marines.mil/News/News-Display/Article/613385/us-marine-corps-moves-forwa
rd-with-f-35-transition/ http://www.cnn.com/2016/09/16/politics/us-air-force-grounds-f-35/
http://breakingdefense.com/2014/10/navy-forges-new-ew-strategy-electromagnetic-mane
uver-warfare/
http://whidbeyeis.com/Documents/Whidbey%20lIsland%20for%20posting/Whidbey%20Isl|
and%20EIS%20volume%201%20Chapter%202.pdf , page 2-13.
https://www.cnic.navy.mil/content/dam/cnic/cnrnw/pdfs/INASWIfactsheets/EA-18G %2020
12%20EA.pdf , Page 1-5.
http://www.dod.mil/pubs/foi/Reading_Room/Selected_Acquisition_Reports/16-F-0402_D
OC_51_EA-18G_DEC_2015_SAR.pdf
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Environment/CulRes/bridges.htm#CanoePass
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/mapsdata/travel/pdf/Annual_Traffic_Report_2015.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deception_Pass_Bridge
http://www.cityofanacortes.org/docs/Engineering/WaterSystemPlan/Chapter_2.pdf
https://lwww.wsdot.wa.gov/ferries/pdf/wsfroutemap.pdf
http://lwww.wsdot.wa.gov/ferries/traffic_stats/annualpdf/2016.pdf
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DEM/Documents/IslandCountyHIVA2007-Aug16.pdf
https://blackboard.angelo.edu/bbcswebdav/institution/LFA/CSS/Course%20Material/BOR
6311/Readings/NatINeedsAssess.pdf
https://www.sddc.army.mil/sites/TEA/Functions/SpecialAssistant/STRAHNET/Washingto
n.pdf
http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Documents/Whidbey%20lIsland%20for%20posting/Whidbey
%20l1sland%20E1S%20volume%201%20Chapter%203.pdf, p 3-187.
http://lwww.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/northwest/washington-30-year-earthquake-drill-
for-big-one-order-studies-ignore-them-repeat/
https://www.njhomelandsecurity.gov/analysis/transportation-maritime-ferries-a-vulnerable
-target https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ295/pdf/PLAW-107publ295.pdf
http://lwww.spokesman.com/stories/2004/oct/11/ferries-possible-terrorist-target/
http://lwww.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nps/culpepper.pdf
http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2004/oct/11/ferries-possible-terrorist-target/
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https://oig.justice.gov/reports/FBI/a0626/final.pdf , p. 68.
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11207.pdf
http://www.oregonlive.com/pacific-northwest-news/index.ssf/2012/10/police_hold_terrorist
-attack_t.html http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Ferries/security/
http://lwww.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/transportation/watch-boat-called-nap-tyme-colli
des-with-washington-state-ferry-near-vashon-island/
https://news.usni.org/2017/01/03/opinion-improve-land-based-electronic-warfare-aircraft-r
eadiness
http://lwww.reuters.com/article/usa-airforce-growlers-idUSL1INOYN1CC20150601
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Coupeville, WA 98239

February 24, 2017

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/S5

To Whom It May Concern:

Please find enclosed my comments for the US Navy Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G
“Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

While I very much appreciate the time and effort that went into the preparation of the Navy’s DEIS, |
do not feel it completely represents the impact of increasing Growler operations, especially to the
Central Whidbey Island community.

Therefore, | offer the following comments.
1. The Final EIS needs a public comment period of 60 days.

Not having public comment after the draft period is unacceptable, especially when a preferred
alternative was not chosen, and when only conceptual Accident Potential Zones (APZs) are
drawn.

2. Increasing operations at OLF Coupeville will heavily impact the economy of Coupeville and
Central Whidbey, which are dependent upon tourism and recreation.

People come to Coupeville to visit the second oldest town in Washington, hike Ebey’s Landing
and visit the National Historic Reserve, folks get married on our farms here and they come from
far and wide and to have farm-to-table outdoor dinners. All these activities support our local
economy.

Increases in flight noise are directly incompatible with the economy of Central Whidbey. If
APZs are to be drawn, they will further hamper economic activity in the area by prohibiting
many small and home-based businesses as well.
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14.d. Bridges and Ferries

15.c. Groundwater
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2.a. Purpose and Need

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted
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2.h. Next Steps

2.i. Proposed Action
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3.a. Aircraft Operations

4.1. Points of Interest

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

7.b. Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones
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3. Growler noise is already poorly controlled, and has lead to a decrease in property values.
Adding more Growlers, without managing noise properly, is not acceptable.

Since the Prowler to Growler transition, flights have exceeded the existing EIS and noise has
been poorly managed. Per economist Michael Shuman’s report, “Invisible Costs: The $122
Million Price Tag for The Naval Air Station Whidbey Island,” real estate values have plummeted
$9.5 million since the Growler transition. Adding more planes would worsen this decline.

Mr. Shuman's report can be found here:
https://sustainableeconomycollaborative.files.wordpress.com/2017/02/invisible-costs-
final_2 20.pdf

4. Current levels of jet noise at the NASWI complex are considered a health hazard by the
Washington State Department of Health.

Per the WSDOH report of February, 2017: “...noise levels similar to those reported from NAS
Whidbey Island Complex described in all recent reports pose a threat to public health.”

Please see the report here:
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/Health/Publishinglmages/Pages/News-from-Health-
Officer/DOH%20Noise%20Review.docx

An increase in operations only increases the noise and the threat to public health,

5. Single-siting the Growler at NAS Whidbey Island is a risk to operational security and military
readiness.

Given the Navy holds all the electronic warfare jet assets for the entire US military, having all
the Growlers here (plus the 35-36 the Navy are proposing to add), is an OPSEC risk due to
terrorism and natural disasters.

The DEIS states that the single siting decision is reviewed annually by the Chief of Naval
Operations’ “Strategic Laydown and Dispersal Plan,” but this is not referenced in the DEIS, nor
available online. The 2008 Strategic Laydown plan is referenced in the 2012 Environmental
Assessment for the Prowler to Growler transition, but it is not available online or publicly.
Please provide verification of this review.

I've included a referenced paper | authored on the why single siting risks OPSEC and readiness -
my points are summarized here:

a. The proposal plans for all Growlers to be based on an Island served by a bridge and two
ferries. The bridge is historic, on the STRAHNET highway network, deemed critical by
the Federal Highway Administration. It's on the seismic retrofit list by the Washington
State Department of Transportation. It could easily be taken out by 100-500 Ibs. of TNT
per the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO).
Deception Pass Bridge carries all the water for NASWI and the Town and is the only 24/7
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vehicle access to the Island.

b. Seattle area ferries are considered the #1 maritime terrorism risk according to the FBI
(along with Gulf Coast oil tankers). Even with increased security by Washington State
Ferries, it is easily possible to take out a ferry with explosives or through a collision en
route. Naval Postgraduate Schools’ own studies show that these ferries are extremely
vulnerable to terrorist attack.

c. All the jet EW presence is in the Pacific Northwest, and far from those Gulf Coast
Tankers, and the East Coast (think White House). What kind of electronic warfare could
be effective on attack if Growlers are hours away? Per Cof Wayne Whitten, USMC, Ret.
—~more than half of the Army, tactical Air Force and Special Farces are on the East Coast.
The £-35 is not ready yet to help them and everyone is depending on the Growler.

d. For reasons of security and readiness, the Navy needs to consider dual-siting the
Growler. This is consistent with the Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TJCSG) guiding
principle to “maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least two geographically
separated sites, each of which would have similar combination of technologies and
functions. This will also provide continuity of operations in the event of unexpected
disruption.”

6. Accident Potential Zones {(APZs)

a. Accident Potential Zones are confusing and inadequate for review

The information for APZs is contradictory and unclear. The DEIS states that APZs will be
required when operations exceed 5,000 annually and yet the current operations are at
6,100 annually (per the no action alternative).

I realize APZs will be formalized with a new Air Installation Compatibility Use Zones
(AICUZ) study to be performed after the EIS is finalized and the action is chosen by the
Secretary of the Navy. However, the DEIS only shows conceptual APZs for Scenarios A
and B, but not for the no action alternative or for Scenario C.

This leaves it unclear as to which scenarios will lead to the development of APZs. From
the definition of exceeding >5,000 operations annually, it would seem that APZs are
going be required for all scenarios and alternatives, even the no action alternative.

APZs need to be cleared up in the final EIS. The APZs drawn need to be actual, not
conceptual, and the public needs to have a 60-day comment period to respond to them,

as APZs significantly restrict land use.

b, Conceptual APZs drawn are incompatible with current land uses.

APZ-1 for Scenarios A and B is incompatible with several long-standing community
infrastructures, as well as housing - included, but not limited to, the following:
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i. Island County Transfer Station (Solid Waste)
ii. Island Transit Headquarters (bus system)
iii. Ryan’s House for Youth — Teen homeless shelter
iv. Central Whidbey Island Fire and Rescue Race Road Station
v. Whidbey Animals’ Improvement Foundation — animal shelter
vi. Rhododendron Park Campground
vii. Central Whidbey Gun Club
viii. Admiral's Cove Neighborhood - Planned residential development
ix. A number of home-based businesses
X A number of vacation rentals, essential to Island economy (AirBnb and VRBO)

Chapter 17.03.180 of the Island County Code discusses APZs and is available here:
https://www.islandcounty.net/code/documents/ICC17.03.pdf . Note that Island County
code is significantly less restrictive than the Department of Defense Instruction 4165.67
for Air Installations Compatible Use Zones.

What is not listed in the DEIS is how these current incompatibilities will be resolved.
Will these structures require re-siting or closure? Can APZs be adjusted? Who will pay
to ensure compatibility of current land uses in APZs? And how will landowners be
compensated for loss of value if their land becomes placed in the APZ? How will the
Navy work with the county and state, and does the public have a say in this?

This is why APZs need ta be crystal clear — their location, the scenarios under which they
are required, and the consequences of incompatible land uses with in APZs.

7. Outlying Field Coupeville is substandard for any Hornet airframe, per the Navy’s own DEIS for
West Coast siting of the F/A-18.

The 1998 Draft EIS for “US Pacific Fleet F/A 18 E/F Aircraft for Development of Facilities to
Support Basing on the West Coast of the United States, Possible Site Installations are (1)
Lemoore Naval Air Station and (2) El Centro Naval Air Facility, Fresno County” declares that a
secondary runway must be 6,500 feet in length. OLF Coupeville is 5,400 feet in length.

8. The DEIS considers both detachment training and regional airfields as alternatives but
dismisses these without analysis.

All 9 alternatives studied in the DEIS call for 100% of Growler training to be conducted on
Whidbey Island. Below is a growing list of sites that could be used for some Growler training,
which should be considered in the final EIS to mitigate the “significant impact” of the proposed
action, especially at the OLF. Aircraft can be sited at NASWI, as called for in the proposed
action, but flown at any number of alternative locations.

Below are options requiring analysis. Sites already mentioned in the DEIS are indicated by an

asterisk. Detachment training from NASWI is already occurring, or has occurred, at some of
these bases.
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Detachment from NASWI has already occurred at NAS Jacksonville, per Navy Press Release,
Story Number: NNS101208-18 Release Date: 12/8/2010.

a. Detachment training alternatives which should be analyzed in the DEIS for NASWI:
i. NAS Lemoore {CA)*
ii. NAF El Centro (CA)*
ii. NAWS China Lake (CA)*
iv. NAS Jacksonville (FL)
v. NAS Oceana (VA)*
vi. MCAS Cherry Point (NC)*
vii. NAS Meridian (AL)
viii. NAS Fallon {NV)
ix. Mountain Home AFB (ID)
X. NAS Kingsville (TX)
xi. NAS Corpus Christi (TX)

b. Regional Airfield options for FCLP practice:
i. Joint Base Lewis-McCord {Tacoma)*
ii. Grey Army Airfield (Tacoma)*
ii. Grant County (Larsen AFB) (Moses Lake)
iv. Snohomish County (Paine Field) (Everett)*
v. Bremerton National (Bremerton)*
vi. Skagit Regional {Burlington}* (only 100’ width)
vii. Bellingham International*

All of the above, other than Grant County, have been disqualified using selected criteria in DEIS
Appendix, Section H, for one or more reasons. However, using the same DEIS criteria Ault Field
would have also been disqualified for FCLPs, having failed criteria #6 and #8.

The Navy needs to use consistent criteria for runway evaluation for detachments and regional
airfield options — to do otherwise is disingenuous.

9. The Navy has 42 more Growlers on order and these are not mentioned in the DEIS.

Per the Selected Acquisition Report of the Department of Defense for FY 2017, the Navy plans
to procure another 42 Growlers. Current fleet size is 82. Plus the 36 planned in the DEIS makes
118 aircraft. Adding another 42 (without designating a location) one assumes they would end
up at NASWI as there is no other base. That would make 160 at NASWI, less 7 forward
deployed to Atsugi, Japan. 153 Growlers is almost double the current fleet size.

I'd like to hope the Navy isn’t being disingenuous here, but segmenting up these proposals
does not represent impact fairly to the community. The additional 42 Growlers on order need
to be included in the EIS as well as where those Growlers will be based,
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10. Adding 371 to 664 new households to the Island will cause a crisis in housing availability and
affordabitity.

The alternatives proposed in the DEIS would bring 371 to 664 new personnel to the Island,
requiring exactly that much housing. Current rental market availability in Coupeville is < 1%,
The Island and its environs likely cannot absorb that many more personnel without causing a
housing crisis and would likely jeopardize what little affordable housing we have. Navy
expansion causing displacement of local residents is not acceptable.

The baseline year for comparison was one of the most available rental markets in many years.
The EIS needs to look at current housing data for 2016 and make its forecasts based on that
data.

11. Coupeville schools and WhidbeyHealth Medical Center were not Included properly in noise
modeling.

Coupeville Middle and High Schools were not adequately noise modeled in the DEIS, and
WhidbeyHealth Medical Center was not modeled at all.

Complete noise modeling for all 3 Coupeville schools, considering both indoor and outdoor
activities, needs to be undertaken, especially since there is a growing Farm to School Program
{Coupeville Farm to School) that relies on outdoor education of all grade levels.

Complete noise modeling of WhidbeyHealth Medical Center needs to be included as its
expansion has it closer to its reference point of Coupeville Elementary School.

12, The DEIS does not include information on water contamination with PFAS compounds.

Water quality issues were known months before issuance of the DEIS. PFAS contamination
information, and risk for further contamination because of the Navy’s continued use of PFAS
firefighting foam, needs to be included in the EIS.

13. The DEIS does a poor job of investigating other sites for the new Growlers.

The DEIS spends less than two pages discussing other sites for the new Growlers. A more
robust analysis of alternate sites needs to be undertaken, to mitigate environmental impact as
well as to address the operational security risks and military readiness issues fisted above.
Additionally, this was the fourth largest request in the public scoping of the EIS, and only
addressed in 2 of almost 1500 pages.

Site analysis criteria again need to be consistent. It is disingenuous to exclude other facilities
for criteria that the current facility does not meet.

The Navy should consider underutilized assets fike NAS Kingsville, Texas — remotely populated,
with an updated outlying field, and close to Gulf Coast oil tankers. MCAS Cherry Point, NC, also
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deserves inclusion and serious analysis as it hosted EA-6B Prowlers for the Marine Corps and
retains some of that infrastructure.

| appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. | hope the Navy will make an EIS that is inclusive,
accurately addresses impact and takes a serious look at mitigations, especially those that allow new

Growlers to be sited elsewhere.

Ver ours

Clinical Dietitian
Retired Navy wife of a Prowler Pilot — VAQ-134, VAQ-130, VAQ-133
Resident of Whidbey Island 1992-2004, 2009-present

Encl.: “Why Single Siting the Navy’s Electronic Warfare Asset Risks Operational Security and Military

Readiness” by [ NEGNGN. 2/23/17
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Why Single Siting the Navy's Electronic Warfare Asset
Risks Operational Security and Military Readiness
Siting new Growlers elsewhere presents an opportunity to remedy both

o . Fcbruary 23, 2017

Few people know it, but on an idyllic Island in the Pacific Northwest, the US military houses its entire
fleet of electronic warfare jet aircraft. Accessible only by bridge or ferry, this concentration of defense
technology at a vulnerable location poses a severe operational security risk. Even more concerning,
the Department of Defense is planning to double the amount of aircraft based in this location,
seemingly without consideration of security risk. Operationally, economically and environmentally it
doesn’t make sense.

How did this happen? What should be done?

The Unique Concentration of Electronic Warfare Jets

The US Navy relies on the E/A-18G Growler as its main asset for airborne electronic warfare (EW). The
Growler is a fixed-wing jet aircraft used to monitor and suppress surface-to-air missile radar as well as
other ground-based electronic signals in times of war. It can be land-based or carrier-based.

Growlers are a considered a high-value unit, and two fly with each US military mission over enemy
territory, accompanied by either Navy or Air Force fighter/bomber aircraft. The Growler replaced the
Navy’s prior EW aircraft, the E/A-6B Prowler when it retired in 2015. The Growlers, their crews,
maintenance equipment, personnel and training facilities are all home-ported in one geographic
location, NAS Whidbey Istand, where the Navy has single sited its electronic warfare jets for 40 years.!
{One squadron of Growlers is forward deployed to Atsugi, Japan. %) This single siting of bases is unique
to the Growler, with all other Navy aircraft having at least two bases in the Continental US.?

It's never been clear why the Navy has concentrated its EW jet aircraft in one geographic location.
Single siting of any military function is a violation of the Technical Joint Cross Service Group (TICSG)
guidelines. TICSG was formed in the wake of the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1980 (BRAC) to
make recommendations to optimize defense structure for cost and strategy. One of the TICSG’s two
guiding principles was “Maintain competition of ideas by retaining at least two geographically
separated sites, each of which wouid have similar combination of technologies and functions. This wiil
also provide continuity of operations in the event of unexpected disruption. »a

Perhaps Navy EW single siting was allowed because historically, other branches of the US Armed
Forces maintained electronic warfare jet aircraft. At the time of BRAC, the US Air Force flew the EF-111
Raven and the US Marine Corps flew the E/A-6B Prowler. However, in 1998 the Air Force retired the
EF-111 and it was not replaced. Its electronic warfare duties were transferred to the Navy, which then
developed land-based (“expeditionary”} squadrons to accommodate.” The Marine Corps is now in the
process of decommissioning its E/A-6B Prowlers, which will retire at the end of FY 2016.% The Marines
plan to utilize the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter for some of their electronic warfare functions’, but the
aircraft is not fleet-ready. The F-35 reached initial operating capability in August 2016, but has since
been grounded due to electrical problems.®
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This leaves the Navy in the unigue position of holding the entire US military electronic warfare jet
aviation asset of 82 Growlers in one vulnerable location. And it has plans to increase this
concentration of aircraft. Per its 2016 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), the Navy plans to
add 35-36 more aircraft to NAS Whidbey, bringing the tota! number of Growlers to 118. This
operational increase is due to a change in the strategy of Growler use, with the goal to dedicate three
aircraft per mission instead of two®, making the aircraft an even more valuable asset to all forces.

In the same DEIS, the Navy maintains this single siting decision is reviewed annually under the Chief of
Naval Operations’ Strategic Laydown and Dispersal plan, “...and is consistent with Navy aviation policy
to maximize efficiency of operations by co-locating operational squadrons with support functions,
training ranges, and airfields.”*™® The reasons cited for the concentration of Growlers are operational
synergy, proximity to training regions and airspace and efficient use of current infrastructure.

Upon review of the references in the DEIS however, there is no citation of the Strategic Laydown and
Dispersal Plan and no verification of the Navy’s claim of review. The Navy’s 2012 Environmental
Assessment for the Prowler to Growler transition references the 2008 version of the plan as a rationale
to homeport the expeditionary squadrons at Whidl:;ey.11 Unfortunately, neither the 2008 nor 2011
versions of the Strategic Laydown and Dispersal Plan are available publicly. Operational review of this
single siting decision therefore cannot be verified.

The Navy shows no signs of stopping its concentration of EW assets on Whidbey island even after its
proposal in the current DEIS. Per the Selected Acquisition Report from the Department of Defense, the
Navy plans to procure another 42 Growlers, bringing the total number of Growlers to 160 aircraft,
nearly double the current fleet size.!? The Navy has not publicly documented where these additional
42 Growlers will be assigned. Less the 7 aircraft forward deployed to Japan that leaves 153 aircraft
that will likely be stationed at NAS Whidbey Island.

This means that 95% of the entire US fleet of electronic warfare jets is based a coastal island served
only by a bridge and two ferries.

Whidbey Island — ldyHic and Extremely Vulnerable

Whidbey Island lies in the northern part of Puget Sound in Washington State, 30 miles northwest of
Seattle. The Island is home to about 60,000 residents and is part of Island County. Oak Harbor is the
largest town on the Island, and has been home to Naval Air Station Whidbey Island since 1342.

Whidbey Island is accessible from the North by the Deception Pass Bridge, which was built in 1935 by
the Civilian Conservation Corps, and is on the National Register of Historic Places.® The two-lane
bridge encompasses two spans and is a total of 1,487 feet long, 180 feet above the water, with an
average daily traffic of between 17,000-20,000 vehicles. 1415 as Whidbey Island is served by an EPA-
designated sole-source aquifer, the Deception Pass Bridge also brings in a 24-inch water line that
serves NAS Whidbey and the city of Oak Harbor.'® The Deception Pass Bridge lies on State Highway 20
and joins Whidbey Island to Fidalgo Island, its neighbor to the North. Fidalgo fsland is then connected
to the mainland by another bridge near LaConner, Washington.

The only remaining way to access Whidbey Island is by its two ferry routes — from Port Townsend on
the Peninsula to Coupeville in Central Whidbey, and from Mukilteo on the mainland to Clinton on
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South Whidbey.” These ferries are operated by the Washington State Ferry System (WSF), which is
the largest in the nation. In 20186, the Clinton to Mukilteo route carried just over 4 million passengers,
and 2.2 million vehicles, while the Coupeville to Port Townsend route carried 372,000 vehicles and
819,000 passengers.18 The ferries operate from 14 to 20 hours per day. Outside these two ferry routes
and the Deception Pass Bridge, there are no other ways for vehicles to access the Island.

These limited forms of access can serve as a choke point to limit egress from the Island in an
emergency or prevent access of needed commodities or first responders. The 2007 Hazard
tdentiffcation and Vulnerability Assessment from Island County confirms that Whidbey Island is
“_vulnerable to several types of transportation emergencies including blocked bridges and interrupted
ferry service.“?® Studying them in depth exposes just how vulnerable.

Deception Pass — A Critical Bridge

Given the limited accessibility of the Island, it's no surprise that the Deception Pass Bridge meets the
Federal Highway Administration’s criteria of a nationally eritical bridge according to a paper from the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) titled “National Needs
Assessment for Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure Security.””

The Deception Pass Bridge is a critical bridge due to the following criteria -
 Casualty risk — its bridge span significantly greater than 50 feet
e Economic risk — it is located on the Department of Defense-defined Strategic Highway Network
(STRAHNET),? and the bridge’s nearest detour Is greater than 5 miles away.
» Military support function — due to bridge length and STRAHNET status
*  Emergency relief function — it is the major evacuation route for the Island
» National recognition —it is on National Register of Historic Places
s Collateral damage exposure — as it carries utilities (specifically water)

Per the National Needs Assessment cited above, the greatest risk to the bridge is an explosive attack
scenario. The report goes on to say; “bridges and tunnels cannot be fully protected against significant
disruption to roadway decks from even modest explosive quantities.” In its analysis the AASHTO notes
that as little as 100 to 500 pounds of TNT {placed by hand on members, or driving in a moving van
across the bridge} could easily make the bridge non-operational. [t is unknown whether any security
measures have been taken to reduce risks of a terrorist attack to the Deception Pass Bridge, or what
measures are possible on this historic bridge on a public highway.

Addittonally, as NAS Whidbey Island is within 15 miles of five earthguake fault tines, 2 Deception Pass
Bridge is at high risk of earthquake damage. The bridge remains on the unfunded Washington State
list for seismic retrofitting.> A major earthquake that damaged the bridge would cripple both the base
and the Istand for weeks to months.

Whether the risk is from terrorism or natural disaster, Deception Pass Bridge remains a significant
point of vulnerability for NAS Whidbey Island, as it is the only method of entrance or egress available
24 hours per day.
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Washington State Ferries - Most Likely Terrorism Targets

Ferries, especially ones that carry vehicles, are one of the most vulnerable modes of transport for
terrorist attacks. According to the State of New Jersey Office of Homeland Security and Preparedness
(NJOHSP) 2016 intelligence briefing, “...ferries remain susceptible to terrorist attacks because they
transport lc;rge volumes of people, have limited security, and offer minimal escape options during
incidents, "**

After the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, the US Coast Guard was directed to increase general
marine security by the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002.% Further security measures were
implemented by the Washington State Ferry system in 2004, after the FBI reported 157 suspicious
incidents since 2001, with 19 of them highly likely to involve terrorist surveillance. WSF increased
security safeguards to include K-9 screening of 15 percent of cars and 25 percent of box trucks, vans
and larger vehicles as well as increased use of sea marshals, aircraft surveillance and armed US Coast
Guard fast boats for ferry protection.”

Even with security measures in place, the Washington State Ferry system remained highly vulnerable
according to analysts. In 2004, a team of Navy and Marines from the Naval Postgraduate School in
Monterey, California conducted a “red team” analysis on the vulnerabilities of domestic port security
on the West coast. Using a red team approach, military officers strategized according to Al-Qaeda
directives about how to best infiltrate and disable ports. They visited Seattle and found security checks
to be cursory and were able to easily gain access to restricted areas. The Seattle team concluded the
most effective terror strategy would to be to detonate explosives simultaneously on five WSF ferries.?
Their results were unsettling enough that they presented them to local law enforcement, officials of
the ferry system, and a national meeting of US mayors in late 2004 before publication of their report.®

The FB! went a step further in its risk assessment. In its 2006 report “The Federal Bureau of
investigation’s Efforts to Protect The Nation’s Seaports,” the Department of Justice’s Inspector
General stated, "the FBI believes that ferries in the Seattle area and fuel tankers in the Gulf Coast
Region appear to be the most likely targets of maritime terrorism.”

The Government Accounting Office (GAQ) acknowledged the vulnerability of ferries, noting that the
risk of such events was increasing. In its 2010 report “Maritime Security: Ferry Security Measures
Have Been Implemented, but Evaluating Existing Studies Could Enhance Further Security,” the GAO
reported that “in April 2010, Coast Guard officials stated that the relative risk to ferries is increasing, as
evidenced by attacks against land-based mass transit and other targets overseas.” However, the
report also notes: “the Coast Guard may be missing opportunities to enhance ferry security,” as the
Guard had not evatuated or acted on all findings of five agency-contracted studies from 2005-2006.%°

There is ampie agreement from a number of federal agencies and the Coast Guard that ferries are
highiy vulnerable to terrorist attacks, with Seattle area ferries being one of the two most likely targets
in the United States. Agencies continue to implement security measures and train for the worst. The
Coast Guard, with local law enforcement conducted SWAT-style drills on Seattle ferries in 2012 that
were covered by the local press. * WSF implemented a Coast Guard approved security plan in 2013.3

However, given that ferries travef on water, there is no way all risks can be mitigated. A humorous
video of a steepy (but fortunate) sailboat captain on autopilot being surprised by a ferry collision
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prompted a few chuckles from Seattle locals in late 2016.* Taking the red team approach however, it
would not be difficult to imagine damaging a ferry with a boat full of explosives in the same manner.
The dependence on vulnerable ferry traffic to NAS Whidbey Island represents a security risk the US
military cannot afford to take.

Given Operational Security Risks, Does Single Siting Make Operational Sense?

As stated before, having all of one type of jet aircraft in one location is unique to the Growler in the US
Navy, and due to retirement of Air Force and Marine Corps EW jets, the Navy now holds all of the US
active EW jet aircraft. Is there a benefit to this? The answer from at least one service seems to be no.

The Marine Corps predict a three- to five-year gap in expeditionary warfare capability as they phase
out the E/A-6B Prowler, and await the deployment of the F-35, This leaves the USMC dependent on the
Navy to provide EW assets to the Marines, according to an editorial on the website of the US Naval
Institute (USNI).* The author, Col. H. Wayne Whitten, USMC Retired, states that home porting all E/A-
18Gs at NAS Whidbey Island “raises operational readiness issues.... It’s noble in intent but highly
questionable from a roles and mission standpoint that all land-based EW aircraft will be owned by the
Navy, the service with the least natural ties and expertise in ground combat operations.”

The USNI article also describes that single-siting all EW assets in the Pacific Northwest makes it difficult
to provide proper cross-training, as “over half of the Army, Marine Corps, SOF and tactical Air Force
units are in the eastern U.5. Additionally, DoD has a sizable investment in East Coast ranges that
continue to be under-utilized for EW training.” Siting new expeditionary Growlers on the East Coast
would establish a geographic balance that is “consistent with long-term Navy policy.”

Col. Whitten recommends the Pentagon take a Jook at regional benefits and site new Growlers at
Marine Corps Air Statien Cherry Point, and not NAS Whidbey Island. “Ironically, the increase in aircraft
loading at NAS Whidbey Island has created an environmental impact even as the draw down in EA-6Bs
at Marine Corps Air Station Cherry Point, NC, and delays in the F-358B deliveries are causing serious
ecoenomic concerns. One would think North Carolina officials would see now is the time to put aside
fears that questioning the EA-6B drawdown would somehow be viewed as threatening the F-358. In
fact, they should be making the case to homeport the Navy expeditionary EA-18Gs at MCAS Cherry
Point.”

in 2015, the US Air Force stated that it also planned to use the F-35 for its electronic warfare, rather
than new Growlers.™ It appears that not only the Marines will have to depend on the Navy until the F-
35 is fleet-ready.

New Growlers Need a Second Site

Single siting the entire electronic warfare jet arsenal on the West Coast, with one service, on an island
served by a vulnerable bridge and ferries is an major operational security risk. This geographic location
also reduces operational readiness in a warfare strategy that right now has only one active aircraft that
all services depend upon,

The delivery of 36 new Growler aircraft (plus 42 more on order) provides the Navy with a prime

opportunity to site its new EW assets at a more operationally beneficial location. This would not only
reduce the environmental impact at NAS Whidbey (whose outlying field does not meet current
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standards for the aircraft), but would enhance operational security and readiness, and provide another
community the economic benefit of a modest group of vital aircraft. MCAS Cherry Point, North
Carolina is a viable option as it has EW infrastructure from its time hosting the E/A-6B Prowler. There
are also other options like Naval Air Station Kingsville, Texas, which has a low population density,
updated outlying field, proximity to the East Coast and ready access to the Gulf Coast. Given that the
FBI considers Gulf Coast oil tankers to also be a prime maritime security risk, having EW aircraft close
to the Gulf Coast would make an immense difference in response time to a terrorist attack.

Creative solutions can and must be found to safeguard the Growler, which is a vital asset to US military
defense. Loss of jet electronic warfare capability would paralyze all US (and Coalition) airborne
missions. Redundancy is key in protecting this vital resource and is practiced with every other jet
aircraft the Navy owns. Finding another base for new Growlers will be costly, but not nearly as costly
as losing the entire fleet and infrastructure to a terrorist attack or natural disaster.

1
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Coupeville, WA 98239

We are an elderly couple on fixed income and live a block from the Jets' flight path as
they head south on their left hand circle at OLF. We moved here in 1998, when the
Prowlers flew. Noisy but tolerable (except when they START at midnight.) When the
Growlers started, the increase in decible level and the specific frequency of the noise
became painful. We cannot be outside when they fly, but must be inside and wearing
noise-canceling headphones. The jet noise is ear-splitting. ( My understanding is the
Navy has used AVERAGE noise levels, factoring the times the jets do not fly. Not
appropriate to understand just how disruptive they are.) If Scenario A is enacted, the
average annual flights at OLF will increase from about 6000 to about 34,000, a six-fold
increase. If Scenario B, 20,000, or a three-fold increase. Either way, our ability to go
outside our house will be severely limited. We cannot move, as we are on a fixed income
and our property values, under either Scenario, will cause our house to be worth
considerably less than our mortgage. And no one will buy here. When OLF first started in
the 1940's, it was in a truly rural area. In the past 70 years, the character of the area has
changed considerably. Many people live here now. Although to the eye it may appear
rural, it is so only in that the beauty attracts tourists, our primary source of income. That
will decline considerably if we have 35,000 flights per year. We actually support the Navy.
My husband is Navy, as were my father and two brothers. But we believe it is time for the
Navy to explore truly rural areas, like the Boeing training field in Moses Lake. Also, has
the Navy considered the risk to the security of the fleet if every Growler is stationed in
one place? Seems to us that is putting a big bullseye on this island, If the Navy puts all its
eggs in the NAS Whidbey basket, we propose you either pursue an off-island option, or
do operations out of Oak Harbor, where the impact to the area's economy would be less,
and where the residents seem to love jet noise so much.
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l.a. Thank You

1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.n. Quality of Life

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area



Coupeville, WA 98239

One more comment. | live in the flight path of OLF Coupeville. If the number of Growler
flights increase significantly, | suggest the Navy mitigate the effects on the residents in
such flight path by a)providing ear protection as is done on the flight-line and b)offer to
purchase our home, perhaps as Navy housing, at today's market value, plus a moving

allowance. | recognize from reading the draft EIS that the Navy has explored alternatives.

BUT increased flights will make our home both unlivable and unsellable. That is no way
to treat the citizens of this area. Give us the means to move and we will.
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l.a. Thank You
12.j. Property Values
12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property



Coupeville, WA 98239

We bought property in Smith Prairie outside of Coupeville in 1998 and have lived with the
Prowler practices and the increased noise and operations of the Growlers for the last 15+
years. The jets fly one block from our house at an elevation of about 200 feet. This is on
their southbound leg, so they don't HAVE to fly so low. This is much lower than the 500
feet minimum they should be flying; and lower than that flown over Oak Harbor when at
Ault Field. Now the Navy might multiply the number of OLF flights six-fold? This is an
unconscionable burden to the citizens. The noise level is deafening --- literally. 125
decibels. We cannot be outside during flight operations. The glass in our house rattles
and our pets are traumatized. We have both suffered significant hearing loss. Due to the
freefall the value of our property will experience, we will be unable to move. Yet unable to
live here. | believe you will have an increased suicide rate if you implement Scenario A.
There will be no way to leave and no way to live here. | have tried to understand the
DEIS, and appreciate the effort that has gone into examining alternatives. Reading the
DEIS, it appears no landing fields other than Ault Field and OLF Coupeville meet your
requirements. | note there are plans to upgrade Ault Field to meet the expanded needs of
the Navy. Given a)the Navy plans on upgrading Ault Field b)the jets fly higher for Ault
Field than for OLF and c) Oak Harbor citizens are more appreciative of Navy operations, |
beseech you to go with Scenario C. We can suck it up and deal with an increase from
6100 to 8800 FCLPs. But to have a six-fold increase (100 flights every single day of the
year) while Ault Field landings are reduced from 14,700 to 8,700? PLEASE NO. Thank
you for your consideration.
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1.a. Thank You

12.j. Property Values

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife



Langley, WA 98260

The Navy has adopted standards that protect their personnel from health and hearing
harm due to excessive noise, yet these standards were ignored by the DEIS for civilians
exposed to the same or greater levels of noise. This DEIS needs to examine how many
civilians would receive exposure doses that exceed the Navy’s defined “hazardous noise
zone” threshold (i.e., an area where the 8-hour time-weighted average exceeds 84 dBA
[or 140 dB peak sound pressure level, SPL, for impact or impulse noise] for more than 2
days in any month).

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss
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) Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

1, Name

. OrganizationIAfﬁ]iai:ion

» Address

Please checkhere ' if you would NOT like to be on the méiling list

Please check here

- ‘, " y . .
b YU @A g 2o
// A

Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

l.a. Thank You
1.d. General Project Concerns
4.1. Points of Interest
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Olympia, WA 98501

These Growler planes can produce 150 decibels of sound, enough to cause
instantaneous hearing loss. ( 110 db is the threshold for permamant hearing loss). In both
humans and wildlife, effects from loud noise include hearing loss, increased stress
hormones, cardiovascular disease, immune system compromise and
behavioral/psychosocial impacts. 1 billion birds (already threatened by climate change)
fly up and down the pacific coast using it to navigate. This will cause harm to those birds.
The Navy’'s own supporting documents say: “Friendly Electronic Attack could potentially
deny essential services to a local population that, in turn, could result in loss of life.” But
most important from a climate perspective, each jet burns 1304 gallons PER HOUR and
produces 12.5 metric tons of CO2 per hour! Just for perspective that is 23% more than
the ANNUAL CO2 emissions of a WA state citizen! (Then multiply by up to 118 jets x 260
days a year 14-16 hours a day, at altitudes as low as 1000 feet) This is outrageous that
to practice war we would destroy the beautiful peninsula and our planet! Our planet
cannot afford these kind of “games”.
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.1. Bird Migration

18.b. Average Carbon Dioxide per Aircraft

19.d. Electronic Warfare

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Freeland, WA 98249 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contours depicted in the DEIS are
misleading and fallacious for two reasons: (1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging
rather busy-day averaging, and (2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated,
misleading, and scientifically invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance.



TEAANO002

1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Freeland, WA 98249 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to
judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice
(FCLP).



TEAANOO0O3

l.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

Freeland, WA 98249 4.j. Other Reports

The DEIS claim that the JGL noise study was “flawed” is disingenuous and
unsupportable, whereas in actuality the Wyle modeled noise levels have not been

validated with on-site noise data.



TEAANOO00O4

1.a. Thank You
4.j. Other Reports

Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS misconstrued important finding of the National Park Service’s 2015 noise study
at Ebey’s Landing Historic National Reserve and obfuscated forthright analysis of the
impacts on visitor experience. That misconstruct has to be credibly revised to properly
characterize the real impacts.



Freeland, WA 98249

Much like the tobacco industry did years ago, the DEIS selectively and reprehensively
cites and relies on out-of-date medical research findings on impacts of noise on human
health that are at odds with the overwhelming body of contemporary research. This
obfuscation renders the DEIS findings incomplete and disingenuous and demands an
honest, complete, forthright evaluation of the contemporary formal medical literature.

1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TEAANOOOS



Freeland, WA 98249

The Navy has adopted standards that protect their personnel from health and hearing
harm due to excessive noise, yet these standards were ignored by the DEIS for civilians
exposed to the same or greater levels of noise. This DEIS needs to examine how many
civilians would receive exposure doses that exceed the Navy’s defined hazardous noise
zone threshold (i.e., “an area where the 8-hour time-weighted average exceeds 84 dBA
[or 140 dB peak sound pressure level, SPL, for impact or impulse noise] for more than 2
days in any month”).

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

TEAANOOO6



Freeland, WA 98249

Island County land-use policies, plans, as reflected by the construction permits issued,
have largely defied the Navy’s 2005 AICUZ directives for Outlying Field Coupeville, such
as no residences in a noise zone 2. Whether due to willful intent to ignore by the County
or to lack of Navy assertiveness, it aptly demonstrates the meaningless and
ineffectiveness of the AICUZ and attendant land-use provisions in the DEIS. Given the
alternatives under consideration in the DEIS, the Navy should be immediately advocating
to the County to place a moratorium on all construction permits not compatible with the
2005 AICUZ and DEIS land-use stipulations until the final EIS is approved.

1.a. Thank You
7.c. Noise Disclosure

TEAANOOO7



Freeland, WA 98249

The two most dangerous aspects of flying are the approach, landing and takeoff -- in
other words most of the OLFC flight path. The risks are significant (a) because of
significant encroachment problems, (b) because OLFC is about 49,000 acres below and
the runway about 3000 feet short of standard for Growlers, (c) because the pilots are
mostly students flying the F-18 airframe which is 5.5 times more likely to crash than its
EA-6B (Prowler) predecessor, and (d) FCLP operations occur at low elevations that
increase likelihood of bird strikes with the significant shoreline bird population. These
risks cannot be mitigated other than by moving the FCLPs off a suitable 21st century
off-Whidbey site.

TEAANOOOS

1.a. Thank You

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children



TEAANOO009

1.a. Thank You

Freeland, WA 98249 13.a. Environmental Justice Impacts

Environmental Justice analysis overlooked the fact that farm workers, gardeners, and
recycle center workers are almost entirely composed of low-income and/or ethnic
minorities, and because they must work outside, they are disproportionately affected by
overhead Growler noise.



Freeland, WA 98249

Perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) have been discovered in numerous wells adjacent to
OLFC and are believed attributable to fire-retardant foam use at OLFC. The DEIS,
however, dismissed addressing the past, present, and future impacts and problems
associated with PFAS, even though the EPA has set a Health Advisory that has been
exceeded by 16-fold in some of these wells. Leakage of PFAS in storage or use in a
crash event is a hugely relevant environmental impact must be addressed and the public
must be given the opportunity to comment.

1.a. Thank You
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

TEAANO0010



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS noise levels were based on about 30% of the proposed 8800 to 35,000+
operations at OLFC being conducted on Path 14. Since 2013, when the transition to
Growlers was complete, the highest use of Path 14 has been about 2 to 10% because,
as base commander Captain Nortier explained Growlers are only rarely capable of using
Path 14. The DEIS 30% overestimated use of path 14 greatly understates the DNL noise
impacts for path 32 and overstates the impacts on Path 14. This mistake must be
corrected.

TEAANOO11

1.a. Thank You

3.e. Field Carrier Landing Practice Patterns

3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

3.9. Field Carrier Landing Practice Evolutions and High Tempo



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS fails to address the potential effects of sleep disturbance due to Growler
overflights, despite the admission that there will be an increase in the "percent probability
of awakening for all scenarios..." While music torture is still permitted under US law, the
United National Convention against Torture defines torture as "any act by which severe
pain of suffering, whether physical or mental..." Sleep disturbance results in serious
physical and emotional symptoms such as cognitive impairment, impaired immune
system, adverse birth outcomes, risk of heart disease, risk of diabetes, not mentioning
the number of work hours/days lost from lack of sleep. The DEIS must forthrightly
address the impacts of sleep disturbance on residences affected by OLFC night
operations.

1.a. Thank You
4.p. Sleep Disturbance
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TEAANO0012



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS obfuscates the effects of FCLP jet noise on classroom interruptions by
averaging interruptions with periods when jets are not practicing. The average
understates interruption events compared with event frequency during FCLP sessions,
which are as frequent as an interruption every 1-2 minutes. Interruptions of such
frequency complicate teaching and thwart student concentration and break the focus of
teacher and student. In addition the EPA states "Noise can pose a serious threat to a
child's physical and psychological health, including learning and behavior," but the DEIS
has not recognized the contemporary research. These oversights and failings must be
properly addressed and analyzed.

l.a. Thank You
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TEAANOO013



Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS fails to address the effects of noise on hearing and tinnitus and consequential
medical costs associated with hearing loss by stating that civilians would need to be
exposed to noise emitted by the Growlers for 40 years before there is a permanent shift
in hearing. This defies all scientific and audiological evidence to the contrary, even by the
US military itself. Hearing loss and tinnitus are the MOST compensated injuries in the
military and increasing annually (US Dept. of Veteran Affairs.) That and failure to address
the effects of impact or sudden noise must be more fully delineated.

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

TEAANO0014



TEAANOO015

1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

Freeland, WA 98249

The DEIS fails to adequately address the effects of high noise levels during pregnancy
provoking significantly higher risk for smaller newborns, gestational hypertension,
cognitive abnormalities, and permanent hearing loss.



TENJEOOO1
1.a. Thank You

Victoria, British Columbia V8T 2R4

| hear the EA-18Gs and support their activity. Defense preparedness is important to me
and training is necessary. | welcome the assurance of the 18s and their activity.



Coupeville, WA 98239

Hello, Let me preface this by saying that | am pro Navy, and my great uncle was Rear
Admiral ||l Unc'<Jll as a Naval Aviator, and | am very proud of his
service. | felt compelled to comment here out of a concern for our community of
Coupeville if there is a dramatic increase of FCLP at OLF Coupeville. Coupeville and
Central Whidbey are very reliant on tourism, particularly during the summer months. |
have already experienced tourists stating that they will not return to Coupeville after
hearing the jets last summer. | truly believe that an increase in FCLP at OLF Coupeville
will have a profoundly negative economic impact on our tourism industry. In light of this, |
would like to see a light tempo of FCLP at OLF Coupeville from June through September,
which is the height of our tourism season. Perhaps during these months OLF Coupeville
has 20% or less of the total FCLP? | realize that this impacts Ault Field, but that area is
not as dependent on tourism as Central Whidbey is. Additionally, to be fair to all residents
of Central Whidbey, | would like the FCLPs to be split evenly at OLF Coupeville between
Runways 14 and 32. This is in reference to page 3-11, Volume 1, of the DEIS. Lastly, and
on a personal note, | have two little girls. When the jets are flying at OLF Coupeville they
are unable to be outside, which saddens me considering how healthy it is for kids to be
outside playing. Thank you for your consideration.

TENMIO001

1.a. Thank You

12.h. Tourism

12.n. Quality of Life

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area



TERPEOOO1

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
Port Townsend, WA 98368

With only 5 miles, as the crow flies, separating our home from the touch n go strip where
the Growlers practice near Coupeville, the surrounding Puget Sound waters act as a
drum to magnify the jet noise. We feel like we are at the end of the runway and the effect
is to literally stop conversation and interrupt normal activities. Surely there are other
places to conduct this training that are many more miles from homeowners and small
businesses.



TERSTO0001
1.a. Thank You

Pahoa, HI 96778

Bouncing at nite at Coupeville OLF was a crucial part of me as a RAG Instructor to
getting students ready for the boat. Essential to safety and training.
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5. E-mail

6. Please check here O if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

7. Please check here [ if you would like your name/address kept private
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. First Name

. Last Name

. Organization/Affiliation

. City, St

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

EA-18G EIS Project Manager
NAVFAC Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

L A

www.QuietSkies.info

TETDEO0O1

l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels
4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
4.j. Other Reports

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

S

Note: For Draft EIS page cifations and supporfing'references see www.QuietSkies.info

1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency noise
impacts are ignored in the Draft. .

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC)
in addition to A-weighting (dBA). )

2. Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid
for decision making, models must be verified.

Action: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements
with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to 20
kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise measurements in locations
throughout the region.

3. NOISEMAP is the computer model used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department
of Defense report found that NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to
provide “scientifically and legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust
jet engines used in the Growlers.

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.
4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the intermittent

but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year assumes, without
studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days.

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.
5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not
conclusive.

Action: Recognize the impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the
World Health Crganization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe.”

6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.

Action: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville noise
measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

TETDEO0O1



10.

11.

The Dratft suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJl) Naticnal
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument.

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and
remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar and are based on old
technology — a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier landing.

Action: Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of
more Growlers to significantly reduce the need for land-based carrier training.

The Draft only examines socioeconomic impacts on Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties are or will be impacted by Growler noise. They are very
dependent on outdoor recreation that is being harmed by Growler flight activity and receive
little, if any, economic benefit from employment associated with NASWI.

Action: Examine socioeconomic impacts, including real estate values, on San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties.

All Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.
While some potential noise Mitigation Measures addressed, there is no commitment.

Action: Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and
Record of Decision.

The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “if
a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningiul analysis, the agency shall
prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.”

Action: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies identified in comments and offer
further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is prepared.

12. Add your own comments here:

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

TETDEO0O1



Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

EA-18G EIS Project Manager
NAVFAC Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

1. First Name

2. Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation

4.City, State, ZIP {/OQC?/ |5land , WA 948244

5. E-mail

6. Please check here L] if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

7.Please check here [ if you would like your name/address kept private

01/08/116 www.QuietSkies.info

1.a. Thank You

TETRI0001
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Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

| EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017
SEND COPIES OF YOUR COMMENTS TO OUR ELECTED OFFICIALS

Online at: hitp://imww.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

Name

Organization/Affiliation/{resident) citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)
W,

_

Coglle V) Ut G52 5

Email

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

,% Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
/ ~ Coupeville area.

\‘Q A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim
Institute.

'
/

f_ll A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

THAGEO001

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



THAGEO001

>g0utdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

[0 Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
% Aquafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of
the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.

[0 The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
O The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

Xﬁ Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:
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All comments will become a part of the public record and will be &ddressed in the final EIS. ‘Personally identifiable information of
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state ond five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies



THAGEO0002

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex 11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

12.h. Tourism
Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017 12.j. Property Values
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx 12.1. Community Service Impacts
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 12.m. Education Impacts
23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS 12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
] 4.1. Points of Interest
2. OrganizatioanfﬁliatioE'(_}?ii% citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military) 4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
4.t. Noise Mitigation
: . 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
3.  Address ' et 5.a. Accident Potential Zones
i 5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and 7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports

quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

1. Name

4, Email

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
’ Coupeville area.

1 A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim
Institute.

)Q A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)



O oOutdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

O Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
ﬁ Aquafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

ﬁ The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of
the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.

O The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
O The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

O Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:

“he /)/“4}7,/}“ A N hlaoAlds= oy [ich TS A7 olF

o LA~ Sy ’7‘%&7{/,%7 .//79//7’ A Capfev/ie.
PySinty—~+ TOUFIS N, /) SE  p/775 #Tem_
15 W’-M«f’fﬁ% Al Al Jp The fZS/

ey el 1= 2l WU)M ShrnlL Zpyir-—eL
2 AIE’(/&&F" IS —+ UNTFGE LenT T HT7en

/o LaT +holyis hly ﬁ%ﬁ@&%@&%
All comments will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS. Personallf ilentifiable information of

individuals will be kept confidential and not refeased, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments
and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017

THAGEO0002



Coupeville, WA 98239

The proposed expansion of Naval Station Whidbey Island, and OLF specifically,
concerns and affects me and my neighbors. Scenarios A and B will result in a four to
fivefold increase in flight operations at OLF, Whidbey Island. This will negatively affect
our property values, much increased noise, negative effects on tourism, and small
business, the lifeblood of our city and area. No study was included on the effect of these
large flight increases on Coupeville high school or middle school. No accurate sudies
were measuring the toxidity of area wells from OLF in the PFOA and PFOS discovered
SO far in well testing near OLF. Why are there more positive testing for these toxins near
OLF (8 wells so far) but only 1 near Ault field in Oak Harbor, which has a Sperfund toxic
designation? How did the wells get toxins in their water if the planes do "touch and go"
and how much worse is the contamination going to be with a four or five fold increase in
OLF training flights? Growler flights are only based on Whidbey Island without another
base for these aircraft elsewhere in the country? Why can't another base be designated
as a Growler base? Why have all Growlers at one location and overload Whidbey Island
and subject residents and taxpayers to constant noise and dispruption? Growlers based
elsewhere could train swith other aircraft and have a much larger area to fly and not
impact our small city. The Navy has attempted to be a considerate neighbor over the
years. Subjecting our small rural town to such a large increase in flights harms the
citizens it wishes to protect and ceases to be a good neighbor. Please choose mitigating
choices to avoid the massive proposed OLF training flights. These should include another
base to house Growlers, perhaps on the East coast or by the Great Lakes, a "hard"
ceiling on OLF training flights to be no more than 20% of the current 6100 flights per
year.

THAGEO003

l.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference



Coupeville, WA 98239

The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to
judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice
(FCLP). The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contours depicted in the DEIS
are misleading and fallacious for two reasons: (1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging
rather busy-day averaging, and (2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated,
misleading, and scientifically invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance. The
DEIS fails to address the potential effects of sleep disturbance due to Growler overflights,
despite the admission that there will be an increase in the “percent probability of
awakening for all scenarios...” While music torture is still permitted under US law, the
United National Convention against Torture defines torture as “any act by which severe
pain of suffering, whether physical or mental...” Sleep disturbance results in serious
physical and emotional symptoms such as cognitive impairment, impaired immune
system, adverse birth outcomes, risk of heart disease, risk of diabetes, not mentioning
the number of work hours/days lost from lack of sleep. The DEIS must forthrightly
address the impacts of sleep disturbance on residences affected by OLFC night
operations. Perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) have been discovered in numerous wells
adjacent to OLFC and are believed attributable to fire-retardant foam use at OLFC. The
DEIS, however, dismissed addressing the related past, present, and future impacts and
problems associated with PFAS, even though the EPA has set a Health Advisory that has
been exceeded by 16-fold in some of the impacted wells. Leakage of PFAS in storage or
their use in a crash event is a hugely relevant environmental impact that must be
addressed. And the public must be given the opportunity to comment. The DEIS
misconstrued important finding of the National Park Service’s 2015 noise study at Ebey’s
Landing Historic National Reserve and obfuscated forthright analysis of the impacts on
visitor experience. That misconstruction has to be credibly revised to properly
characterize the real impacts. Proposed large OLF flight increases are not compatible
with town of Coupeville small business and tourism nor our family's health.

THAGEO0004

l.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
4.g. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels
4.j. Other Reports

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects



THAGEO0005

1.a. Thank You

1.d. General Project Concerns

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler ision/ f d Al .
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex. 2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

6.b. National Ambient Air Quality Standards Compliance
7.a. Regional Land Use and Community Character

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

1. Nam

2. Organization/Affiliation —

3. Address

4.

5. Please check here R if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

6. Please check here k if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available
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Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Atin: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS




All comments must be received by January 25, 2017. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen
names, telephone numbers, and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will
be kept confidential and will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as
required by law. The city, state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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For more information, please visit the project website at whidbeyeis.com

Please print
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS Whidbey 2018 Jomment Shee
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1.a. Thank You
11.a. Groundwater

EA-18G EIS Project Manager 11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

Naval Facilities Engineering Command [ ] 2.k. Range of Alternatives
(NAVFAC) Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/S$ [ ] 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
2506 Hampton Blvd. Coupeville, WA 98239 4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
orfolk, VA 23508 4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.j. Other Reports

December 9, 2016 h - HRTE
4.t. Noise Mitigation

To Whom it may concern;

This is in reference to the US Navy Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G Growler air
field operations at NAS Outlying Field in Coupeville, WA. Since | am a Coupeville resident, | am
concerned about the impact on our quality of life here.

I have read the EIS and have the following concerns:

s The City of Coupeville’s drinking water is contaminated with PFOA (perfluorooctanoic
acid) which is in the fire retardant AFFF (aqueous film forming foam) used at OLF.
Coupeville gets its entire drinking water supply from the aquifer wells near OLF. This has
not been addressed in the EIS. Since the United States has banned the use of this
chemical, why is it still being used? )

e Ebey’s Reserve decibel readings are flawed, since they were taken in 2016, at a time
when not many flights were occurring at OLF.

o Averaging decibel readings over a 24 hour period is flawed. Practicing jets do not fly 24
hours straight, they usually fly in 2 or 4 hour segments. All decibel readings should be
done in an 8 hour period and compared to OSHA standards (285 dB results in hearing
loss and requires ear protection).

e Noise generated when jets arrive and depart OLF is not included in the EIS.

e Survey 8 hour decibel levels in areas closest to OLF and in those noise zones where 285
dB are anticipated. Extrapolate data to include flight numbers from Scenarios A, B and C.

Suggestions to clarify the EIS for the Public:

Concrete examples should be provided:

e Scenario C Projected Flights (20% OLF/80% ALT Field)
9000 flights {(increase of 30%)
This amounts to 30/day, 5 days a week or 75/day, 2 days a week.
e Scenario A Projected Flights (80% OLF/20% ALT Field)
30,000 flights (increase of 500%)
This amounts to 100/day, 5 days a week or 250/day, 2 days a week.



THAMAOO001

Conclusions (in order of preference):

1. Immediately stop the use of AFFF.
2. No additional Growlers at NAS Whidbey
3. If additional Growlers, provide additional facilities to decrease noise and ground water pollution

impact, like another runway in a remote area.

Yours truly,




Coupeville, WA 98239

I have read the EIS and have the following concerns: 1. Ebey's Landing decibel readings
are flawed since they were taken in 2016 when a low number of flights occurred. 2.
Averaging decibel readings over a 24 hour period is flawed.All readings should be done
in an 8 hour period extrapolating to the #flights in Scenarios A, B and C and compared to
OSHA standards (85 dB cutoff for requirement of ear protection) 3. Noise when jets arrive
and leave OLF is not included in the EIS. Suggestions: Provide examples for public
understanding of impact of increased flights:eg, Scenario C would result in a 30%
increase in flights, 30/day, 5 days a week or 75/day, 2 days a week.Extrapolate 8 hour dB
readings to show expected noise levels; Scenario A would result in a 500% increase in
flights to 100/day 5 days a week or 250/day 2 days a week and extrapolate expected
noise levels as above. Conclusion: Unless additional facilities are provided to decrease
noise impact on surrounding communities (like another runway in a remote area to be
used in addition to OLF and ALT Field), no additional Growler aircraft should be
accepted.

1.a. Thank You

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
4.j. Other Reports

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

THAMAO002



EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command ]
(NAVFAC) Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS
6506 Hampton Blvd. Coupeville, WA 98239

Norfolk, VA 23508
December 4, 2016

To Whom it may concern;

This is in reference to the US Navy Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G Growler air
field operations at NAS Outlying Field in Coupeville, WA, Since | am a Coupeville resident, | am

concerned about the impact on our quality of life here.
| have read the EIS and have the following concerns:

e Ebey's Reserve decibel readings are flawed, since they were taken in 2016, at a time
when not many flights were occurring at OLF.

e Averaging decibel readings over a 24 hour period is flawed. Practicing jets do not fly 24
hours straight, they usually fly in 2 or 4 hour segments. All decibel readings should be
done in an 8 hour period and compared to OSHA standards (285 dB results in hearing
loss and requires ear protection).

e Noise generated when jets arrive and depart OLF is not included in the EIS,

e Survey 8 hour decibel levels in areas closest to OLF and in those noise zones where 285

dB are anticipated. Extrapolate data to include flight numbers from Scenarios A, B and C.

Suggestions to clarify the EIS for the Public:
Concrete examples should be provided:

e Scenario C Projected Flights (20% OLF/80% ALT Field)
9000 flights (increase of 30%)
This amounts to 30/day, 5 days a week or 75/day, 2 days a week.
e Scenario A Projected Flights (80% OLF/20% ALT Field)
30,000 flights {increase of 500%)
This amounts to 100/day, 5-days a week or 250/day, 2 days a week.

Conclusions (in order of preference):

1. No additional Growlers at NAS Whidbey
2. If additional Growlers, provide additional facilities to decrease noise impact, like another runway in

aremote area.

Yours truly,

THAMAOO003

1.a. Thank You

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.k. Range of Alternatives

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.t. Noise Mitigation



EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engireering Command

{NAVFAC) Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/58

6506 Hampton Blvd, Coupeville, WA 98239
Merfolk, VA 23508

December 9, 2016

To Whom it may concern;

This is in reference to the US Navy Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G Growler air
field operations at NAS Cutlying Field in Coupeville, WA, Since | am a Coupevilte resident, 1 am
concerned about the impact on our guality of life here.

1 have read the EI$ and have the following concerns:

The City of Coupeville’s drinking water is contaminated with PFOA (perfluorooctanoic
acid) which is in the fire retardant AFFF {(aqueous film forming foam) used at OLF.
Coupeville gets its entire drinking water supply from the aguifer wells near OLF. This has
not been addressed in the EIS. Since the United States has banned the use of this
chemical, why is it still being used?

Ebey's Reserve decibel readings are flawed, since they were taken in 2016, at a time
when not many flights were occurring at OLF.

Averaging decibel readings over a 24 hour period is flawed. Practicing jets da not fly 24
hours straight, they usually fly in 2 or 4 hour segments. All decibel readings should be
done in an 8 hour period and compared to OSHA standards (285 dB results in hearing
loss and requires ear protection).

Noise generated when jets arrive and depart OLF is not included in the EIS.

Survey 8 hour decibel levels in areas closest to OLF and in those poise zones where 285

dB are anticipated. Extrapolate data to include flight numbers from Scenarios A, Band C.

Suggestions to clarify the EIS for the Public:

Concrete examples should be provided:

Scenario C Projected Flights {20% OLF/80% ALT Field)

9000 flights {increase of 30%)

This amounts to 30/day, 5 days a week or 75/day, 2 days a week.
Scenario A Projected Flights (80% QLF/20% ALT Field)

30,000 flights (increase of 500%)

This amounts to 100/day, 5 days 2 week or 250/day, 2 days a week.

THAMAOO004

l.a. Thank You

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.j. Other Reports

4.t. Noise Mitigation
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Conclusions (in order of preference):

1. Immediately stop the use of AFFF.
No additional Growlers at NAS Whidbey
If additional Growlers, provide additional facitities to decrease noise and ground water pollution
impact, like another runway in a remote area.

Yours truly,




Coupeville, WA 98239

After attending a Coupeville Town Council meeting, living under the flight path of the
OLF, and reading portions of the Draft EIS, | make the following comments. My family
has lived in the Coupeville area since 1950 and we have been supporters of the Navy
base and the need to train pilots. What the Navy is now proposing, however, is orders of
magnitude greater in impact on human health and the environment. Because the DEIS
does not address many areas of impact, and does not provide information in plain
language on many of the impacts it does address, it is inadequate and must be
supplemented. (1) For example, the DEIS mentions some hearing loss for those living in
the flight path but it only offers modeling data and graphs; it doesn't explain what this
means in terms of impact on the daily activities of impacted people. Numerical data and
models do not tell us how our lives will change. If parents and grandparents can no
longer hear the voices of their children, it is a major loss of quality of life. If people can no
longer hear bird song and other sounds of nature, it is a major loss of quality of life. If we
cannot hear normal conversation, we all are diminished in our ability to participate in daily
living. Permanent physical loss of hearing for more than 1,000 people needs a major
section or data and analysis, including consideration of whether any mitigation is
possible. (2) The executive summary section for the DEIS is woefully inadequate. It
contains technical descriptions of data collection and modeling but no plain language to
describe the impacts on the lives of impacted people. Decision-makers need to know how
their decisions will affect the lives of surrounding people for many years.

THIBOO0001

1.a. Thank You

12.n. Quality of Life

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.t. Noise Mitigation
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1l.a. Thank You
2.a. Purpose and Need
Burlington, WA 98233

Please stop the madness. | stronly object to any use of any war toys anywhere but
particularly over our heads. Since the supposed threat to us is NOT a massive army why
do we need more of this junk?
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1.a. Thank You
4.a. General Noise Modeling
Waldron, WA 98297

Too much noise from too many growlers!!! Need better more accurate noise assessment.
Do not need more Growlers.



Coupeville , WA 98239

I am deeply concerned not only with the proposed increase in flights at the OLF, but the
change in the flight patterns. The current flight path for OLF on runway 14 for daytime
flights somewhat minimizes the impact to the population by flying downwind near the
airfield, not over the shoreline where many of the homes are located. See figure E-16,
page A-314 of Appendix A. The existing nighttime flights also minimizes the impact on
the population by flying downwind over the water between Whidbey and Camano islands
and extends north over Penn Cove. See figure E-17, page A-315 of Appendix A. This
flight path has been used since at least the mid 1960'’s. The proposed flight path for OLF
on runway 14 is to fly directly over the shoreline for both day and night flights thus
maximizing the sound impact to the community. See figure E-18, page A-316 and figure
E-19, page A-317. Mention or discussion of this change or the rational for it could not be
found anywhere in the document. Because of the proposed change in the flight path for
runway 14 at OLF, several miles of shoreline and the homes along this shoreline will
unnecessarily be in a new Accident Potential Zone (APZ). See Figure 4.3-2, page 4-118
of Chapter 4. When we purchased our home on a elevated property overlooking the
shoreline, we had never lived close to a body of water before, so never realized the
amplification of sound such positioning involves. Indeed, someone carrying on a hormal
level of conversation on a boat anchored in the water near the shoreline, can be heard
clearly in our home. This amplification of sound possibly explains the shattered glass in
our home several years ago during a low flyover by a Growler. That shattering of glass
nearly decapitated our cat, and had a human been in the room where the glass
shattered, that person could have been seriously injured or even killed. | have copies of
the complaint | filed with the Navy and the Navy's denial of our claim due to the flight
being "intentional” and not negligent. Please be advised that any future property damage
or personal injury incurred as a result of these flights will be met by litigation and
worldwide publicity. The Navy is intentionally harming the very citizens it has sworn to
serve and protect.

THOBAOOO1

l.a. Thank You

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

3.d. Arrivals and Departures

4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
5.a. Accident Potential Zones



Coupeville, WA 98239

The March 2017 issue of Consumer Reports, the most trusted consumer publication in
America, has as its focus Boosting Health and Happiness in Your Home. On page 32, the
issue of noise is discussed. It speaks to how ambient noise in the home can take a toll on
one's body and mind, and provides ideas for reducing such noise. In pertinent part it
states: "keep the TV and music speakers at a volume where it's still easy to have a
conversation" and suggests they should not exceed 45 decibels. Even the Navy, itself,
has measured the noise levels near the OLF at nearly twice that level, and many of us
have measured noise levels in our homes at over 110 decibels. Indeed during one
flyover, glass in my home shattered and nearly decapitated our kitten. The proposed
increase in practice at the OLF would have this 100 decibel noise continuous over our
homes, businesses, hospital and schools all day and into the night every day of the week,
year round. Will the Navy accept liability for our physical and mental suffering? If the
Navy wants to turn all of Whidbey Island into a navy base, then buy out all affected
homes and businesses on the Island at today's prices and destroy our beautiful
communities all at once. Do not kill us off one by one, or force us to move after
destroying most of our life savings - our homes. It would indeed be much lass expensive
for the Navy to explore alternative sites for Growler training and allow this second oldest
community in the State of Washington to retain its quiet, rural, healthy character.

THOBAO0002

1.a. Thank You

12.j. Property Values

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects



Coupeville, WA 98239

I had lunch today with a friend who is a court reporter. We began talking about the Navy's
planned increase of activity at the OLF. Coupeville is the country seat of Island County. It
is the home not only of all county government and services, but of the county court
system. | was a practicing lawyer before retirement. | made frequent use of court
reporters' skills. She asked me how she was going to do her job, when planes would be
flying over every 5 or 6 minutes for hours every day, drowning out her ability to hear the
people whose testimony she was paid to transcribe. Made me think - how is anyone in
Coupeville or the surrounding area supposed to earn a living? No one can concentrate,
let alone have a conversation, teach a class, ask a question, tend a garden or farm when
the Growlers are flying at the OLF. No one can perform their jobs the next day when
deprived of sleep when the Growlers fly all night. Is it the Navy's intention to drive
everyone out of Washington State's second oldest community and turn Coupeville into a
ghost town?

1.a. Thank You
4.p. Sleep Disturbance
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

THOBAOOO3



Coupeville , WA 98239

The EIS is more than 1,500 pages long, when the NEPA requires it to be less than 300
pages. An EIS of this length discourages thorough review and analysis by the average
citizen. Those that can't afford to hire someone to review and interpret it are at a distinct
disadvantage in responding adequately to it. Alternatives to basing all Growlers at
NASWI are not evaluated in the EIS. The alternatives presented deal with the allocation
of the flights between the two fields and does not consider the possibility of conducting
the training where the impact on the population and environment is mitigated. The noise
modeling used in the EIS is outdated and inappropriate. Use of noise averaging criteria is
not appropriate for military flight operations. Actual noise measurements were not made
by the EIS preparers, and actual measurements made by professionals show noise
levels far in excess of that predicted by the modeling. The EIS does not thoroughly
consider jet noise reduction measures. Crash frequency is not addressed in the EIS.
Childhood learning disability & hearing damage not addressed sufficiently. The impact to
children is not adequately addressed, from that on students learning at Coupeville Middle
and High Schools to children playing at Rhodedendron Park. There is no adequate
analysis of the economic impact on tourism, property value loss, decline of population,
and loss of businesses. Impact to avian migration, habitat & wetland species near
shorelines is not addressed, neither on Whidbey Island or in the flight paths, such as over
or next to Cypress Island. In late August of this year, | experienced a jet flyby on Cypress
Island that shook the ground. Cypress Island is nowhere near the practice landing fields,
but having a jet fly by at treetop level up Rosario Sound proves that the impacts of
increased flights will not be limited to the areas right around the two fields. There will be
an impact on Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve, including tourism, cultural
landscape, soundscape, and natural resources. This hasn't been adequately addressed
in the EIS. For example, the concrete barrier that was placed around OLF before the
impacts were assessed impacts the Ebey's Landing reserve and has not been
addressed. The dumping of jet fuel and the water quality degradation potential to the
sole-source aquifer needs to be thoroughly addressed - this is a crucial impact that
should not be overlooked! The impact of increased flights over Olympic National Park for
electronic warfare training is not adequately addressed. This park has been measured to
be one of the last quiet places on earth, and the navy's flights will change this and impact
many species, some of them endangered, such as the marbled murrelet. Thank you for
your consideration of these comments."

THOBAOO004

1.a. Thank You

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

10.1. Bird Migration

12.d. Population Impacts

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

4.a. General Noise Modeling

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.t. Noise Mitigation

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
6.f. Fuel Dumping

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve



coupeville , WA 98239

The EIS is more than 1,500 pages long, when the NEPA requires it to be less than 300
pages. An EIS of this length discourages thorough review and analysis by the average
citizen. Those that can't afford to hire someone to review and interpret it are at a distinct
disadvantage in responding adequately to it. Alternatives to basing all Growlers at
NASWI are not evaluated in the EIS. The alternatives presented deal with the allocation
of the flights between the two fields and does not consider the possibility of conducting
the training where the impact on the population and environment is mitigated. The noise
modeling used in the EIS is outdated and inappropriate. Use of noise averaging criteria is
not appropriate for military flight operations. Actual noise measurements were not made
by the EIS preparers, and actual measurements made by professionals show noise
levels far in excess of that predicted by the modeling. The EIS does not thoroughly
consider jet noise reduction measures. Crash frequency is not addressed in the EIS.
Childhood learning disability & hearing damage not addressed sufficiently. The impact to
children is not adequately addressed, from that on students learning at Coupeville Middle
and High Schools to children playing at Rhodedendron Park. There is no adequate
analysis of the economic impact on tourism, property value loss, decline of population,
and loss of businesses. Impact to avian migration, habitat & wetland species near
shorelines is not addressed, neither on Whidbey Island or in the flight paths, such as over
or next to Cypress Island. In late August of this year, | experienced a jet flyby on Cypress
Island that shook the ground. Cypress Island is nowhere near the practice landing fields,
but having a jet fly by at treetop level up Rosario Sound proves that the impacts of
increased flights will not be limited to the areas right around the two fields. There will be
an impact on Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve, including tourism, cultural
landscape, soundscape, and natural resources. This hasn't been adequately addressed
in the EIS. For example, the concrete barrier that was placed around OLF before the
impacts were assessed impacts the Ebey's Landing reserve and has not been
addressed. The dumping of jet fuel and the water quality degradation potential to the
sole-source aquifer needs to be thoroughly addressed - this is a crucial impact that
should not be overlooked! The impact of increased flights over Olympic National Park for
electronic warfare training is not adequately addressed. This park has been measured to
be one of the last quiet places on earth, and the navy's flights will change this and impact
many species, some of them endangered, such as the marbled murrelet. Thank you for
your consideration of these comments."
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1.a. Thank You

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

10.1. Bird Migration

12.d. Population Impacts

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

4.a. General Noise Modeling

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.t. Noise Mitigation

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
6.f. Fuel Dumping

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve



Coupeville, WA 98239
December 20, 2016

EA-18G, EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

To whom it May Concern:

“International law [also] prohibits mistreatment that does not meet the definition
of torture, either because less severe physical or mental pain is inflicted,

or because the necessary purpose of the ill-treatment is not present. It affirms
the right of every person not to be subjected to cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment. Examples of such prohibited mistreatment include being forced to
stand spread eagled against the wall; being subjected to bright lights or
blindfolding; being subjected to continuous loud noise; being deprived of sleep,
food or drink; being subjected to forced constant standing or crouching; or
violent shaking. In essence, any form of physical treatment used to intimidate,
coerce or "break" a person during an interrogation constitutes prohibited ill-treatment.
If these practices are intense enough, prolonged in duration, or combined with
other measures that result in severe pain or suffering, they can qualify as
torture.”

First, This entire so called EIS process is a fraud. We, citizens, went thru this process three years ago
to determine if the Navy could legitimately conduct training exercises at the OLF in Coupeville. The
EIS conducted at that time was never finalized, nor was any result announced. Thus, without ever
reaching a public verdict on whether ANY such training could be conducted over the homes of citizens
without exceeding what is environmentally permissible and what harm might befall citizens, the Navy

is now studying how much more activity is permissible without having ever established a baseline.

Second, Just as I and many others argued three years ago that there was no acceptable level of noise
generated by Growlers doing touch and goes that was not harmful to all mammals and avian life,

increasing that number by any amount is also unacceptable.

THOBAOOO6

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

12.j. Property Values

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
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Third: Citizens are being subjected to “continuous loud noise,” “sleep deprivation” and vibrations that
cause physical pain that, were we enemy combatants, would result in the US Navy being prosecuted for
war crimes under the Geneva Conventions. The Navy must not be permitted to inflict torture on the

very same citizens they are sworn to “serve and protect.”

Fourth: Implementation of any of the three alternatives proposed, as well as resumption of the existing
schedule never authorized by the previous EIS, would result in rendering the homes of residents in the
vicinity of the OLF unsaleable and therefore worthless. The Navy will, therefore, essentially confiscate
the property of citizens not engaged in any criminal activity, without going through the legally required
process of eminent domain. Further, should the Navy first drive down the sale prices of homes and later

implement eminent domain proceedings, such would constitute theft.

Very truly yours,




Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

1 Name _

2: Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)

- |
41? PR23

3. Address

4. Email

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden
greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

P.:. Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

ﬁ’ Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.

A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim

Institute.

? A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)
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5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



) Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

X[ Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
B Aquafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

Eﬁ'he Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of
the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.

O The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
(BZT he major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

O Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:

All comments will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS. Personally identifiable information of
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments
and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017
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Langley, WA 98260

To Whom It May Concern: | have been a Langley resident for more than ten years. In that
time, and for many years before, | have spent a lot of time enjoying our many local and
state parks and beaches as well as the historic town of Coupeville. On many occasions
I've experienced the extreme noise levels produced by Growler jets practicing their
landings and take-offs at both Ault Field and OLF. Because of this personal experience, |
am very concerned about the proposed increases in Growler numbers and the resultant
increases in FCLPs. The DEIS does not realistically portray or address the problematic
issue of increased noise around the two air fields. It appears from reading the EIS that no
actual noise measurements were made, and instead, modeling programs were used to
evaluate expected noise levels. | believe actual noise levels must be measured and
evaluated before there can be a decision to further increase Growler flights. There is
discussion of findings that noise below 65 dB DNL doesn't significantly bother most
people. | have experienced the noise from nearby Growlers, however, and | can’t imagine
ANYONE being okay with the level of noise a Growler makes if you have to hear it over
and over again. | could see that there are situations where using DNL to evaluate noise
impacts might make sense. | strongly believe, however, that this is NOT one of those
situations. The noise is just too intense, and to hear it over and over again in my place of
work or at my own home would just be unbearable, no matter how nice and quiet the
times are in between. | believe bringing the 35 or 36 new Growlers to Whidbey and
having them do all their training here will have a huge impact on the people living nearby
and people from all over who hope to have a nice outdoor experience. I'm also
concerned that the potential negative effects to wildlife are so inadequately addressed.
To say that the increases won't affect wildlife is unrealistic and untrue. Even if wild
animals and birds can be habituated to man-made noise, the fact that the Growler noise
is sporadic and intense makes habituation far less likely. I'm also concerned that the
Navy hasn't adequately addressed potential increases to groundwater and soil
contamination. It appears that in the EIS they restrict their evaluation to the runways and
land immediately adjacent to runways. Realistically, however, there is potential for an
accident or fuel spill over a much wider geographic area. People on Central and South
Whidbey depend on clean groundwater from our aquifers for drinking. Recent tests
showing groundwater dangerously polluted with PFOAs near Coupeville, are directly
related to Navy activities at OLF. This current contamination and the likelihood of further
contamination must be addressed. Furthermore, the Navy states in its DEIS that there
won't be significant increases to air pollution. This is absurd, considering the amount of
fuel that will be used for all the practice flights of the new Growlers. It may be impossible
to know how the increased air pollution will affect local areas, but to say that there
wouldn’t be an increase is simply untrue. Finally, it seems that the issue of the serious
devaluation of private property isn’'t addressed at all. Most people wouldn’t choose to buy
a home near OLF or Ault Field and subject themselves to the intense, intermittent noise
of the Growlers. People who already own property and businesses in these areas can
expect to see their property values plummet. How will the Navy compensate these
people? How will Coupeville, which depends so much on tourism, survive financially
when it becomes so unappealing for people to visit? | expect many businesses to fail and
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the town as a whole to falter financially if there’s a large increase in Growler flights at
OLF.
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Coupeville, WA 98239

1, The DEIS ignores the enhanced noise impact of flying over water. Jet noise, as well as
other noise, is reflected and amplified by flights over bodies of water. The flight pattern
depicted for OLF involves over-water patterns. This will unduly affect residents along
Penn Cove, particularly during nighttime flights which, in the summer often go on to one
AM or even later. 2. The report, “Invisible Costs” by reputable economist Michael H.
Shuman, refutes claims made in the DEIS about the economic benefits of NASWI. In the
period 2010 to 2021 Whidbey Island taxpayers will be expected to pony up $122 million
that it would not have to expend were it not for the presence of NASWI. The Department
of the Navy needs to redo this section of the DEIS as the Navy's hype has been blasted
out of the water. 3. A report issued by the Washington State Department of Health has
blasted yet another one of the Navy's unsupported claims out of the water! The Health
Department's report states unequivocally, “the current body of scientific literature
suggests that the noise levels similar to those reported from the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex pose a threat to public health.” The Department of the Navy needs to go back
and correct statements, and conclusions, to the contrary.
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Coupeville, WA 98239
December 13,2016

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard
Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS
Dear US Navy:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA 18G “Growler” Aircraft Operations
at Naval Station Whidbey Island, Washington. The quality of the study was very disappointing. The
Navy needs to go back and redo this analysis.

Although this study is clearly a “draft”, almost all of the references in the study referred to it as an EIS.
That misinformation should be addressed.

A draft environmental impact statement should analyze several alternatives. This study did not. The
first alternative listed, the “No Action” Alternative is not truly an alternative because the decision has
already been made to purchase additional Growlers and the Navy has already decided to station them at
NASWI. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 are really the same alternative, with minimal differences that would
have no impact to anyone other than base personnel. A valid study would have real alternatives
presented, such as stationing some of the new Growlers elsewhere or conducting some FCLP
operations off-island.

The purported noise analysis is defective. It is based on a computer model and the Navy has failed to
do any on-site testing to verify the study results. Furthermore, the use of the DNL noise contour
methodology is an artful deception designed to obfuscate the actual impacts of jet noise on our
community.

If effectuated, the proposed actions would have a devastating impact on our community. They would
depress property values, ruin our tourism industry and cause a major loss of jobs. The study failed to
take into account the effect that the 600% increase in FCLP operations would have on Ebey's Landing
National Historic Reserve. This Reserve is a unique national park that preserves features and patterns
of settlement and development associated with Native American use and occupation, early pioneer
emigration, New England sea captain's settlement, and military encampments, all within the context of
a working viable community. This Reserve was established by the US Congress in 1980 as the first and
one of the largest such reserves in the United States. Its 22 square miles encompass farmlands, Fort
Ebey State Park, beaches, parks, trails and 91 nationally registered historic structures.

The DEIS left unresolved the major issue of Accident Potential Zones. And, the study failed to address
the major issue of groundwater pollution created by the use of Aqueous Film Forming Foam. Witha
potential 600% increase in FCLP operations at OLF, we can expect a 600% increased chance of aircraft
accidents, which NASWI will address with the foam that will pollute groundwater.
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To summarize, the subject draft environmental impact statement does not satisfy the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In addition, it appears that NASWI is in violation of
the following:

* Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children (Executive Order)
= Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974
< Historic Preservation Act of 1966

In addition, compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards is questionable.

My detailed comments are appended hereto. I look forward to a more responsible and responsive study
replacing the current inadequate one.

Sincerely,
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DEIS for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex
Comments

Noise:

The DEIS states, on page ES-5, that the proposed action would have a significant impact on the noise
environment as it relates to aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF Coupeville, then it goes on to
attempt to backtrack on this statement. Astonishingly, the Navy has never done on-site noise testing!

The methodology employed to analyze the noise impacts for this study is seriously, and fatally, flawed!
The Navy used a DNL noise contour that averages noise levels over a 24-hour period. Unfortunately
humans do not hear average noise, humans hear noise when they hear it. A 65dB noise level contour
does not provide an adequate baseline to analyze impact. During FCLPs at OLF affected individuals
commonly endure noise levels in excess of 110dBs. This is unacceptable!

It appears that the DNL noise contour level methodology was used as an artful deception, designed to
obfuscate the actual impacts of jet noise caused by operations at OLF. The deficiencies related to the
noise study are outlined in very specific detail in the August 16, 2016 letter from Port Townsend Mayor
Deborah S. Stinson to Commanding officer, NASWI, and the September 1, 2016 memorandum from
Ken Pickard, President COER. Further, the report prepared by Dr. Dalhgren on the public health
impacts of jet noise and the noise study prepared by JGL Acoustics were both demeaned and
disregarded by the preparers of this study.

The DEIS fails to take into account the effect of sound over water. Aircraft noise can be exacerbated
by proximity to water. We have noted such events when aircraft is overflying Penn Cove.

Table 3.2-4, on page 3-29, identifies an area near our home that will have 208 annual occurrences of
jet noise exceeding 96db! Our elementary school in Coupeville has 367 annual occurrences of jet noise
exceeding 98db. Apparently the Navy believes “education be damned”. The following table, 3.2-5,
presents incongruous conclusions. For example, the 208 noise occurrences in my neighborhood
exceeding 96db cause only six events of indoor speech interference, and the 367 noise occurrences at
the Coupeville Elementary School will cause only two events of indoor speech interference! These
conclusions defy logic, and they appear to conflict with Table 3.2-6, which states that students at
Coupeville Elementary can be expected to have 5 high noise events each hour. What does that do to
their learning, not to mention what it does it do to their hearing and general health?

According to Table 3.2-7, my neighbors can expect an average indoor nightly sleep disturbance 25% of
the time, if we keep our windows open, and a 12% chance with the windows closed. Most of us
seldom close our windows, so our chance for disturbed sleep rises to nearly on-third of the year. That
will certainly affect our overall health and sense of well-being!

The DEIS states that the following will result from additional Growlers at NASWI:

« additional events of indoor/outdoor speech interference

* anincrease in the number of events causing classroom/learning interference

« an increase in the probability of awakening

» anincrease in the population that may be vulnerable to experiencing potential hearing loss of

5dB or more

The Navy estimates, in Table 3.2-8, that 229 people in the Coupeville area will experience hearing loss
as a result of excessive jet noise. Are we just collateral damage to the Navy?
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The DEIS contains a distinctly false statement that an increase of 47%, up to 130,000 operations
annually “represents a return to previous levels of field operations at NAS Whidbey.” This assumption
fails to take into account the quantitative difference in noise levels generated by the Growlers over the
previously used Prowlers. The Navy has consistently maintained that the Growlers are quieter aircraft,
although, in informal discussions, Navy personnel do admit that the Growlers are much louder.

A new term was introduced on page 4-9, “high-tempo year”, which could generate 10% more
operations at OLF. How will we know when we are going to face a “high-tempo year” and does that
mean that the 35,100 operations at OLF could, in fact, become 38,600 operations?

On page 4-50 there is a discussion of the effects of noise-caused vibrations. It is indicated that these
vibrations may “rattle” objects within homes, and that homeowners may fear breakage. We did, in fact,
experience breakage and filed a request for reimbursement to the DOD. It was denied under the
Federal Torts Claim Act. Based on our experience the DEIS should be amended to make clear that the
Navy will not be responsible for any damage caused by noise or noise-caused vibrations.

The DEIS, on page 3-11, refers to OLF Runway 14 as having a “non-standard pattern” of approach. It
is later stated that there is a “narrower pattern” that requires an unacceptably steep bank for the
Growler due to performance differences from the Prowler flying the pattern. This “steep bank”
generates extreme noise events. The DEIS does not clarify how this problem can be resolved, but it
indicates that usage of Runway 14 will ramp up to 30% of all operations, despite these extreme noise
events.

Air Quality:

The DEIS dismisses the air quality impact of increased operations by indicating that mobile emissions
are not subject to permit requirements or emission thresholds. Yet it appears that air quality will be
adversely impacted by the increase in operations. How will the Navy monitor for compliance with
NAAQS? Will the deterioration of ambient air quality be more pronounced in areas where FCLP is
underway due to the fact that the aircraft is flying lower to the ground, and under more engine power?
Should those living in proximity to OLF be using protective gear, such as a mask or a respirator during
FCLP operations? Should the Navy institute a policy of issuing alerts for sensitive individuals, i.e.
asthmatics or those suffering from COPD? What impact will the increased level of emissions have on
agricultural uses?

The DEIS recognizes that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are the primary cause of global climate
change and, therefore, efforts to reduce GHG emissions are considered to be the best was to reduce the
potential impacts of climate change. Yet, this proposal would have the effect of raising GHG emissions
39 to 57 percent. Would it not be better to develop a plan using more simulation and other non-
polluting training methods?

Accident Potential Zones (APZs):

Increased operations increase the potential for flight incidents and bird-animal aircraft strike hazard.
Scenarios with high numbers of operations at OLF Coupeville will require the development of Accident
Potential Zones (APZs) through the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) update process.
The APZs have not been identified to date because the number of runway approaches does not exceed
the 5,000 threshold. This will change, unless Alternative 1 is selected. The AICUZ update will
commence upon completion of the EIS process. The delineation of APZs, or crash zones, as they are
more commonly called, needs to be accomplished before final decisions are made with regard to
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whether to select Alternative 1, or one of the other alternatives. The public has a right to know if they
live or work in a crash zone, and what the ramifications of that designation are.

How long will the AICUZ updating process take? How will the citizens be able to participate?

Conceptual APZs for OLF would increase by up to 1300 acres of residential land under some scenarios.

My subdivision is within a proposed OLF APZ. What does that mean? Will there be additional
building restriction? Will my homeowners insurance be more expensive. Will the Navy compensate
me for loss of property value?

This DEIS failed to adequately present data showing the potential hazard of plane crashes. It should be
a relatively simple calculation to present. How many Growlers are there? How many have crashed?
Since there will be a 600% increase in air traffic, there will be a 600% higher likelihood of crashes.
This fact should not be hidden from the public!

Socio-Economic Impact:

The range of children to be affected by the greater than 65db DNL contours is from 426 to 678. The
DEIS states “there is no proven positive correlation between noise-related events and physiological
changes in children.” (Page ES-6). This is hogwash! Further, the EIS makes a baseless claim that the
proposal does not violate Executive Order 13045 (Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to
Children). The study clearly points out that several schools, both in Oak Harbor and Coupeville, will
be directly and seriously impacted by noise from increased aircraft operations, putting children directly
at risk.

The DEIS fails to consider the socio-economic impacts of the proposed 600% increase in aircraft
operations on the Central Whidbey Island community. Property values have already begun to fall.
Tourism will suffer immensely and tourism-related businesses will close, increasing our unemployment
rate. Agriculture will suffer due to the decline in the number of tourists who traditionally shop at the
markets where local farmers do the bulk of their sales. Central Whidbey will increasingly become a
concentration of lower income families, as those who can afford to flee will do so.

The claim that additional personnel assigned to NASWI would bring increased economic benefits to
the community ignores several factors. First, Navy personnel are notoriously poorly paid. Many of the
lower ranks depend on food stamps to keep their families fed. Second, Navy personnel will require
additional services, such as education for their children, police and fire protection services as well as
assorted social services, and the Navy does not pay property taxes, and the stores at the base do not pay
sales taxes. This adds up to a net loss for the community. The analysis in the DEIS was grossly
negligent in not addressing these factors.

The study does not reflect coordination with the US Department of Housing& Urban Environment
(HUD). HUD criteria will not allow public or subsidized housing to be constructed in areas of high
noise. In addition, HUD/FHA will not permit the use of mortgage insurance in high noise zones. This
will exacerbate an already very difficult environment for low/moderate-income households seeking a
place to live on Whidbey Island.

Groundwater:

NASWI is in violation of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974. Preliminary testing has disclosed that
one of the two drinking water wells at OLF is contaminated with perfluoroalkyl substances (PFASs).
Sampling of the groundwater beneath Ault Field likewise disclosed high levels of PFASs and other
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substances. Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA), which was found in the aquifer at OLF, has been linked to
kidney and testicular cancers, birth defects, damage to immune systems, heart and thyroid diseases, and
complications during pregnancy.

The use of Aqueous Film Forming Foam containing PFAS and/or PFOA is the suspected source of the
contamination. The United States, Canada, European Union, Japan and Australia have banned
production of this fire fighting foam. However, the Navy has stockpiled large amounts for use until it
finds a satisfactory substitute. The fire trucks sitting at OLF during Growler operations still have AFFF
containing PFOA ready for use.

The town of Coupeville has two well fields in the area, one of which is adjacent to OLF and located
within the OLF's “primary surface” Accident Protection Zone. The well is also in an area where a
Prowler Jet crashed and burned in 1982. The crash site, where AFFF may have been used, was not
mentioned in the Navy's public meetings and mailings. Likewise, there is is no mention of this critical
issue in the EIS. This is consistent with the Navy's policy of keeping vial information from the public!
With the increased number of flights comes an increasing chances of a crash. If a crash occurs the
Navy will use AFF and contaminate more drinking water. We cannot allow more aircraft operations
until the Navy finds a way to deal with crashes without violating the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Section 106 Compliance:

Nearly half of the 6300-acre Ebey's Landing National Historic Reserve could be within the 65dB DNL
as aresult of increased operations at OLF. The DEIS recognizes that there will be an increasing rate of
disruptive noise events that will degrade the visitor experience. The EIS concludes that this will be
long-term, but characterizes the impact as “moderate”. This is an unsubstantiated conclusion! And, the
study fails to comment specifically on the impacts on nearby facilities; Rhododendron Park, Ebey's
Prairie and Admiralty Head Lighthouse.

It is indicated in Table 5-1 that the Navy plans to do an environmental assessment for the installation of
a security barrier at OLF. However, this ugly barrier is already in place. Is it legal to perform an ex
post facto environmental assessment? It should also be noted that this ugly barrier was erected in direct
noncompliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as determined by
the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer.

Public Participation:

There is an error on page 3-13, where the DEIS states “NAS Whidbey Island's Commanding Officer
takes public concerns seriously and has a process in place that allows members of the public to
comment about and seek answers to questions about operations at the base.” The current Base
Commander has made an effort to thwart public input from the Coupeville Community. In fact he
ordered his security officers to confront and humiliate members of the Coupeville Community who
attended a public event at NAS Whidbey.

Other Comments:
I noted what [ believe to be a typographical error in Table 3.10-4. In the column “other services”, |
presume it should read “except public administration”, instead of “expect public administration.”
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1.a. Thank You

Oak Harbor, WA 98277
I have lived on central Whidbey Island for 27+ years. | believe the Growlers and NASWI

play a vital role in our nation's defense. My quality of life and my health have not been
negatively impacted by their activities.
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l.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Coupeville, WA 98239 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to
judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice
(FCLP). Nor was there consideration paid to basing some Growlers on the East Coast.
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
COupeville, WA 98239 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contours depicted in the DEIS are
misleading and fallacious for two reasons: (1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging
rather busy-day averaging, and (2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated,
misleading, and scientifically invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance.



Coupeville, WA 98239
December 13,2016

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard
Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS
Dear US Navy:

[ have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA 18G “Growler” Aircraft Operations
at Naval Station Whidbey Island, Washington. The quality of the study was very disappointing. The
Navy needs to go back and redo this analysis.

Although this study is clearly a “draft”, almost all of the references in the study referred to it as an EIS.
That misinformation should be addressed.

A draft environmental impact statement should analyze several alternatives. This study did not. The
first alternative listed, the “No Action” Alternative is not truly an alternative because the decision has
already been made to purchase additional Growlers and the Navy has already decided to station them at
NASWI. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 are really the same alternative, with minimal differences that would
have no impact to anyone other than base personnel. A valid study would have real alternatives
presented, such as stationing some of the new Growlers elsewhere or conducting some FCLP
operations off-island.

The purported noise analysis is defective. It is based on a computer model and the Navy has failed to
do any on-site testing to verify the study results. Furthermore, the use of the DNL noise contour
methodology is an artful deception designed to obfuscate the actual impacts of jet noise on our
community.

If effectuated, the proposed actions would have a devastating impact on our community. They would
depress property values, ruin our tourism industry and cause a major loss of jobs. The study failed to
take into account the effect that the 600% increase in FCLP operations would have on Ebey's Landing
National Historic Reserve. This Reserve is a unique national park that preserves features and patterns
of settlement and development associated with Native American use and occupation, early pioneer
emigration, New England sea captain's settlement, and military encampments, all within the context of
a working viable community. This Reserve was established by the US Congress in 1980 as the first and
one of the largest such reserves in the United States. Its 22 square miles encompass farmlands, Fort
Ebey State Park, beaches, parks, trails and 91 nationally registered historic structures.

The DEIS left unresolved the major issue of Accident Potential Zones. And, the study failed to address
the major issue of groundwater pollution created by the use of Aqueous Film Forming Foam. With a
potential 600% increase in FCLP operations at OLF, we can expect a 600% increased chance of aircraft
accidents, which NASWT will address with the foam that will pollute groundwater.
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1.a. Thank You

1.b. Best Available Science and Data

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.i. Housing Access and Affordability

12.j. Property Values

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

12.1. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

18.a. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

18.d. Washington State Greenhouse Gas Goals

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.1. No Action Alternative

3.a. Aircraft Operations

3.d. Arrivals and Departures

3.e. Field Carrier Landing Practice Patterns

3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

3.9. Field Carrier Landing Practice Evolutions and High Tempo
4.a. General Noise Modeling

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
4.j. Other Reports

4 k. Comparison of the Prowler to the Growler

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
6.a. Air Quality Impacts from Mobile Source Emissions (Jet Engine
and Vehicle)

6.b. National Ambient Air Quality Standards Compliance

7.b. Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones
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7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve



To summarize, the subject draft environmental impact statement does not satisfy the requirements of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. In addition, it appears that NASWI is in violation of
the following:

e Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children (Executive Order)
»  Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974
= Historic Preservation Act of 1966

In addition, compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards is questionable.

My detailed comments are appended hereto. I look forward to a more responsible and responsive study
replacing the current inadequate one.
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DEIS for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex
Comments

Noise:

The DEIS states, on page ES-5, that the proposed action would have a significant impact on the noise
environment as it relates to aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF Coupeville, then it goes on to
attempt to backtrack on this statement. Astonishingly, the Navy has never done on-site noise testing!

The methodology employed to analyze the noise impacts for this study is seriously, and fatally, flawed!
The Navy used a DNL noise contour that averages noise levels over a 24-hour period. Unfortunately
humans do not hear average noise, humans hear noise when they hear it. A 65dB noise level contour
does not provide an adequate baseline to analyze impact. During FCLPs at OLF affected individuals
commonly endure noise levels in excess of 110dBs. This is unacceptable!

It appears that the DNL noise contour level methodology was used as an artful deception, designed to
obfuscate the actual impacts of jet noise caused by operations at OLF. The deficiencies related to the
noise study are outlined in very specific detail in the August 16, 2016 letter from Port Townsend Mayor
Deborah S. Stinson to Commanding officer, NASWI, and the September 1, 2016 memorandum from
Ken Pickard, President COER. Further, the report prepared by Dr. Dalhgren on the public health
impacts of jet noise and the noise study prepared by JGL Acoustics were both demeaned and
disregarded by the preparers of this study.

The DEIS fails to take into account the effect of sound over water. Aircraft noise can be exacerbated
by proximity to water. We have noted such events when aircraft is overflying Penn Cove.

Table 3.2-4, on page 3-29, identifies an area near our home that will have 208 annual occurrences of
jet noise exceeding 96db! Our elementary school in Coupeville has 367 annual occurrences of jet noise
exceeding 98db. Apparently the Navy believes “education be damned”. The following table, 3.2-5,
presents incongruous conclusions. For example, the 208 noise occurrences in my neighborhood
exceeding 96db cause only six events of indoor speech interference, and the 367 noise occurrences at
the Coupeville Elementary School will cause only twe events of indoor speech interference! These
conclusions defy logic, and they appear to conflict with Table 3.2-6, which states that students at
Coupeville Elementary can be expected to have 5 high noise events each hour. What does that do to
their learning, not to mention what it does it do to their hearing and general health?

According to Table 3.2-7, my neighbors can expect an average indoor nightly sleep disturbance 25% of
the time, if we keep our windows open, and a 12% chance with the windows closed. Most of us
seldom close our windows, so our chance for disturbed sleep rises to nearly on-third of the year. That
will certainly affect our overall health and sense of well-being!

The DEIS states that the following will result from additional Growlers at NASWI:

* additional events of indoor/outdoor speech interference

* an increase in the number of events causing classroom/learning interference

*  an increase in the probability of awakening

* an increase in the population that may be vulnerable to experiencing potential hearing loss of

5dB or more

The Navy estimates, in Table 3.2-8, that 229 people in the Coupeville area will experience hearing loss
as a result of excessive jet noise. Are we just collateral damage to the Navy?
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The DEIS contains a distinctly false statement that an increase of 47%, up to 130,000 operations
annually “represents a return to previous levels of field operations at NAS Whidbey.” This assumption
fails to take into account the quantitative difference in noise levels generated by the Growlers over the
previously used Prowlers. The Navy has consistently maintained that the Growlers are quieter aircraft,
although, in informal discussions, Navy personnel do admit that the Growlers are much louder.

A new term was introduced on page 4-9, “high-tempo year”, which could generate 10% more
operations at OLE. How will we know when we are going to face a “high-tempo year” and does that
mean that the 35,100 operations at OLF could, in fact, become 38,600 operations?

On page 4-50 there is a discussion of the effects of noise-caused vibrations. It is indicated that these
vibrations may “rattle” objects within homes, and that homeowners may fear breakage. We did, in fact,
experience breakage and filed a request for reimbursement to the DOD. It was denied under the
Federal Torts Claim Act. Based on our experience the DEIS should be amended to make clear that the
Navy will not be responsible for any damage caused by noise or noise-caused vibrations.

The DEIS, on page 3-11, refers to OLF Runway 14 as having a “non-standard pattern™ of approach. It
is later stated that there is a “narrower pattern™ that requires an unacceptably steep bank for the
Growler due to performance differences from the Prowler flying the pattern. This “steep bank™
generates extreme noise events. The DEIS does not clarify how this problem can be resolved, but it
indicates that usage of Runway 14 will ramp up to 30% of all operations, despite these extreme noise
events.

Air Quality:

The DEIS dismisses the air quality impact of increased operations by indicating that mobile emissions
are not subject to permit requirements or emission thresholds. Yet it appears that air quality will be
adversely impacted by the increase in operations. How will the Navy monitor for compliance with
NAAQS? Will the deterioration of ambient air quality be more pronounced in areas where FCLP is
underway due to the fact that the aircraft is flying lower to the ground, and under more engine power?
Should those living in proximity to OLF be using protective gear, such as a mask or a respirator during
FCLP operations? Should the Navy institute a policy of issuing alerts for sensitive individuals, i.e.
asthmatics or those suffering from COPD? What impact will the increased level of emissions have on
agricultural uses?

The DEIS recognizes that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are the primary cause of global climate
change and, therefore, efforts to reduce GHG emissions are considered to be the best was to reduce the
potential impacts of climate change. Yet, this proposal would have the effect of raising GHG emissions
39 to 57 percent. Would it not be better to develop a plan using more simulation and other non-
polluting training methods?

Accident Potential Zones (APZs):

Increased operations increase the potential for flight incidents and bird-animal aircraft strike hazard.
Scenarios with high numbers of operations at OLF Coupeville will require the development of Accident
Potential Zones (APZs) through the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) update process.
The APZs have not been identified to date because the number of runway approaches does not exceed
the 5,000 threshold. This will change, unless Alternative 1 is selected. The AICUZ update will
commence upon completion of the EIS process. The delineation of APZs, or crash zones, as they are
more commonly called, needs to be accomplished before final decisions are made with regard to
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whether to select Alternative 1, or one of the other alternatives. The public has a right to know if they
live or work in a crash zone, and what the ramifications of that designation are.

How long will the AICUZ updating process take? How will the citizens be able to participate?

Conceptual APZs for OLF would increase by up to 1300 acres of residential land under some scenarios.

My subdivision is within a proposed OLF APZ. What does that mean? Will there be additional
building restriction? Will my homeowners insurance be more expensive. Will the Navy compensate
me for loss of property value?

This DEIS failed to adequately present data showing the potential hazard of plane crashes. It should be
a relatively simple calculation to present. How many Growlers are there? How many have crashed?
Since there will be a 600% increase in air traffic, there will be a 600% higher likelihood of crashes.
This fact should not be hidden from the public!

Socio-Economic Impact:

The range of children to be affected by the greater than 65db DNL contours is from 426 to 678. The
DEIS states “there is no proven positive correlation between noise-related events and physiological
changes in children.” (Page ES-6). This is hogwash! Further, the EIS makes a baseless claim that the
proposal does not violate Executive Order 13045 (Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to
Children). The study clearly points out that several schools, both in Oak Harbor and Coupeville, will
be directly and seriously impacted by noise from increased aircraft operations, putting children directly
at risk.

The DEIS fails to consider the socio-economic impacts of the proposed 600% increase in aircrafi
operations on the Central Whidbey Island community. Property values have already begun to fall.
Tourism will suffer immensely and tourism-related businesses will close, increasing our unemployment
rate. Agriculture will suffer due to the decline in the number of tourists who traditionally shop at the
markets where local farmers do the bulk of their sales. Central Whidbey will increasingly become a
concentration of lower income families, as those who can afford to flee will do so.

The claim that additional personnel assigned to NASWI would bring increased economic benefits to
the community ignores several factors. First, Navy personnel are notoriously poorly paid. Many of the
lower ranks depend on food stamps to keep their families fed. Second, Navy personnel will require
additional services, such as education for their children, police and fire protection services as well as
assorted social services, and the Navy does not pay property taxes, and the stores at the base do not pay
sales taxes. This adds up to a net loss for the community. The analysis in the DEIS was grossly
negligent in not addressing these factors.

The study does not reflect coordination with the US Department of Housing& Urban Environment
(HUD). HUD criteria will not allow public or subsidized housing to be constructed in areas of high
noise. In addition, HUD/FHA will not permit the use of mortgage insurance in high noise zones. This
will exacerbate an already very difficult environment for low/moderate-income households seeking a
place to live on Whidbey Island.

Groundwater:

NASWTI is in violation of the Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974. Preliminary testing has disclosed that
one of the two drinking water wells at OLF is contaminated with perfluoroalkyl substances (PFASs).
Sampling of the groundwater beneath Ault Field likewise disclosed high levels of PFASs and other
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substances. Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA), which was found in the aquifer at OLF, has been linked to
kidney and testicular cancers, birth defects, damage to immune systems, heart and thyroid diseases, and
complications during pregnancy.

The use of Aqueous Film Forming Foam containing PFAS and/or PFOA is the suspected source of the
contamination. The United States, Canada, European Union, Japan and Australia have banned
production of this fire fighting foam. However, the Navy has stockpiled large amounts for use until it
finds a satisfactory substitute. The fire trucks sitting at OLF during Growler operations still have AFFF
containing PFOA ready for use.

The town of Coupeville has two well fields in the area, one of which is adjacent to OLF and located
within the OLF's “primary surface” Accident Protection Zone. The well is also in an area where a
Prowler Jet crashed and burned in 1982. The crash site, where AFFF may have been used, was not
mentioned in the Navy's public meetings and mailings. Likewise, there is is no mention of this critical
issue in the EIS. This is consistent with the Navy's policy of keeping vial information from the public!
With the increased number of flights comes an increasing chances of a crash. If a crash occurs the
Navy will use AFF and contaminate more drinking water. We cannot allow more aircraft operations
until the Navy finds a way to deal with crashes without violating the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Section 106 Compliance:

Nearly half of the 6300-acre Ebey's Landing National Historic Reserve could be within the 65dB DNL
as a result of increased operations at OLF. The DEIS recognizes that there will be an increasing rate of
disruptive noise events that will degrade the visitor experience. The EIS concludes that this will be
long-term, but characterizes the impact as “moderate”. This is an unsubstantiated conclusion! And, the
study fails to comment specifically on the impacts on nearby facilities; Rhododendron Park, Ebey's
Prairie and Admiralty Head Lighthouse.

It is indicated in Table 5-1 that the Navy plans to do an environmental assessment for the installation of
a security barrier at OLF. However, this ugly barrier is already in place. Is it legal to perform an ex
post facto environmental assessment? It should also be noted that this ugly barrier was erected in direct
noncompliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as determined by
the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer.

Public Participation:

There is an error on page 3-13, where the DEIS states “NAS Whidbey Island's Commanding Officer
takes public concerns seriously and has a process in place that allows members of the public to
comment about and seek answers to questions about operations at the base.” The current Base
Commander has made an effort to thwart public input from the Coupeville Community. In fact he
ordered his security officers to confront and humiliate members of the Coupeville Community who
attended a public event at NAS Whidbey.

Other Comments:
I noted what I believe to be a typographical error in Table 3.10-4. In the column “other services”, |
presume it should read “except public administration”, instead of “expect public administration.”
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex 11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

12.h. Tourism
Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017 12.j. Property Values
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx 12.1. Community Service Impacts
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 12.m. Education Impacts
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S 12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process
2.k. Range of Alternatives

1 Name 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
2. Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military) 4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model
/) 4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
X€9) '.]5:' e i . 4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
R A (/;5 oL 17 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
3.  Address Clak Herber 5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and 7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden
greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

4. Email

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

)ff[\' Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

ﬂ Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.

E]! A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim

Institute.

m A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)



Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

/& Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
KAquafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

I\L‘i The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of
the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.

\(j The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
&\ The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

O Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:
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All comments will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS. Personally identifiable information of
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments
and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017
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Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

. -

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017

4,

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden

Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx

By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA

23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)

' "(,/t’t-

Address

Email

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not

adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):
I-_TJ’/Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

IU/BusinessF.s, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.

E/A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing

National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim

Institute.

IE/A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.1. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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1.a. Thank You
19.c. Olympic Peninsula, Olympic National Park, and at-Sea
Redmond, WA 98052-3304 Training
2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
o ) ) o Conducted
| find it disturbing that the EIS does not include the areas where training is planned. The
potential impact to our National Parks, Wilderness areas and the Lands of Native
Peoples should be included in the EIS. | oppose any and all increases in the number of
aircraft or the number of flights until the impact on all training areas is studied.



Friday Harbor, WA 98250

I am appalled that the Navy wants to expand Growler flights from Whidbey Island into a
lot of Western Washington. The noise levels are HORRENDOUS. | lived in Anacortes for
a time and moved, because all conversation had to stop, couldn't hear the telephone,
couldn't hear the TV, until they had passed. The noise sent my whole body into chaos
and craziness, and it took probably an hour, each time, before my body would reach calm
again. Putting Growlers over the San Juans, into the Peninsula, over Whidbey, is so
unconscionable to Washington State's environment, to its people, to its wildlife, to its
pristine beauty...to so many aspects of life in this State. It has proven harmful to
education, to land values, to water purity, to peace of mind, to so many things.
Washington State is not in a state of war, and yet the Growlers put us there, in that kind
of environment. In my opinion, the entire air force element of the Naval base needs to be
moved to an area that will not so disastrously effect the well being and peaceful state of
SO many beings and their water and land environment. There used to be a sign up,
which | think has been taken down by now, which is as it should be, which stated that all
that horrendous damaging noise was "The Sound of Freedom." That is not the sound of
freedom. It is the sound of war. It is the sound of disaster, and panic, and shut-down, and
damage. Please not only DO NOT increase Growler activity here in Washington, but
move it all away as soon as possible to a place that will not so disastrously effect and
affect the well being of peaceful, harmonious life and the environments that sustain such
life. The Growlers do not sustain life. They are not meant to. They are designed for
destruction. The entire base needs to be moved.

l.a. Thank You

1.b. Best Available Science and Data

1.d. General Project Concerns

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Port Townsend, WA 98368 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

1. The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing
to judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice
(FCLP).
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Port Townsend, WA 98368 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contours depicted in the DEIS are
misleading and fallacious for two reasons: (1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging
rather busy-day averaging, and (2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated,
misleading, and scientifically invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance.
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1.a. Thank You
4.j. Other Reports

Port Townsend, WA 98368

The DEIS claim that the JGL noise study was “flawed” is disingenuous and
unsupportable, whereas in actuality the Wyle modeled noise levels have not been

validated with on-site noise data
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l.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

Port Townsend, WA 98368 4.j. Other Reports

The DEIS misconstrued important finding of the National Park Service’s 2015 noise study
at Ebey’s Landing Historic National Reserve and obfuscated forthright analysis of the
impacts on visitor experience. That misconstruction has to be credibly revised to properly
characterize the real impacts.



Port Townsend, WA 98368

Much like the tobacco industry did years ago, the DEIS selectively and reprehensively
cites and relies on out-of-date medical research findings on impacts of noise on human
health that are at odds with the overwhelming body of contemporary research. This
obfuscation renders the DEIS findings incomplete and disingenuous and demands an
honest, complete, forthright evaluation of the contemporary formal medical literature.

1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

THOSUO0006



Port Townsend, WA 98368

The Navy has adopted standards that protect their personnel from health and hearing
harm due to excessive noise, yet these standards were ignored by the DEIS for civilians
exposed to the same or greater levels of noise. This DEIS needs to examine how many
civilians would receive exposure doses that exceed the Navy’s defined “hazardous noise
zone” threshold (i.e., an area where the 8-hour time-weighted average exceeds 84 dBA
[or 140 dB peak sound pressure level, SPL, for impact or impulse noise] for more than 2
days in any month).

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss
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Port Townsend, WA 98368

The two most dangerous aspects of flying are the approach, landing and takeoff — in
other words most of the OLFC flight path. The risks are significant (a) because of
unrestrained and major encroachment problems, (b) because OLFC is about 49,000
acres below and the runway about 3000 feet short of FCLP standard for Growlers, (c)
because the pilots are mostly students flying the F-18 airframe which is 5.5 times more
likely to crash than its EA-6B (Prowler) predecessor, and (d) FCLP operations occur at
low elevations that increase likelihood of bird strikes exacerbated by the significant
shoreline bird population. These risks cannot be mitigated other than by moving the
FCLPs off a suitable 21st century off-Whidbey site
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1.a. Thank You

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children



Port Townsend, WA 98368

The DEIS noise levels were based on about 30% of the proposed 8800 to 35,000+
operations at OLFC being conducted on Path 14. Since 2013, when the transition to
Growlers was relatively complete, the highest use of Path 14 has been about 2 to 10%
because, as base commander Captain Nortier explained Growlers are only rarely
capable of using Path 14. The DEIS 30% use projection of path 14 greatly understates
the DNL noise impacts for path 32 and overstates the impacts on Path 14. This mistake
must be corrected
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1.a. Thank You

3.e. Field Carrier Landing Practice Patterns

3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

3.9. Field Carrier Landing Practice Evolutions and High Tempo



Port Townsend, WA 98368

The DEIS fails to address the potential effects of sleep disturbance due to Growler
overflights, despite the admission that there will be an increase in the “percent probability
of awakening for all scenarios...” While music torture is still permitted under US law, the
United National Convention against Torture defines torture as “any act by which severe
pain of suffering, whether physical or mental...” Sleep disturbance results in serious
physical and emotional symptoms such as cognitive impairment, impaired immune
system, adverse birth outcomes, risk of heart disease, risk of diabetes, not mentioning
the number of work hours/days lost from lack of sleep. The DEIS must forthrightly
address the impacts of sleep disturbance on residences affected by OLFC night
operations.

1.a. Thank You
4.p. Sleep Disturbance
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

THOSUO0010



Port Townsend, WA 98368

The DEIS obfuscates the effects of FCLP jet noise on classroom interruptions by
averaging interruptions with periods when jets are not practicing. The average
understates interruption events compared with event frequency during FCLP sessions,
which are as frequent as an interruption every 1-2 minutes. Interruptions of such
frequency complicate teaching and thwart student concentration and break the focus of
teacher and student. In addition the EPA states, “Noise can pose a serious threat to a
child’s physical and psychological health, including learning and behavior,” but the DEIS
has not recognized the contemporary research. These oversights and failings must be
properly addressed and reanalyzed.

l.a. Thank You
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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Port Townsend, WA 98368

The DEIS fails to address the effects of noise on hearing and tinnitus and consequential
medical costs associated with hearing loss by stating that civilians would need to be
exposed to noise emitted by the Growlers for 40 years before there is a permanent shift
in hearing. This defies all scientific and audiological evidence to the contrary, even by the
US military itself. Hearing loss and tinnitus are the MOST compensated injuries in the
military and increasing annually (US Dept. of Veteran Affairs.) That and failure to address
the effects of impact or sudden noise must be more fully delineated.

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

THOSUO0012
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1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

Port Townsend, WA 98368
The DEIS fails to adequately address the effects of high noise levels during pregnancy

that provoke significantly higher risk for smaller newborns, gestational hypertension,
cognitive abnormalities, and permanent hearing loss.



Coupville, WA 98239

Coupeville, WA 98239
Subject:Draft EIS Comments Letter and Extended Personal Comments. The purpose of
this letter is to express my concerns over the US Dept of The Navy’s Draft EIS For EA-18
“Growler” at the NAS Whidbey Island Complex. Facts: Draft EIS seems to be within the
letter of the law but not the spirit with the exception of flight patterns that are incorrect and
out of date since the predominate flight path used at OLF is 32TN3 and the growlers fly
“very wide” of that pattern so this certainly needs to be addressed in the noise modeling
maps as this will change the contour maps west of OLF significantly. Comparing the
EA-18 to the A6 is like comparing a A Siren to a Dog whistle technically on paper they
could generate the same DB load but the human body will perceive the noise in a much
different way. The EA-18 has a much more intrusive audio envelope that is more felt than
heard. The A6 had a high pitch shriek that is dissipated with distance and going indoors.
The EA-18 audio envelope is a much more intrusive noise envelope. Furthermore the
EA-18 flight paths take a much more rounded and wider arc compared with the previous
A6 path. The EIS does not address or acknowledge these two significant differences, but
merely utilizes the generally accepted models that were developed for commercial
airports with very different noise patterns. These important issues would need to be
addressed before any real discussion could be had. Personal Viewpoint: As a person
with a 5th generation connection to Coupeville. | choose to live here because of proximity
to family not whether the Navy stays or leaves. so | am neither pro nor against expansion
of OLF. The Navy has made big changes from the ways operations were done with the
A6 as stated above. | personally have been surprised at the number of neighbors who
have always been pro Navy that seem to have soured their viewpoints over the very
different noise envelope and very different flight paths taken by the “Growlers”. Oak
Harbor and Northern Skagit County and their contained businesses are the primary
benefactors of this expansion. Coupeville and south island are much less dependent on
the military for business and most people in these Whidbey areas that | have canvassed
work off island or have businesses of which only a small or very limited portion of sales is
attributable to the military cohort. Asking Coupeville to take more of the “Growler” traffic is
the equivalent of making Coupeville their landfill just because Oak Harbor and Skagit
county don't want it in their backyard and don't want to pay for it. From my own
prospective as a disabled person and a business owner | can see that this will be very
harmful to my business. Up until to this point we have been able to work around the
Navy’s schedule at OLF Coupeville, but any increase in flights would make that
unworkable for us and would require major structural upgrades to our home to allow me
to continue operation. The Navy does seem have any intention offering mitigation to any
one facing similar business impacting issues. As a property and a business owner (who's
takes zero dollars from the local military cohort) this concerns me deeply. While | do not
mind sharing the load of Growlers for the good and the Welfare of the county this needs
to be a 2 way street. And | mean to affected property owners not just to local
governments need to be fairly and justly compensated and mitigated in this matter
without having to resort to litigation. | think that the following things would go a long way
towards smoothing over a great deal of the fence sitters and former Navy supporters:
Provide no cost major noise mitigation to home owners under the flight path. Particularly

THOTHO001

1.a. Thank You

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
12.p. Local Differences in Economy

2.h. Next Steps

3.d. Arrivals and Departures

4.k. Comparison of the Prowler to the Growler



those under the modified path Between Fort Casey Rd and Engle Rd as these homes
where built with less stringent noise codes. (I am sure there are other areas also affected
by the larger flight paths but they are not within my purview) * Purchase aviation
easements from the areas newly affected by EA-18 flight path at OLF Coupeville.*
Provide long term property tax relief for all residents in what will be the OLF APU which is
going to be at least within modified 32TN3 and 14TN3. This tax revenue can be offset
from benefactor areas such as Oak Harbor and Skagit County. Provide no hassle
business relief grants for mitigation and or relocation etc as deemed best by business
owner.* Purchase up as much remaining development rights on vacant land in APU and
inside major noise contour as possible. to lower any further encroachment.* * - My
understanding is that Navy does not have statutory right to provide these funds all such
authorization must come directly from congress. Closing Statement: | would hope that |
have conveyed both a respectful tone that seems to be lacking in this conversation and
some common sense solutions. | can see this going 1 of 3 ways 1.The Navy and
coordinating Governments taking a course of action similar to the suggestions above,
moving forward and making most people happy and keeping the base on the island. 2.
The Navy pulling up stakes and leaving in which case Oak Harbor and a Big chunk of
Skagit County dies on the vine. 3. The Navy increases operations in Central Whidbey
without any other consideration and then the litigation really starts flying. The Big
Lawyers from Texas and Mississippi show up, the ones who don't look and cases under
$250-$300 million and only the trial lawyers win. At least one such firm is already on the
island looking for lead plaintiffs now so | would assume they smell blood in the water.
This is not my first rodeo and | personally have taken a long hard look at the Navy’s claim
of “Res Judicata” at OLF Coupeville and do not see how they could outright win such a
case and | would place strong odds they would be forced to settlement or to court which

would likely end in a judgement against them. Respectfully, | |  lGczNEN
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Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attendmg the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

1. Name

2. Organization/Affiliation

3. sure [ . ¢ 7001l /A
4. Email 95/

5. plmehxkhm/'(uyoumﬂdnmuutobemmmﬂungna

6. Please check here if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available
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Please print - Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

THUPAOOO1

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation
10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife



Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Atin: Code EV21/SS

YOURINPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You
2.l. No Action Alternative

TIEDIOO01



Port Townsend, WA 98368

We strongly urge you to extend the comment period at least 45 more days regarding the
Navy’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement to add 36 more Growlers to NASWI and to
conduct electronic warfare in the Olympic National Forest. To expect the general public to
provide constructive, educated comments (something we assume is what you truly
desire) on such a technically complicated issue and during the busy holiday season is
poor planning at best, disingenuous at worst. Thank you for your consideration of this
matter.

1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
2.f. Use of Public Comments
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Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

1. Name -——_

2. Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)

/f(-?/ﬁfwr d ABUsross 5@‘0’%75; (b r/é\éjq 1St ol

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden
greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Comments
Please check all that concern you and add additional comments on the back.

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

O Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

IE/Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.

‘E//l;\ decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim

Institute.

E’I/A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

TILCYO0001

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.a. General Noise Modeling

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



O Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

El/Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
Eﬂ\quifer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

IZ/The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being cne of
the top issues from the community during the Navy's prior scoping forums.

E/The impact on marine and terrestrial wildiife.
E/The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

O Mishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:
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All co:le'nents will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the fina! EIS. Personally identifiable information of
individials will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specificaily indicated by the commenter or as required by law.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accurate
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Istand residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies

January 18, 2017
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EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager 9. / 2\ [2 o1

My wife and | attended the last Open House in Anacortes on December 8, 2016, concerning the
Proposed addition to the fleet of Growlers at the Whidbey Island Air Field. We have attended several
meetings and Open Houses both in Anacortes and on Whidbey Island and have commented in
previous comment periods. We live in a beautiful area near the mouth of the Skagit River where we
have been for over 20 years. We have loved it here. Unfortunately we are exposed to the extreme
noise from low flying aircraft on their approach to NAS Whidbey, directly over our home. We are both
suffering hearing loss and associated problems from the impact of these flights. The neighboring dogs
are totally deaf. We attribute this wholly or at least partially to the jet noise. If we are outside we have
to plug our ears to keep them from hurting or from further damage. The thought of additional
Growlers flying in this space is very disheartening to us. | am attaching the previous comments we
have sent in the hope they will make some sort of difference. At the last Open House however, the
NAS personnel made it sound as if it was a done deal. We hope that isn't so and that additional aircraft
will not be added to the Whidbey fleet. Thank you for listening to our concerns. )

Sincerely

TIVBOO0001

1.a. Thank You

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife



To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager

We recently attended the last of three Open House Scoping Meetings in Anacortes, Washington, for the
upcoming Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) concerning the proposed expansion of the EA-18
Growler Operations at Navel Air Station Whidbey Island. We found the staff manning the stations to be
mostly friendly and well prepared, as could be expected. Although our concerns were listened to, we
came away feeling that no matter what concerns were expressed by the attendees, the Navy was going to
go through with the proposed expansion.

We live to the East of Ault Field directly in line of the training flights for Touch and Go landings. As the
Growlers fly over us they are low and slow on their approach to Ault Field. As one of the pilots at the
open house pointed out to us, we live in one of the maximum noise areas for these flights because of the
flight corrections taking place in that space. We have owned our property here on the North Fork of the
Skagit River for almost 23 years. During that time we have definitely noticed a big increase in flying and
noise levels in our area. We love living here most of the time. The only negative to that, and it is a huge
negative, is the noise levels we are exposed to when the older Prowlers and more lately the Growlers fly
over. As stated in the recent scoping meeting pamphlet "the Navy identified the Growler as quieter
because scientific measurements indicated that the Growler emits less sound than the Prowler during
most flight profiles. Noise levels vary depending on where you are in the flight pattern. The
comprehensive noise study conducted for the 2012 EA acknowledged that the Growler is louder during
arrival than the Prowler." Unfortunately, as far as our neighborhood is concerned, given that we are on
the arrival path of the Growler, we experience a much louder noise level than the average level reported
in your study. At times it is simply unbearable to be outside and not much better in the house. We can
feel the house and windows shake as the planes pass over. We have to plug our ears as the planes fly
over. This is no exaggeration. We have observed the wildlife and domestic animals cower and try to get
away from the deafening level of jet noise. Conversation, talking on the phone, listening to or playing
music or watching TV is impossible . My wife is a medical provider and is unable to consult with other
providers or her patients when the need arises when she is at home during periods of flight training
exercises. Just a few months ago we had to spend over $2000 for hearing aids for my wife at the age of
61. She had to purchase a $400 amplified stethoscope so that she could continue to work in her family
practice clinic. Qur guess was the jet noise played a part in that loss.

At the open house we had a conversation with the folks studying noise levels. They informed us that the
average decibel readings, over a 24 hour period, were done using simulations and computer modeling.
We don't feel that these models are accurately able to measure the real time maximum sound level
experienced in our neighborhood.

We know that training is essential. Before any decisions are made, we would urge you to use actual
field measurements in the affected areas of the noise level readings during different phases of flying. It is
our hope that the navy will consider the concerns of all its neighbors, environmental agencies, and health
organizations and not just add more planes and {lights because it is convenient and provides for the
economy of the area around the base. We also hope that all alternatives will be looked at including
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relocating training to less populated areas.

Sincerely

Mount Vernon, WA 98273




To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager 1/4/2015

We recently attended one of the latest Open House Scoping Meetings held at Coupeville High School
on Cctober 28, 2014. We also attended the earlier meeting at the Anacortes High School. To our great
disappointment, at the most recent meeting, we learned that the Navy was considering adding yet
more Growler aircraft than previously mentioned in the earlier meeting. This only made us feel like
our input has no real impact on your decisions. We cannot stress enough how much the noise level
that these aircraft produce, which is far more than the Navy implies, adversely affects the quality of
life in the area where we have lived for the past 25 years. The noise from the growlers has become
unbearable to the point that we are considering selling the house we love. We sincerely hope that the
comments generated from the Scoping Meetings by the residents impacted by the noise of the
growlers weighs heavily in your decision on the option you choose. Rather than reiterate our concerns
from the initial comment period, we are attaching that letter for your viewing.

Sincerely

Mount Vernon, WA 98273
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Mount Vernon, WA 98273

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager My wife and | attended the last Open House in
Anacortes on December 8, 2016, concerning the Proposed addition to the fleet of
Growlers at the Whidbey Island Air Field. We have attended several meetings and Open
Houses both in Anacortes and on Whidbey Island and have commented in previous
comment periods. We live in a beautiful area near the mouth of the Skagit River where
we have been for over 20 years. We have loved it here. Unfortunately we are exposed to
the extreme noise from low flying aircraft on their approach to NAS Whidbey, directly over
our home. We are both suffering hearing loss and associated problems from the impact
of these flights. The neighboring dogs are totally deaf. We attribute this wholly or at least
partially to the jet noise. If we are outside we have to plug our ears to keep them from
hurting or from further damage. The thought of additional Growlers flying in this space is
very disheartening to us. | am attaching the previous comments we have sent in the hope
they will make some sort of difference. At the last Open House however, the NAS
personnel made it sound as if it was a done deal. We hope that isn't so and that
additional aircraft will not be added to the Whidbey fleet. Thank you for listening to our

concerns. Sincerely || G
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1.a. Thank You

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
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1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process

Port Angeles, WA 98362 2.f. Use of Public Comments

In the Navy's ongoing efforts to ride roughshod over the environment on which we all
depend, you have deliberately chosen your comment period to coincide with the busiest
holiday time of year. If you wish to maintain any pretense of good faith, extend the

comment period an additional 90 days. ||| EGczNzG
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1.a. Thank You

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

19.d. Electronic Warfare

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife



18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

- My concern with this whole issue has

to do with the natural environnent, the wildlife -- both
in the sea and in the national parks -- and the forests

surrounding them | understand that this issue has been
addressed in an earlier neeting and that the Navy has

al ready issued an EI'S on this subject, but that the

Nati onal Forest Service has not conpleted their part of

t hat deal .
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| understand that this particular neeting of
5 Decenber, 2016, is nore to do with the increase of
Gowmer activity as it affects the comrunity surroundi ng.
My interest would be and ny concern is that with the
increase in Gower activity, that the issue be reexani ned
as to its effect on the quiet and the environnental
i mpacts on the wildlife of the national parks and the
surroundi ng forest.

The surrounding forest in particular, as regards
to the testing of these vehicles with the antenna that
they play hide and seek, that issue as to how it
i nfluences. | don't know if any of this pertains to
activities of Navy in the surrounding sea or not, but if
so, |'mquite concerned about that as well.

"' m making this statenment because | want to neke
sure that ny previous statements, which were made a coupl e
years ago, have not gotten lost in the shuffle. | admt
that | have not read all the information, but by doing
this, |I'mexpressing ny concern, and that even though
Naval Air Force work has been ongoing for decades, it's
the increase in activity that bothers ne.

And | seriously question as to why a nationa
park and the surrounding forest has to be used for these
operations as opposed to sone other area which is not so

desi gnated. And | guess that's about it.
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Thank you for attending the pubhc meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS
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All comments must be received by January 25, 2017. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen
names, telephone numbers, and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will
be kept confidential and will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as
required by law. The city, state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

5 g
A ) [ Al AL UK 2 /AR, A > £

HLs A fp o gt t &/‘, LA UM UM S ZAAL

T SN oty
/.4 )@ﬁ/ ,//L&// //w/ / du ﬂﬂ /} (%n///W,M/rué—r
Aie o/ e /I/d/z/;f L/mf Hesae .

/ aw Mx /}L/ W yMM/] f/)ﬂ//? /W p

VDot garnils svent Medsiiis Al (prmpres<,
WW W W WM///mm,j Hfﬂ
ﬂ//L W(»/ bé/ Aldl, feml N prze
/ ,11,. L (L4 2 5 An N2 487 el
VA o e, A Pty " AN

AVNANU. ‘u‘/ ‘u 4 L7 O

Cot, e
;&’/ fLp

K0

Lot

Please print
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOURINPUT MATTERS i

TOMDIO001



Coupeville, WA 98239

1. The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing
to judiciously examine off-whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practices
(FCLP). The military has control of over 14,000,000 acres within the United States, and
the Navy has failed to examine these lands for potential FCLP. | believe after our Pearl
Harbor losses in WWII, the military had decided not to locate all defense weaponry in one
location. Placing all Growlers for the U.S. makes a single target of NAS Whidbey. 2. THE
ANNUAL DAY-NIGHT NOISE LEVEL (DNL) noise contours depicted in the DEIS are
misleading and fallacious for two reasons: (1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging
rather busy-day averaging,and (2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated,
misleading, and scientifically invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance. 3. The
DEIS claim that the JGL noise study was "flawed" is disingenuous and unsupportable,
whereas in actuality the Wyle modeled noise levels have not been validated with on-site
noise data. 4. The DEIS misconstrued important findings of the National Park Service's
2015 noise study at Ebey's Landing Historic National Reserve and obfuscated forthright
analysis of the impacts on visitor experience. That misconstruct has to be credibly
revised to properly characterize the real impacts. 5. Much like the tobacco industry did
years ago, the DEIS selectively and reprehensibly cites and relies on out-of-date medical
research findings on impacts of noise on human health that are at odds with the
overwhelming body of contemporary research.This obfuscation renders the DEIS findings
incomplete and disingenuous and demands an honest, complete, forthright evaluation of
the contemporary formal medical literature. 6. The Navy has adopted standards that
protect their personnel from health and hearing harm due to excessive noise, yet these
standards were ignored by the DEIS for civilians exposed to the same or greater levels of
noise. The DEIS needs to examine how many civilians would receive exposure doses
that exceed the Navy's defined hazardous noise zone threshold (i.e. "an area where the
8-hour time-weighted average exceeds 84 dBA [or 140 dB peak sound pressure level,
SPL, for impact or impose noise] for more than 2 days in any month"). | personally lost
much of my hearing to exposure to the Navy Growlers according to my audiologist who
also worked serving enlisted Navy personnel at NAS Whidbey. As a retired teacher, | had
to save up funds with which to purchase hearing aids as no insurance covers this
expense. | had no idea that the Navy would be permitted to expose citizens to damaging
levels of noise. 7. Island County land use policies, plans, as reflected by the construction
permits issue, have largely defied the Navy's 2005 AICUZ for Outlying Field Coupeville,
such as no residences in a noise zone 2. Whether due to willful intent to ignore by the
County or to lack of Navy assertiveness, it aptly demonstrates the meaningless and
ineffectiveness of the AICUZ and attendant land-use provisions in the DEIS. | personally
had no knowledge of any construction restrictions on the land where | built nor did my
parents who originally purchased that land in 1983. | bought this land from them with no
prior knowledge of OLF land use restrictions or information regarding jet noise. Given the
alternatives under consideration in the DEIS, the Navy should be immediately advocating
to the County to place a moratorium on all construction permits not compatible with the
2005 AICUZ and DEIS land-use stipulations until the final EIS is approved. Homes in
these areas are currently under construction. | believe this failure has led to such a large
number of residences built, that this area is no longer safe for FCLP as it is now too
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highly populated. 8. The two most dangerous aspects of flying are the approach, land,
and takeoff--in other words, most of the OLFC flight path. The risks are significant (a)
because of significant encroachment problems, (b)because OLFC is about 49,000 acres
below and the runway about 3000 feet short of standard for Growlers, (¢) because the
pilots are mostly students flying the F-18 airframe which is 5.5 times more likely to crash
than the EA-6B (Prowler) predecessor and (d)FCLP operations occur at low elevations
that increase likelihood of bird strikes within the significant shoreline bird population.
These risks cannot be mitigated other than moving the FCLPs off a suitable 21st century
off-Whidbey site. We citizens should not be treated as collateral damage. 9.
Environmental Justice analysis overlooked the fact that farm workers, gardeners, and
recycle center workers are almost entirely composed of low-income and/or ethnic
minorities, and because they must work outside, they are disproportionately affected by
overhead Growler noise. Most of us who retire on Whidbey do so to enjoy being
outdoors. We are thus denied a basic benefit of our property. 10. Perfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) have been discovered in numerous wells adjacent to OLFC and are
believed attributable to fire-retardant foam use at OLFC. The DEIS, however, dismissed
addressing the past, present, and future impacts and problems associated with PFAS,
even though the EPA has set a Health Advisory that has been exceeded by 16-fold in
some of these wells. Leakage of PFAS in storage or use in a crash event is a hugely
relevant environmental impact must be addressed and the public must be given the
opportunity to comment. We have not been assured that the large stockpile of this
damaging fire-fighting foam will not be used again in the case of another jet crash. We
know it is currently stored in the fire-fighting trucks. | am outraged that our water supply
on Whidbey has been contaminated due to Navy operations. The Navy needs to reveal
all test results of the wells which have been tested, whether or not they exceed the
current EPA lifetime limit of 70 ppt. That is public information which needs to be included
in the EIS. 11.The DEIS noise levels were based on about 30% of the proposed 8800 to
35,000 operations at OLFC being conducted on Path 14. Since 2013, when the transition
to Growlers was complete, the highest use of Path 14 has been about 2 to 10 %
because, as base commander Captain Nortier explained, Growlers are only rarely
capable of using Path 14. The DEIS 30% overestimated use of path 14 greatly
understates the DNL noise impacts for path 32 and overstates the impacts on Path 14.
This mistake must be corrected. 12. The DEIS fails to address the potential effects of
sleep disturbance due to Growler overflights, despite the admission that there will be an
increase in the "percent probability of awakening for all scenarios..." While music torture
is still permitted under US law, the United National Convention against Torture defines
torture as "any act by which severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental..." Sleep
disturbance results in serious physical and emotional symptoms such as cognitive
impairment, impaired immune system, adverse birth outcomes, risk of heart disease, risk
of diabetes, not mentioning the number of work hours/days lost from lack of sleep. The
DEIS must forthrightly address the impacts of sleep disturbance on residences affected
by OLFC night operations. Personally, | lost the ability to sleep through the night after
being subjected to so many night flights, often as late as 1:00 a.m. and occasionally as
late as 2:30 a.m. | experience heart palpitations and great anxiety every time they flew
after the extreme number of low and late flights they conducted in 2013. The DEIS must
forthrightly address the impacts of sleep disturbance on residences affected by OLFC
night operations. 13. The DEIS obfuscates the effects of FCLP jet noise on classroom
interruptions by averaging interruptions with periods when jets are not practicing. The
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average understates interruption events compared with event frequency during FCLP
sessions which are as frequent as an interruption every 1-2 minutes. Interruptions of such
frequency complicate teaching and thwart student concentration and break the focus of
teacher and student. As a retired teacher of 28 years, having taught K-12 including adult
education, | can assure you that students in Coupeville are being deprived of a quality
education under these circumstances. No matter their test scores and achievements to
date, | can assure you it is less than it would have been without such damaging
interruptions and high noise levels. In addition, the EPA states "Noise can pose a serious
threat to a child's physical and psychological health, including learning and behavior, but
the DEIS has not recognized the contemporary research. These oversights and failings
must be properly addressed and analyzed. In addition, children living near the OLFC and
subjected to late night jet noise from FCLP's arrive at school without sufficient sleep and
become poor learners. 14. The DEIS fails to address the effects of noise on hearing and
tinnitus and consequential medical costs associated with hearing loss by stating that
civilians would need to be exposed to noise emitted by the Growlers for 40 years before
there is a permanent shift in hearing. This defies all scientific and audiological evidence
to the contrary, even by the US military itself. Hearing loss and tinnitus are the MOST
COMPENSATED injuries in the military and increasing annually (US Dept. of Veteran
Affairs.) That and failure to address the effects of impact or sudden noise must be more
fully delineated. As | mentioned earlier, | experienced sudden strong hearing loss and
tinnitus after working on my property prior to learning about this effect. 15. The DEIS fails
to adequately address the effects of high noise levels during pregnancy provoking
significantly higher risk for smaller newborns, gestational hypertension, cognitive
abnormalities, and permanent hearing loss.
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As a citizen of Coupeville in central Whidbey Island, | believe the Navy has an obligation to explore other
placements for the additional Growler jets. Placing all US Growlers in one location unnecessarily
exposes our small community to unhealthy levels of noise and additional possibility of water
contamination. The Navy has access to millions of acres and other bases which could accommodate
these Growlers. After Pearl Harbor, | was under the impression that the military would not have a
singular location for weapons of war. Placing all Growlers on Whidbey creates an unnecessary target for
our enemies.

Coupeville is a historic and bucolic town which relies on tourism as its main industry. | do not believe
the Navy has the right to destroy an entire community by expanding in such a small location, nor do |
believe they have the right to destroy one of the most pristine environments in the Pacific Northwest. |
this expansion in any form is allowed to go forward, the Navy will be driving many residents, farmers,
and shopkeepers from this island, effectively turning Coupeville into an installation of the Navy. There
are many 4th generation residents who fear they will have to leave this island. Additionally, many
residents of nearby cities such as Seattle rely on Whidbey island for their recreation.

| also know that the fire trucks located at OLF Coupeville are currently loaded with the fire fighting foam
that has contaminated our water supply. Alternative foams we have been told will be used in the future
continue to have that contaminate in them, although in smaller quantities. That is an unacceptable risk

to a community and our environment. | will have to have my well tested independently as the Navy has

not revealed the size of the contamination plume nor the direction it is drifting.

Additionally, the extreme noise level created by the Growler flights has effectively sacrificed the
education, health, and potential of a generation of our children. As a former educator, | understand the
effects of 4-5 interruptions of the educational process in classrooms created by these flight operations.
This is unacceptable in our country to adversely affect the health and education of citizens.

Please explore placing these additional Growlers in another Navy base.

Respectfully,

Coupeville, WA 98239
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1l.a. Thank You
10.b. Biological Resources Impacts
CINCINNATI, OH 45230 10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
) ) ) ) ) 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
Dear Kind People, Last Spring my wife and | traveled from Ohio to spend two glorious 7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area
weeks vacationing far from the noise of the madding crowd on Whidbey and
Marrowstone Islands.The peace and quiet were stunning. For the sake of us tourists, and
the wildlife there both on the land and in the sea, please refrain from making more noise
and practice your planes elsewhere. Our sanity and their way of life deserve better.

Thanks, I Cincinnat



Port Townsend, WA 98368

Dear Sir/Madam, | appreciate your extending the comment period to February 24, 2017.
Since the Navy decided to hold all four of its public dog and pony shows (they are no
longer technically ‘public meetings’) and produce the agency’s DEIS during the holiday
season, it made it difficult for the public to read, digest and assemble thoughtful
comments related to the Navy's plans. The Navy’s display of its version of a public
process certainly does not instill confidence and trust. There are so many things wrong
(and illegal) with the Navy’s DEIS, it's hard to know where to begin. | am an engineer and
am familiar with the Section 106 Process of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA) used to assess the effects of a project on historic, archaeological and cultural
resources. The Navy has done little in this DEIS to comply with Section 106 review of its
activities as the impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered. The
Navy too narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for impact on cultural and
historic resources. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) confirmed this in a
January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy, as well as earlier communications. The SHPO
commented that not only will cultural and historic properties within the limited, existing
APE boundaries be adversely affected but additional portions of Whidbey Island,
Camano Island, Port Townsend (containing both National Register Historic Districts and
National Landmark Historic Districts) and the San Juan Islands are also within noise
areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from Growler activity. | can
personally attest to the noise and vibrations felt in Port Townsend when we now are
subject to hours and hours of touch and go practice that supposedly only affects the area
around the bases on Whidbey Island. This also includes the low-flying, often frightening
“terrorizing” of Port Townsend's residents by the Navy’s Growlers, particularly around
periods of public comment. Part of the Section 106 process also includes consultation
with the President’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to consider effects
and mitigation of those effects on the nation’s historic/cultural resources. The Navy
decided to abruptly cut off those consultations when the ACHP agreed with the SHPO
and questioned the Navy's assessments. | am also concerned that actual “government to
government” consultations were not adequately pursued with the numerous tribes whose
cultural resources and traditions are directly affected by the jet invasion of western
Washington State, particularly on the Olympic Peninsula. Jet noise outside the immediate
environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated, yet impacts are
significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far outside the vicinity
of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the DEIS analyzes in its “study
area” is what falls within 6 to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which
are capable of 150 decibels (dB), use these runways to get airborne and to land,;
therefore, what happens outside the study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist,
because all flight operations are functionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By
considering only takeoff and landing noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and
Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of functionally
connected impacts caused by naval flight operations. By failing to consider the
interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot proceed without takeoffs and landings,
as well as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate cumulative effects. The US
Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise abatement and control
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standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy as “normally
unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.” Residents in these outlying areas,
who live many miles from the Navy runways, have recorded noise at least twice that loud.
Therefore, by failing to include these areas, this DEIS violates both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act ( NHPA).
The Navy has broken up this project into so many parts, changing from time to time the
number of Growlers, flights, etc. and continues to say there is “no impact” on anything or
anyone. It has been impossible for the public to know just how many Growlers there
would be, or what their impacts would be, or what limits, if any, the Navy intends to
establish. In just four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest Service permit Draft Decision,
and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000 pages of complex technical
material. The number of Growler flights at Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville alone went
from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That's more than a 1,000 percent
increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy, there are “no significant
impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40 C.F.R. 81502.4) “...does not
allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into multiple ‘actions,’ each of
which individually has an insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively have a
substantial impact.” Segmentation like this is illegal as it intentionally keeps the public
confused and overwhelmed. The DEIS evaluates not the totality of impacts from the
current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the projected total of 160 of these aircraft, but slices out
36 of them for an incremental, piecemealed look, and concludes from both the
construction activities and the addition of just these 36 new Growlers to the fleet, that no
significant impacts will occur in the following categories: public health, bird-animal strike
hazards to aircraft, accident potential zones, emissions of all types, archaeological
resources, American Indian traditional resources, biological resources, marine species,
groundwater, surface water, potable water, socioeconomics, housing, environmental
justice, and hazardous waste. To state the obvious, impacts from this many Growlers,
when taken together, are likely to be significant. Segmenting their impacts has allowed
the Navy to avoid accountability. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic
Peninsula in 2010 with the Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document
did not do so. The Navy claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are
not. Had the activities contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been
evaluated by that EIS, the ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an
emission source. They were not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only
areas listed by activity and training area, warfare type, and Range and Training Site were
the Darrington Area and W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had noise been
properly evaluated, the Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not.
Therefore, noise from Growler activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for
the Olympic Peninsula. The Navy has not measured, modeled, nor considered direct,
indirect or cumulative effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of
NASWI runways. Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However,
computer modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly
demonstrates the Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no sense to fail to
measure or model highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic
Peninsula, with its very different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by
separate NOAA weather forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is
surrounded by steep-sloped mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on
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a peninsula surrounded on three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets
reflected sound from the Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic
Mountains to its south. Yet no noise modeling or measurements have been done for
these areas. The Navy's claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area
do not exceed noise standards is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy
are unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in
these areas, and third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the
Navy’s computer modeling is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less
realistic Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise
Level, as provided in Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the
decibel measurement, which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a
year to come up with a 65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these
un-measured and un-modeled communities and wild lands may far exceed 65 dB as long
as the constant average with quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is
unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do
not apply when that noise is sporadic and intense. Commercial airport noise standards
should not apply to military jets because commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not
engage in aerial combat maneuvers, do not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on
runways so short they can only be used for emergencies, do not possess the flight
characteristics of Growlers, and do not have weaponry that is capable of making a parcel
of forest hum with electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of the more
accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions
prevented from setting a lower threshold of compatibility for new land-use developments.
FAA policy allows for supplemental or alternative measurements. So, the continued use
of DNL may be to the Navy’s benefit, but does not benefit the public. The Navy’s noise
analysis does not allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the DNL method they use
take into account low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels by
Growlers. The NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated,
and a report from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise
measurements using this software “...do not properly account for the complex operational
and noise characteristics of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer
models could be legally indefensible.
(https://www.serdestcp.org/Program-Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-and-
Emissions/Noise/WP-1304) The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but
does not define it. Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event”
remain unknown, and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result
of leaving out vast geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring
now), the DEIS eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be
considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a
segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal
standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a
narrow sliver of them. Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy
has repeatedly told the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum
of 6,000 feet above sea level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental
Support Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm
(nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3
nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This guidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas,
aircraft may not be operated closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or
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structure.” If this official guidance directs Growlers to fly at such low altitudes, why did the
Navy not disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an aircraft capable of 150
decibels at takeoff, this new information represents a significant new level of noise
impacts that have been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed. Sound levels for these
low flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2, titled “Representative Sound Levels for
Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on page 3-6, does not show sound exposure levels for
Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or 1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in the official
guidance. Why has this important information been omitted? The public needs to know
how much actual noise exposure there will be, along with the threats posed to public and
environmental health. This, therefore, is significant new information about impacts that
were not disclosed in the DEIS, and requires either that a Supplemental EIS be prepared,
or that a public comment period of adequate length be provided on the Final EIS. For
public health and safety reasons, the Navy must revise its guidance to significantly
increase the distances that Growler jets are currently allowed to fly over towns, airports,
individual people, vessels, vehicles, and structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is far too close, and
1,500 feet over an airport is far too dangerous a proximity to supersonic Growler jets. The
DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no mitigation measures for any of the 3
proposed alternatives were identified, “...but may be developed and altered based on
comments received.” Some schools will be interrupted by jet noise hundreds of times per
day. Yet the Navy suggests that future mitigation measures might be brought up by the
public (and subsequently ignored) and thus will be “...identified in the Final EIS or Record
of Decision.” Such information would be new, could significantly alter the Proposed
Actions, and would therefore require another public comment period, in which case the
Navy’s proposal to not allow a comment period on the Final EIS would be unlawful. The
current DNL noise modeling method and data in no way reflect exposure accuracy, given
the new information about low flight levels from official guidance. Therefore, such
analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS, with a new public
process of adequate length, including an official comment period. There are no
alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This violates NEPA §1506.1,
which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would have an
adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According to
a memo from the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal
agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number of
flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against
each other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities. The Navy has exacerbated the problem by not identifying a preferred
alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA] Section 1502.14(e)
requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred
alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the
final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this, communities cannot evaluate
potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced that it will not provide a public
comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have no chance to evaluate the
consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative. Impacts to wildlife have
been piecemealed: It does not make sense to separate impacts from just one portion of
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an aircraft’s flight operations and say that's all you're looking at. But because the scope
of the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways, analysis of impacts to wildlife from
connected flight operations that occur outside these narrow confines are omitted.
Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and other wildlife and critical
habitat areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs, landings and other flight
operations well beyond the Navy’s study area. For example, the increase in aerial combat
maneuvers (dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,” which by their erratic nature
cannot safely occur near runways, is a 244 percent increase that has been neither
examined nor analyzed in this or any previous NEPA process. Dogfighting requires
frequent use of afterburners, which are far louder and use as much as ten times the
amount of fuel as normal flight does. Impacts to wildlife and habitat were completely
omitted. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to wildlife.
Except for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life
histories, along with lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife
regulations, the DEIS fails to evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Instead, it offers the excruciating conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and
collisions with birds is “greatest during flight operations.” However, continues the DEIS,
except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of these sensitive species in the study
area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat is present.” This begs the
question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet noise, it is highly
likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if impacts had
not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the study
area. In citing published scientific research, the Navy included a 1988 synthesis of
published literature on domestic animals and wildlife, but failed to consider the latest
peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015, which lists multiple consequences of noise
greater than 65 dB. (http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207/abstract) The
DEIS also failed to consider an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise
Disrupts Magnetic Compass Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http:/lwww.nature.com/nature/journal/v509/n7500/full/nature13290.html) A federal
agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must consider
the best available science. This DEIS fails that test. Contamination of drinking water in
residential and commercial areas near the runways, due to use of hazardous chemicals,
is completely ignored by the DEIS. It concludes, “No significant impacts related to
hazardous waste and materials would occur due to construction activities or from the
addition and operation of additional Growler aircraft.” While these chemicals have never
been analyzed, they have been used in conjunction with Growler training and other flight
operations for years; therefore, hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals should
not be excluded just because Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam has been used
for. It is irresponsible for the DEIS to content that there are no significant impacts. As
previously stated, with flights at OLF Coupeville alone increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to
as many as 35,100, no one can claim that a 1,000 percent flight increase in 7 years for
which no groundwater or soil contaminant analyses have been done is not significant.
The Navy knew about contamination in advance and avoided the subject in its DEIS. It is
clear that before the November 10 publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of
potential problems with contamination of residential drinking water due to what it calls
“historic” use of fire suppressants for flight operations. In May 2016 the USEPA issued
drinking water health advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy announced in June that it
was in the process of “identifying for removal and destruction all legacy perfluorooctane
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sulfonate (and PFOA) containing AFFF [aqueous film forming foam].” Yet the DEIS
dismisses all concerns with an incredible statement about actions that took place nearly
20 years ago: “Remediation construction was completed in September 1997, human
exposure and contaminated groundwater exposures are under control, and the OUs at
Ault Field and the Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e).” The
statement is ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the
DEIS was published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than 100
private and public drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the
word “perfluoroalkyl” or “PFAS” is not mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor
is it mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A Department of Defense publication makes it
clear that there is no current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contaminated with these chemicals.
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical-&-Material-Emerging-Risk-Alert-for-AF
FF.pdf) No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS. It confines its discussion to
soil compression and compaction effects from new construction, and concludes there will
be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider that while extensive
evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials were included in the October 2015
Northwest Training and Testing Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such contaminants
as the ones mentioned above, from the Growler DEIS? The Navy needs to include this
information in a public NEPA process as an impact of its flight activities. It needs to
accept responsibility for this contamination, and pay the costs incurred by finding a
permanent alternative source of water for affected residents, and by reimbursing these
people for medical costs created by unwitting consumption of Navy-contaminated water.
With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce noise, and with such permissive
guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the potential for Navy Growler student pilots
to create tragic outcomes or cause extreme physical, physiological, economic and other
harms to communities and wildlands, whether accidentally or on purpose, is
unacceptable. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs includes
flight operations on weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified on page
11 of the Forest Service’s draft permit, viewable at:
https://lwww.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759). It has long been understood that the
Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that depend on
tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the singling
out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair. According to
the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere with
“...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game
Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service
and not Navy control, the Navy must realize that municipalities and local governments,
along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation entities who are not
being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment. The impression is
that our national forests are no longer under public control. The current comment period
on a Draft EIS should not be the last chance the public will have for input. However, Navy
announced on its web site that it does not intend to allow a public comment period on the
Final EIS. The “30-day waiting period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment
period, and thus would be unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on
matters that will affect our lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout
the region, plus the visitors who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife



that inhabits the region. The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the
process, in order to be able to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts. This is doubly important because so many impacts have been
excluded from analysis. A federal agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a
draft or final EIS, and allow the public to comment, if there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, that bear on the

proposed action or its impacts. Thank you. Sincerely, || lGcTczNENzIzIEG
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1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
Coupeville, WA 98239 2.h. Next Steps

post at least a 45 day comment period following release of final EIS so we can read and
respond to it.
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Coupeville, WA 98239 4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

Measure the sound in real time events at real locations the navy method of "averaging "
noise is a useless metric, A LIE. Computer modeling is not what destroys our lives , it's
the real time event not some useless average.



TOUHAO0003

1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

Coupeville, WA 98239 4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

your noise numbers/ averaged days is a flawed, useless data point. You need to do real
time and event noise measurements. Follow the park service recent noise tests protocol

on Ebeys National Historic Reserve.
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Coupeville, WA 98239 4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

collect real time noise measurements NOT computer modeling averages. Useless data
points you collect with that debunked method. doesn't address real noise which is
insanely intolerable.
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Coupeville, WA 98239 4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

measure sound in real time and place NOT your flawed DNL averaging noise. stop this
useless metric and measure real noise in real timing locations. Protect the citizens,
uphold the law.



IN THE MATTER OF:
The Open House Public Meeting for the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G "Growler™ Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island Complex

DATE TAKEN: Friday, December 9, 2016

PLACE: Coupeville High School
501 South Main Street
Commons

Coupeville, Washington

TIME: 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.

REPORTED BY: Mary Mejlaender, CCR No. 2056
Likkel & Associates
Court Reporters & Legal Video
2722 Colby Avenue
Suite 706
Everett, WA 98201
depos@l ikkelcourtreporters.com

LIKKEL & ASSOCIATES, COURT REPORTERS & LEGAL VIDEO
2722 Colby Avenue, Suite 706, Everett, WA, 98201

(425) 259-3330

LIKKEL & ASSOCIATES (800) 686-1325
www . Iikkelcourtreporters.com depos@likkelcourtreporters.com
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1.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

6.a. Air Quality Impacts from Mobile Source Emissions (Jet Engine
and Vehicle)

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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23 (The personal identifiable information disclosure

24 statement was read to the following commenter.)

25 MR. p - All the information was read
LIKKEL & ASSOCIATES (800) 686-1325

www . Iikkelcourtreporters.com depos@likkelcourtreporters.com
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22

23

clearly to me. 1 understand what was said and 1°d like to
begin.

The Navy is not a good neighbor. Good neighbors
don"t poison the well water. Good neighbors don"t pollute
the air with toxic jet exhaust due to the constant circling
of OLF. Good neighbors don"t create such an insanely
intolerable noise racket at night the neighbors can®t sleep.
Good neighbors respect the unique natural gifts of Ebey"s
Reserve and the National Parks®" efforts to continue good
stewardship of the land.

The place you think you have the right to rain
down hell with your noise tends to piss off the people
living there, and you destroy our economy, our health, our
peace and quiet. Growlers are so out of scale with student
drivers practicing above our communities, kids ball fields
and recreational areas, the Navy creates a dangerous
situation. Get the jets off Whidbey.

Dear Navy, you are not welcome in central
Whidbey. You destroy and degrade all that is good about
Coupeville. Jet huggers, learn your history. Coupeville
began as a town in 1853, OLF 1942. Stop encroaching on

Coupeville. The Navy is not a good neighbor.

* * *

LIKKEL & ASSOCIATES
www . I ikkelcourtreporters.com

(800) 686-1325
depos@likkelcourtreporters.com
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1.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

@ Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

ganization/Affiliation ~—~l' f-lm

N

\Aawonase L«cﬂ ‘*\_:e':r%\m

3. Address \ost ~ Buwonsend Qs
4- E-mail
5. Pleasecheck here if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

=2]

, Pleasecheck here if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available
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Please print - Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/S5

YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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1.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

Public Meeting Comment Form

Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfieid Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today’s public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.

2. Organization/Affiation =~

3. sise [ 2./ T/ Lo TEce
o2 I

OA&, 5. lecheckh@uﬁhlmﬁkemheonthe%ﬁqt__ TS

6. Please check here %you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS



Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by January 25, 2017

Online at: www.whidbeyeis.com

By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

2. Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)

QeS L.Ae/u 7"

a-____ [+,

4. Email —
5. rhone NN
6. Please check here X if you would NOT like to be on the Coupeville Community Allies email list

Comments
Check all that concern you. For additional information see www.facebook.com/whidbeyeis

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools
and quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. Increasing
OLF operations by 36 % to 475%, with up to 135 flight operations daily, will double the residential areas and
increase by 10-fold the commercial areas impacted by noise. This is a burden greater than the
Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

Klncreased operations at OLF risk greater aquifer and well contamination. Wells near OLF have now found
to be contaminated with toxic PFOA compounds from Navy firefighting foam which the Navy continues to
use for aircraft fires. The extent of contamination has not been determined nor have results been shared
with the community. There is no mitigation plan in place.

O The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones (APZs) surrounding OLF will restrict
property rights and significantly decrease property values.

(over)

l.a.

TOUTHO0001
Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.e. Agriculture Analysis
12.h. Tourism

12.i.
12.].

Housing Access and Affordability
Property Values

12.m. Education Impacts
12.n. Quality of Life
13.a. Environmental Justice Impacts

2.e.
2.k.
2.n.
4.n.
4.0.
4.q.

Public Involvement Process

Range of Alternatives

Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)
Classroom Learning Interference
Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a.
5.c.
5.d.
5.e.
7.b.

Accident Potential Zones

Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use

Zones



The Navy did not adequately fook at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere, despite this being the #1
request from the community during the Navy's prior scoping forums.

O An additional 880-1,574 personnel and dependents would severely impact our tight housing market,
decreasing the already low stock of affordable housing on Whidbey Island.

Single-siting Growlers at NASWI presents a major terrorist risk to our Island, which is served by one
oridge and two ferries. All active electronic warfare jets in the US Military would be at NASWL

The Growlers are at risk for more mishaps and crashes due to problems with their onboard oxygen
system that can cause pilot hypoxia, with over 100 incidents in all F/A-18 airframes in 2015 alone.

Increases in OLF operations increase the risk of crashes on Whidbey island and in Puget Sound.

Please include any additional comments here:

ICA&//que, aryowne with pormal Ae:rwbj _7,-0 71",\’

7"0 S:'f o %A,,,', /n;r;:j i-ooM’ 2471 o/u;»ue’p-lor works

/;U fée:'r )/a;-o/ h,ée,o onve ot %Aegc Q:P’c&uf'f 7(_,/}/ owuer,

Ercnw ear mofflers do we 7 Silewce Fhe voar.

What else you can do

1. Get invoived. To volunteer, email us: coupevillecommunityallies@gmail.com

2. Call (best) or email your elected officials and share your concerns. The number of
calls are important.

a. U.S. Senator Patty Murray: 206.553.5545; www.murray.senate.gov

b. U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell: 425.303.0114; www.cantwell.senate.gov

c. U.S. Congressman Rick Larson: 800.652.1385; rick.larsen@mail.house.gov
d. Governor Jay Inslee: 360.902.4111; governor.wa.gov

To Learn More

v To receive email updates, or to get involved, email us at
coupevillecommunityallies@gmail.com

v Follow us on Facebook at Coupeville Community Allies
v Review the Draft EIS and appendices at www.whidbeyeis.com

All comments submitted by January 25, 2017 will become a part of the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS.

Personally identifiable information of individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by

the commenter or as required by law. City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Stanwwod, WA 98292

I am not in favor in basing additional Growlers at Whidbey NAS. | can hear the Growlers
right through the walls of my north of Stanwood, day and night. State Parks in the
Deception Pass area, which are some of the finest in the Nation, are virtually unusable
due to noise and often, the strong smell of jet fuel. To those who say that this is all
necessary for defense (or offense) | would say "How much less livable do we have to
make our country in order to preserve our country?" In my opinion, it would be better to
base additional Growlers elsewhere, hopefully where the population may be smaller.

TOWMAO0001

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
7.i. Deception Pass State Park and Other State Parks



Saanich, British Columbia V8N 3X1

| find the vibration of your aircraft very detrimental to my health, more so than the noise,
especially when it goes on for hours day and night. | never know when to expect it or the
extent of disruption in advance (I also work at home so no escape from it). Often leaves
me feeling nauseous and unsettled. House shakes, windows rattle (not always but too
often!). Being near the water there is little to absorb the sound or vibration. Appreciate
your work but | feel the placement of operations so close to a heavily populated area is
inappropriate.

TRERAO001

l.a. Thank You
4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects



Oak Harbor, WA 98277

I have lived in the Dugualla Hts. community for 15 years and know much about plane
noise. My preference for continued training is the 80 at OLF and 20 at Ault. Reason is
OLF provides the best realistic training site. Another idea is to keep the planes at a higher
altitude and out further from any housing community. Banking planes over housing is not
called for and should cease. A citizen should not need to call and complain about this
behavior as a supervising officer should keep it from happening. Thanks for the
opportunity to comment. Keep em bouncing safely for all concerned!

1.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative
4.t. Noise Mitigation

TRETOO0001
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l.a. Thank You
4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations
Victoria , British Columbia v8x 3v7

| appreciate your need to train. My concern is that the takeoff noise is akin to an eath
quake starting to happen. the problem is one becomes habituated to the sound of take off
one is forfeiting those few seconds to get into a safe position. Please really focus on
sound reduction or a change to one that is much less "earthquake like". Thank you.



January 6, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic
Attn: Code EV21/SS

6506 Hampton Bivd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

Re: Public Comment Against Draft EIS for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station
Whidbey island

Dear Sir/Madam:

I am a resident of Clallam County Washington. | am extremely concerned about the effects of noise
generated by the Electronic Attack Squadron (VAQ) 132 over the Olympic National Park and surrounding
areas including populated areas. Every effort should be made to mitigate the noise to prevent injury to
habitat for humans and other animals. | understand that there is no need for the pilots to be at an
elevation (other than for landing and take-off) lower than ten-thousand feet, but pilots have been well
below this elevation numerous times as evidenced by the flight records kept by the Whidbey NAS and by
many complaints received by NAS Whidbey. Can you find a way to assure citizens that flights will not be
lower than the ten-thousand foot level?

1 also understand that a similar aircraft practices in Mountain Home Idaho AFB, home of the 366 Airforce
wing. In fact, the 390th Electronic Combat Squadron, which | believe includes the Electronic Attack
Squadron, located at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, Wash., is assigned to the 366th Operations Group
out of Mountain Home AFB. Is the duplication of such training facilities necessary?

{ am sure you are aware of the December 16, 2016 incident at NAS Whidbey. The US Navy (USN) has
grounded its fleet of Boeing F/A-18E/F Super Hornet and EA-18G Growler combat aircraft while it
investigates the cause of a ground incident on 16 December that injured two flight-crew.

The incident at Naval Air Station {NAS) Whidbey Island in Washington state saw an EA-18G Growler from
Electronic Attack Squadron (VAQ) 132 experience an unspecified "on-deck emergency" that required both
crew members to be airlifted to hospital, a USN statement said.

The Olympic National Park is a National Heritage site, and citizens on the Olympic Peninsula deserve
reasonable noise mitigation. | strongly urge appropriate, affective noise mitigation and high altitude only
flights which the current draft EIS does not adequately address or resolve.

Sincerel

Name:

Address:_/oﬂ-’:' y Apewive Wa Jy3Lz

cc: Hon. Derek Kilmer, U.S. Congressman, 6% CD, WA State

TRIMAOOO1

l.a. Thank You

19.c. Olympic Peninsula, Olympic National Park, and at-Sea
Training

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
4.1. Points of Interest

4.t. Noise Mitigation

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
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l.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations

Lopez Island, WA 98261 3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.d. Arrivals and Departures

The noise of the Growlers has become bothersome and is disrupting living on Lopez
Island, WA. Please discontinue the use of this aircraft from flying over the San Juan
Islands and surrounding areas. Thank you.



Shaw Island, WA 98286

I have been visiting the San Juan Islands since 1970 when the A3 and A6 Navy jets
resided at Whidbey NAS. | have owned property in the San Juan's since 1978. | have
been a full time resident of the San Juans since 1988, and have raised our family of four
here. Yes, indeed the base should have been closed when the Navy wanted to years
ago. The Growler infestation is magnitudes out of scale with the peaceful environment of
the San Juan Islands. Many times | have been awakened by Growler Jet activity, day or
night, for | am a cancer patient. In addition, | cannot converse with my family or friends on
our deck by our home when the Growlers are flying overhead, the noise and rumble is
deafening. The Growlers must relocated to a more desirable location, like China Lake or
another Navy Base. The Growlers are destroying our lives, and our right to peace and
quiet. This quantum increase in noise intrusion must stop. The Navy's surveys and
attitude has been totally disingenuous to date. The Navy is causing a taking of our
personal and property rights. | respect our military and the need to have trained
personnel. This is not the place for this magnum increase of decibel noise intrusion from
the Growlers. Thanks for listening, please take action! Additional Comments: 1. The
Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency noise
impacts are ignored in the Draft. ACTION: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low
frequencies using C-weighting (dBC) in addition to A-weighting (dBA). 2. Analysis of
noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid for decision
making, models must be verified. ACTION: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide
Growler noise measurements with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third
octave bands from 6 Hz to 20 kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise
measurements in locations throughout the region. 3. NOISEMAP is the computer model
used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department of Defense report found that
NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to provide “scientifically and
legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust jet engines used in the
Growlers. ACTION: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic
Model. 4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was
developed for commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for
the intermittent but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year
assumes, without studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days. ACTION: Noise
levels should only be averaged over active flying days. 5. The Draft dismisses long-term
health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not conclusive. ACTION:
Recognize the health impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the World
Heath Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise Guidelines for
Europe." 6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores
others. ACTION: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville
noise measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis. 7. The Draft
suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJI) National Monument are
exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection. Protection was
granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument. ACTION: Evaluate
impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and remove language stating
that the Monument is exempt from NEPA. 8. The three Alternatives considered in the
Draft are very similar and are based on old technology — a piloted jet that requires

TROJO0001
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constant pilot training for safe carrier landing. ACTION: Evaluate a new Alternative that
deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of more Growlers to significantly reduce the need
for land-based carrier training. 9. The Draft only examines socioeconomic impacts on
Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan, Jefferson and Clallam Counties are or will be
impacted by Growler noise. They are very dependent on outdoor recreation areas that
are being harmed by Growler flight activity and receive little, if any, economic benefit from
employment associated with NASWI. ACTION: Examine socioeconomic impacts,
including real estate values, on San Juan, Jefferson and Clallam Counties. 10. All
Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.
While some potential noise Mitigation Measures addressed, there is no commitment.
ACTION: Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and
Record of Decision. 11. The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ
Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude
meaningful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the
appropriate portion.” ACTION: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies identified in
comments and offer further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is
prepared.

TROJO0001
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Note: For Draft EIS page citations and supporting references see www.QuietSkies.info

1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency noise
impacts are ignored in the Draft.

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC)
in addition to A-weighting (dBA).

2. Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulaticn. To be valid
for decision making, models must be verified.

Action: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements
with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to 20
kHz. Calibrate the computer model! with actual noise measurements in locations
throughout the region.

3. NOISEMAP is the computer model used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department
of Defense report found that NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to
provide “scientifically and legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust
jet engines used in the Growlers.

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.
4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the intermittent

but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year assumes, without
studies, that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days.

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.
5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not
conclusive.

Action: Recognize the impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the
World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe."

6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.

Action: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reporis and the Coupeville noise
measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

01/08/16 www.QuieiSkies.info




7. The Draft suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJ1) National
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument.

Action: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and
remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA,

8. The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar and are based on old
technology — a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier landing.

Action: Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of
more Growlers to significantly reduce the need for land-based carrier training.

9. The Draft only examines sociceconomic impacts on Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties are or will be impacted by Growler necise. They are very
dependent on outdoor recreation that is being harmed by Growler flight activity and receive
little, if any, economic benefit from employment associated with NASWI.

Action: Examine socioeconomic impacts, including real estate values, on San Juan,
Jefferson and Clallam Counties.

10. Ali Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.
While some potential noise Mitigation Measures addressed, there is no commitment.
Action: Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and
Record of Decision.

11. The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “if
a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency shall
prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate pertion.”

Action: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies identified in comments and offer
further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is prepared.

12. Add your own comments here:

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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Coupeville, WA 98239

I have considered opening a bed and breakfast in Coupeville but due to the excessive
noise of the Growlers | have decided to look at other locations for the business. | feel that
the Growler flights have a negative impact on tourism and the economic development
potential of central Whidbey. | have a house in Coupeville and have experienced the
incredibly loud flights of the EA 18G Growlers at OLF Coupeville. The decibel level of
these flights forces me to go inside in order to protect my hearing and the late night flights
prevent me from falling to sleep. | am opposed to any increased flight activity over central
Whidbey and would ask the Navy to consider the use of other landing fields.

1.a. Thank You

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TSUDAOO0O1



TURDAOOO0O1
1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
Eastsound, WA 98245

Please eliminate the Growlers from the populated area of the Pacific Northwest and
move them to an area where people won't be disturbed by them. They are ruining the
quality of life for those who have to suffer through hearing them.



Eastsound, WA 98245

We are writing in regard to the proposal to continue and expand existing Growler
operations at Ault Field and Outlying Landing Field Coupeville. The operations currently
in existence are ruining the lives of many residents of the San Juan Islands as well as
those in other nearby areas. The planes make an obscene amount of noise. We are
aware of teachers having to stop their lessons until the planes are done passing over.
The level of noise is so great that it is unhealthy, as corroborated by multiple scientists.
Often the planes fly late into the evening, disrupting sleep, and they have been observed
flying much too low. These operations have no business in a populated area. We
respectfully suggest that these operations be moved to a very sparsely populated area,
preferably one with no people or wildlife that will be impacted. Thank you,

I San Juan County

l.a. Thank You

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

TURDAO002



Coupeville, WA 98239

EIS Whidbey Island | am a resident living adjacent to the Ledgewood Beach area, and
hence extremely close to the flight path of planes entering and completing the pattern at
the Outlying Field. In response to the recent community program held in Coupeville with
regard to the expanded EIS conducted in respect of the training flights over Whidbey and
surrounding areas, | am writing to repeat my concerns about the planned addition of 36
more F18s, and the subsequent health consequences. The only real takeaway | got from
that one-sided presentation is that residents are offered one choice only: the distribution
of training flights over Oak Harbor or Coupeville OLF; from equal hurt to a heavier
weighting in either location. In other words, Congress has approved new F18s, the Navy
at Oak Harbor is getting 35 or 36 of them, and the residents are being told what is about
to happen. In short — the only real choice is to ask the Navy to place the greatest impact
on the area furthest from our homes! Neighbor against neighbor. What kind of option is
that? Clearly, from the perspective of anyone in the Coupeville area, the better location
for the majority of flights is the Oak Harbor location! From a purely logical, non-emotional
perspective, Oak Harbor still makes the most sense because it is already the center of
Naval flight operations. The areas in and around NAS Whidbey are the most noise and
chemical polluted already — why spread the misery further than it already is? People buy
homes in that area knowing the NAS exists with all its ramifications. Coupeville is the
residential and government center of Island County: surely its historic value should be
preserved to the greatest extent possible, not only for the residential aspects, but also for
the undeniable attraction for tourism, and hence the livelihood of many of the population.
Much of Whidbey also just happens to be one of the most beautiful places in America —
why must you despoil it still further? Let me reiterate that | fully understand the need for
pilots to be trained and the justly warranted concern for their safety in action. With this in
mind, and recognizing that there would be noise near our property during practices, we
spent many days on Whidbey observing flights of the A6s that were then training, and
talking to the Liaison Officer at NAS, Whidbey, about proposed future use. We
subsequently signed the relevant waivers acknowledging noise, when we purchased our
property. For the next few years the training continued in intense bursts at infrequent
times of year, apparently keeping within the previously negotiated scope of operations
(subsequently ascertained as 6,120 per year.) While unpleasant, and particularly
distracting when trying to get to sleep on the post-dusk runs, the levels were pretty well
as expected. Then the real problems began, first with the transition from A6s to F18s. We
had previously been informed by the Liaison Officer that the expectation was that the new
planes would be no more disruptive — although they were expected to generate more
noise, the noise cone would be narrower, and hence limited to a much narrower flight
path. These are the issues. First, although the flights are not supposed to be over land,
as they pass our area, all too often the first run of the series of pattern flights passes
directly overhead, putting us immediately under the greatest concentration of noise.
Second, the noise of the F18s is much greater than that of the A6s; in fact, it is painful to
the extent that when I'm outdoors and F18s suddenly burst on the scene, | have to
remove my hearing aids to reduce the pain. While this is unpleasant for everyone, my
greatest concern is for the hearing of small children who may well be impacted for a
lifetime. Despite your attempts at the recent community exhibition to have doctors explain

TURHIO001

1.a. Thank You

1.b. Best Available Science and Data

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

2.k. Range of Alternatives

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects



that such noise, spread over a period of time, is not harmful to anyone’s hearing health,
this is simply an obfuscation of what happens during the periods of intense repeated
noise during prolonged exercises. Where are the relevant studies for such activities?
Some comparisons with major airports? Give me a break! These are not directly
comparable. Where are the actual recordings made under the flight paths on Whidbey?
Actuals, not computer simulations. Third, as is well established, the number of operations
conducted in this location was well in excess of the total previously agreed limit, and that
in the first half of the year alone. It was at this point that the lawsuit was filed, triggering
the temporary cessation of flights for the remainder of 2013, and the instigation of the
more limited EIS. It was bad enough that the Navy were already exceeding earlier
agreement about frequency of operations. What is worse is the intention to add an
additional 36 F18s and compound the problems still further. It would appear that, far from
listening to the input of concerned residents, the Navy has simply thumbed its collective
nose at us. This is perhaps most obvious when looking at the methods of conducting the
EIS; not only is it being conducted by the Navy itself — a fine case of the fox guarding the
henhouse — but, and | repeat, it is based solely on computer models. Where are the
real-time measurements? The accurate recordings of noise as experienced at ground
level by residents at different points in the flight path? Fourth. Now it comes to light that
not only are residents subjected to overwhelming noise, damage to health and peace,
and loss of their property values, but several are also being informed that their wells have
been poisoned. Although it has not been established that the Navy is responsible, the
finger points rather clearly in your direction. Just how many more crashes and fire fighting
foam applications must happen before more wells are poisoned? You point out that the
toxic chemicals have been banned from future products, but you still have existing
supplies to use up. This is not good enough. If the Navy is sincere in its stated regard for
the surrounding populations, please replace all existing supplies with non-toxic
chemicals. In summary, | believe residents would have greater confidence in the good
intentions of the Navy if the EIS was conducted by an independent third party, if the EIS
was based on actual measurements rather than computer models, and if the Navy
responded to our concerns rather than creating diversionary tactics and explanations.

TURHIO001



Oak Harbor, WA 98277

As a resident of North Whidbey | think the facts are clear that Ault Field will carry the
majority of take off and landings in any of the scenario's presented with total field
operations. The north end of Whidbey island has the most dense population which affects
more citizens then in the more sparsely populated Central Whidbey. The North Whidbey
population already feels the effects of all and various aircraft that takes off and lands at
Ault Field. Another factor is Island County has mandated that the Oak Harbor area is
designated to provide greater housing density then the more rural Central Whidbey. Both
Ault Field and OLF are Navel Insulations created to fulfill the Navy Mission. so it is clear
that the only fair scenario is #A with 20% FCLP's at Ault Field and 80% FCLP's at OLF.
Thank you

1.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

TYHRIO001
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1.a. Thank You
12.e. Agriculture Analysis

Langley, WA 98260 12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

What's your plan for outside laborers' hearing loss? Who is oging to pay the farm owners
for their loss and L&I? It's not about being anti-Navy; it's about being practical, having a
plan, and having logical solutions.



Lopez Island, WA 98261

The draft EIS does not include San Juan County noise reports (collected since 2014).
The EIS should include these ~6000 actual noise reports and level categories to enhance
evaluation of noise pollution affecting residents living near growler flight paths. The SJC
noise report data should be compared to the computer modeling results, and computer
modeling results and methodology should be reevaluated, in order to match SJC noise
reports. In addition, the validity of computer modeling results must be evaluated with
actual field decibel measurements during all high and low altitude flight activity scenarios,
throughout the year. In addition, actual field data must be conducted for flights with
landing gear out, flights outside of the flight path indicated in the EIS (because it is not
up-to-date), and low altitude flights — as all these scenarios frequently occur.

UHLHEO001

l.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.j. Other Reports



Lopez Island, WA 98261

EIS analysts and Navy representatives at EIS public outreach events react incredulously
when told that shouting/yelling (at approximately 100-110) decibels is often required
outdoors in San Juan County in order to continue communicating when a growler flies
overhead. Their reaction (or lack of knowledge) that this is often the case seems to
indicate the need for additional data collection to inform the EIS and subsequent
decision-making. The noise impact data should be based on actual, realistic, peak
scenarios, not averages.

UHLHEO002

l.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.m. Supplemental Metrics



Lopez Island, WA 98261

The EIS noise impact data should take into account that growler pilots — despite being
advised to follow rules about landing gear, minimum flight altitude, and flight path — don’t
always follow these rules, as evident from personal observation for many years. Navy
leadership has been unable to monitor and correct for their pilots’ behavior. The EIS
analysis should therefore assume that a certain percentage of growler flights don't
conform to Navy rules that impact noise pollution (suggested percentage from personal
observation: 50%), such as landing gear, minimum flight altitude, and flight path.

UHLHEOO03

1.a. Thank You
3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations



Lopez Island, WA 98261

The flight path map in the draft EIS in not up-to-date. Both growlers and the P3/P8
reconnaissance aircraft frequently fly FAR outside the flight paths indicated in the draft
EIS. For example, on Lopez Island, they regularly fly over the school, the village, areas
directly north and south of the village, approaching Lopez Island from due west. A Navy
representative at an EIS public outreach event said that this is due to a “math problem”
regarding number of aircraft and airfield capacity. The EIS states that all three
alternatives would double current Field Carrier Landing Practices. Therefore, the EIS
must correct its flight path maps and provide data on actual flight paths for the current
growler contingent, and how the flight paths will expand with proposed additional
growlers, and how many more people will be impacted by the flight path expansion, and
how often and at what noise level. The EIS must take into account temporary runway
closures or other exceptions to an ideal but unrealistic modus operandi. The EIS should
base its flight path map on a complete, unedited dataset of GPS flight data.

UHLHEO004

1.a. Thank You

3.a. Aircraft Operations

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.d. Arrivals and Departures



Lopez Island, WA 98261

Both growlers and the P3/P8 reconnaissance aircraft frequently fly extremely low, at an
estimated altitude of 500ft to 1000ft. The P3/P8 aircraft in particular frequently flies barely
above the tree-tops. Extremely low flight altitude drastically increases noise and visual
impact. The EIS analysis must include flight altitudes of 500, 1000, 1500, 2000 ft, etc.
and indicate noise level impacts for each altitude category. If flight regulations prohibit
flying below, for example, 2000ft, then the EIS must not assume that pilots always
observe this rule.

UHLHEOO005

1.a. Thank You
3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
4.a. General Noise Modeling



Lopez Island, WA 98261

Both growlers and the P3/P8 reconnaissance aircraft frequently fly extremely low, at an
estimated altitude of 500ft to 1000ft. The P3/P8 aircraft in particular frequently flies barely
above the tree-tops. Extremely low flight altitude drastically increases noise and visual
impact. The EIS analysis must include flight altitudes of 500, 1000, 1500, 2000 ft, etc.
and indicate noise level impacts for each altitude category. If flight regulations prohibit
flying below, for example, 2000ft, then the EIS must not assume that pilots always
observe this rule.

UHLHEOO06

1.a. Thank You
3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
4.a. General Noise Modeling



UHLHEOOO7

1.a. Thank You
4.t. Noise Mitigation
Lopez Island, WA 98261

The draft EIS barely mentions noise mitigation measures. Discussion and impact of
measures such as hush houses and jet blast deflectors should be expanded.



UHLHEOOO08

1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Lopez Island, WA 98261

The draft EIS does not mention decision-making criteria for selecting one alternative over
another. Clear decision-making guidelines should be established.



UHLHEO009

l.a. Thank You

3.a. Aircraft Operations

Lopez Island, WA 98261 3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.d. Arrivals and Departures

The draft EIS compares any increased flight activity from additional growlers to the higher
flight activity of 1980s. However, the Prowlers of the 1980s did not have afterburners but
the growlers of today do. Aircraft with afterburners are much louder. Therefore, this
comparison should be removed.



UHLHEOO010

l.a. Thank You
4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations

Lopez Island, WA 98261 4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

The draft EIS should mention the low frequency vibration associated with the growler in
section 3.2., Noise Associated with Aircraft Operations. It should also mention
evaluations of physical and mental health impacts for low frequency vibrations — this
vibration shakes the walls of my house and rattles the glasses in my cabinets 20 miles
away from Ault Field. C-Weighting should be used throughout the EIS.



Lopez Island, WA 98261

The draft EIS states that it is a priority for the Navy to promote the well-being of
individuals in nearby communities. The EIS should state in more detail what the Navy will
do to show that it is indeed a priority as additional growlers are being considered. For
example, how does the Navy intend to eliminate the impact on property values, tourism,
and recreation due to noise pollution? Judging from the exasperated comments in the
SJC Noise Reports, the Navy is currently not doing a satisfactory job in promoting the
well-being of nearby residents. What exactly would change with a potential increase in
growlers?

UHLHEOO11

1.a. Thank You

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12 k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
7.e. Impacts to Recreation from Noise/Operations



UHLHEO012

1.a. Thank You

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation
Lopez Island, WA 98261 18.b. Average Carbon Dioxide per Aircraft

18.d. Washington State Greenhouse Gas Goals

The draft EIS says that bird populations have habituated to the noise, yet anyone
observing birds, other wildlife, and pets can see that growler flyovers are disturbing to
non-human species. The EIS should include pertinent studies on local wildlife noise
impact to support its statement. In addition, the draft EIS does not discuss the CO2
impact of additional growlers flights. One growler emits 12.5 metric tons CO2 per hour.
Washington State marine life is impacted by ocean acidification due to anthropogenic
CO2 increases which in turn impacts the local shellfish industry. If CO2 emissions of
additional growler flights are not included in the EIS, how will the WA State Department of
Ecology be notified of the potential CO2 impact? How will the potential increase in
jet/aviation fuel for the various alternatives be included in the Washington State
Greenhouse Gas Inventory projections report? The EIS for assessing the impact of
additional growlers should include CO2 emissions. See also the Office of the Governor
Executive Order 12-07.
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Comments

Note: For Draft EIS page citations and supporting references see www.QuietSkies.info

1. Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies {C-weighted, dBC).

2. Recognize the impacts of low frequency Growler noise on health.

3. Incorporate San Juan County noise reports in the EIS analysis.

4. Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and remove
language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

5. Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets instead of more Growlers.

6. Commit to Mitigation Measures and timelines in the Record of Decision.

7. Add your own comments here:

(Continue on the back)
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2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
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4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.s. Health Impact Assessment and Long-term Health Study
Requests

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



Fircrest, WA 98466

To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Atlantic — Attn: Code EV21/SS 6506 Hampton Blvd. Norfolk, VA 23508 Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for extending the comment period to February 24, 2017, in order
accommodate the fact that having four major public processes open over the holidays, all
concerning Navy activities or the biological resources that may be affected by them,
made it difficult to read, comprehend and prepare comments in a timely way. 1. Jet noise
outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated,
yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far
outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6
to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels
(dB), use these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore, what happens outside the
study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all flight operations are
functionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only takeoff and landing
noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS
fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts caused by naval flight
operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot
proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate
cumulative effects. 2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered.
The Navy so narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic
resources that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic
Preservation Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy.
(http://westcoastactionalliance.org/wp--content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO--Letter--
102214--23--USN_122916--2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and historic
properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional portions
of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan Islands are
also within noise areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from
Growler activity. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise
abatement and control standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the
Navy as “normally unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental--review/noise--
abatement--and--control/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles
from these runways, have recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by
failing to include these areas, this DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 3. Piecemealing projects
to avoid analyzing cumulative effects is illegal. The Navy has, to date, piecemealed its
aircraft training and testing activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San Juans, and the
Olympic Peninsula into at least six separate actions: 1. 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon
Multi-Mission Aircraft; 2. A 2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57
Growlers that replaced Prowlers); 3. 2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve
unit); 4. 2014 EA (Growler electronic warfare activity); 5. 2015 EIS discussing electronic
warfare training and testing activity; 6. The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers); 7.
And, likely, a seventh process, as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official at a
recent open house, for 42 more jets to bring the Growler fleet total to 160. Therefore, it
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has been impossible for the public to know just how many Growlers there would be, or
what their impacts would be, or what limits, if any, the Navy intends to establish. In just
four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest Service permit Draft Decision, and the 2010 and
2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000 pages of complex technical material. The number
of Growler flights at Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville alone went from 3,200 per year to a
proposed 35,100 in 2017. That's more than a 1,000 percent increase at this runway
alone, yet according to the Navy, there are “no significant impacts.” The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40 C.F.R. §1502.4) “...does not allow an approach that
would permit dividing a project into multiple ‘actions,” each of which individually has an
insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively have a substantial impact.” The
DEIS evaluates not the totality of impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the
projected total of 160 of these aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental,
piecemealed look, and concludes from both the construction activities and the addition of
just these 36 new Growlers to the fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the
following categories: public health, bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident
potential zones, emissions of all types, archaeological resources, American Indian
traditional resources, biological resources, marine species, groundwater, surface water,
potable water, socioeconomics, housing, environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To
state the obvious, impacts from this many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be
significant. Segmenting their impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability. 4. The
DEIS does not analyze impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam on its
runways during Growler operations, despite the fact that before this DEIS was published,
the Navy began notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that highly toxic carcinogenic
chemicals had migrated from Navy property into their drinking water wells, contaminating
them and rendering these people dependent on bottled water. 5. The DEIS fails to
discuss, describe or even mention any potential impacts associated with electromagnetic
radiation in devices employed by the Growlers in locating and interacting with the ground
transmitters. It fails to mention any potential impacts associated with aircrew practicing
using electromagnetic weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014
statement that this training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat-ready
Electronic Attack crews.” 6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the
last chance the public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it
does not intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting
period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visitors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife that inhabits the region.
The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process, in order to be able
to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. 7. There are no
alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This violates NEPA §1506.1,
which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would have an
adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According to
a memo from the President’'s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal
agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G--CEQ--40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number of
flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against
each other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities. 8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not
identifying a preferred alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA]
Section 1502.14(e) requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the
agency's preferred alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify
such alternative in the final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this,
communities cannot evaluate potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced
that it will not provide a public comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have
no chance to evaluate the consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative.
9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy
claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities
contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the
ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were
not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and
training area, warfare type, and Range and Training Site were the Darrington Area and
W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had noise been properly evaluated, the
Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not. Therefore, noise from Growler
activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the Olympic Peninsula. 10.
The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor considered direct, indirect or cumulative
effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI runways.
Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However, computer
modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the
Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no sense to fail to measure or model
highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very
different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather
forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is surrounded by steep-sloped
mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the
Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no
noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas. 11. The Navy's claim
that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do not exceed noise standards
is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are unrealistic, second,
because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these areas, and third,
because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy’s computer modeling
is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level, as provided in
Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel measurement,
which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to come up with a
65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and un-modeled
communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the constant average with
quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS
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that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply when that noise is sporadic
and intense. 12. Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets
because commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat
maneuvers, do not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short they can
only be used for emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and
do not have weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with
electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective
Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting
a lower threshold of compatibility for new land-use developments. FAA policy allows for
supplemental or alternative measurements. So, the continued use of DNL may be to the
Navy’s benefit, but does not benefit the public. 13. The Navy’s noise analysis does not
allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the DNL method they use take into account
low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels by Growlers. 14. The
NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and a report from
a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics
of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally
indefensible. (https://www.serdp--estcp.org/Program--
Areas/Weapons--Systems--and--Platforms/Noise--and--Emissions/Noise/WP--1304) 15.
The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it. Therefore,
the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event” remain unknown, and real
impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result of leaving out vast
geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS
eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be considered a valid or
complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that
forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has
the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them. 16. New
information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs include flight operations on
weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified on page 11 of the Forest
Service’s draft permit, viewable at: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759). It
has long been understood that the Navy would cooperate with local governments,
especially in communities that depend on tourism, by not conducting noise-producing
operations on weekends. Further, the singling out of one user group for an exemption
from noise is outrageous and unfair. According to the permit, weekend flying may be
permitted so long as it does not interfere with “...opening day and associated opening
weekend of Washington State’s Big Game Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While
such an exemption is under Forest Service and not Navy control, the Navy must realize
that municipalities and local governments, along with economically viable and vulnerable
tourism and recreation entities who are not being considered, have not been given the
opportunity to comment. The impression is that our national forests are no longer under
public control. 17. Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy has
repeatedly told the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of
6,000 feet above sea level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental
Support Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm
(nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3
nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This guidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas,
aircraft may not be operated closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or
structure.” If this official guidance directs Growlers to fly at such low altitudes, why did the
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Navy not disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an aircraft capable of 150
decibels at takeoff, this new information represents a significant new level of noise
impacts that have been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed. 18. Sound levels for
these low flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2, titled “Representative Sound
Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on page 3-6, does not show sound exposure
levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or 1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in the
official guidance. Why has this important information been omitted? The public needs to
know how much actual noise exposure there will be, along with the threats posed to
public and environmental health. This, therefore, is significant new information about
impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIS, and requires either that a Supplemental EIS
be prepared, or that a public comment period of adequate length be provided on the Final
EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the Navy must revise its guidance to
significantly increase the distances that Growler jets are currently allowed to fly over
towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is
far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too dangerous a proximity to supersonic
Growler jets. 19. No mitigation for schools: The DEIS states that in the case of local
schools, no mitigation measures for any of the 3 proposed alternatives were identified,
“...but may be developed and altered based on comments received.” Some schools will
be interrupted by jet noise hundreds of times per day. Yet the Navy suggests that future
mitigation measures might be brought up by the public (and subsequently ignored) and
thus will be “...identified in the Final EIS or Record of Decision.” Such information would
be new, could significantly alter the Proposed Actions, and would therefore require
another public comment period, in which case the Navy’s proposal to not allow a
comment period on the Final EIS would be unlawful. 20. The current DNL noise modeling
method and data in no way reflect exposure accuracy, given the new information about
low flight levels from official guidance. Therefore, such analyses must be included in a
Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS, with a new public process of adequate length,
including an official comment period. 21. Crash potential is higher: With no alternatives
provided to the public that reduce noise, and with such permissive guidance that allows
such low-altitude flight, the potential for Navy Growler student pilots to create tragic
outcomes or cause extreme physical, physiological, economic and other harms to
communities and wildlands, whether accidentally or on purpose, is unacceptable. 22.
Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the runways,
due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS. It concludes, “No
significant impacts related to hazardous waste and materials would occur due to
construction activities or from the addition and operation of additional Growler aircraft.”
While these chemicals have never been analyzed, they have been used in conjunction
with Growler training and other flight operations for years; therefore, hazardous materials
analysis for these chemicals should not be excluded just because Growlers are not the
only aircraft this foam has been used for. It is irresponsible for the DEIS to content that
there are no significant impacts. As previously stated, with flights at OLF Coupeville alone
increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to as many as 35,100, no one can claim that a 1,000
percent flight increase in 7 years for which no groundwater or soil contaminant analyses
have been done is not significant. 23. Navy knew about contamination in advance: It is
clear that before the November 10 publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of
potential problems with contamination of residential drinking water due to what it calls
“historic” use of fire suppressants for flight operations. In May 2016 the USEPA issued
drinking water health advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy announced in June that it
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was in the process of “identifying and for removal and destruction all legacy
perfluorooctane sulfonate (and PFOA) containing AFFF [aqueous film forming foam].” Yet
the DEIS dismisses all concerns with an incredible statement about actions that took
place nearly 20 years ago: “Remediation construction was completed in September 1997,
human exposure and contaminated groundwater exposures are under control, and the
OUs at Ault Field and the Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e).”
The statement is ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the
DEIS was published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than 100
private and public drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the
word “perfluoroalkyl” or “PFAS” is not mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor
is it mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A Department of Defense publication makes it
clear that there is no current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contaminated with these chemicals.
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical--&--Material--Emerging--Risk--
Alert--for--AFFF.pdf) 24. No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: It confines
its discussion to soil compression and compaction effects from new construction, and
concludes there will be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider
that while extensive evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials were included in the
October 2015 Northwest Training and Testing Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such
contaminants as the ones mentioned above, from the Growler DEIS? This is the
equivalent of a doctor refusing to look at an EKG that clearly shows a heart attack, and
diagnosing the patient with anxiety. The Navy needs to include this information in a public
NEPA process as an impact of its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for this
contamination, and pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of
water for affected residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created
by unwitting consumption of Navy-contaminated water. 25. Impacts to wildlife have been
piecemealed: It does not make sense to separate impacts from just one portion of an
aircraft’s flight operations and say that's all you're looking at. But because the scope of
the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways, analysis of impacts to wildlife from
connected flight operations that occur outside these narrow confines are omitted.
Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and other wildlife and critical
habitat areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs, landings and other flight
operations well beyond the Navy’s study area. For example, the increase in aerial combat
maneuvers (dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,” which by their erratic nature
cannot safely occur near runways, is a 244 percent increase that has been neither
examined nor analyzed in this or any previous NEPA process. Dogfighting requires
frequent use of afterburners, which are far louder and use as much as ten times the
amount of fuel as normal flight does. Impacts to wildlife and habitat were completely
omitted. 26. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to
wildlife: Except for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life
histories, along with lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife
regulations, the DEIS fails to evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Instead, it offers the excruciating conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and
collisions with birds is “greatest during flight operations.” However, continues the DEIS,
except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of these sensitive species in the study
area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat is present.” This begs the
question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet noise, it is highly

UHRIGO0001



likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if impacts had
not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the study
area. 27. Old research cited but new research not: In citing published scientific research,
the Navy included a 1988 synthesis of published literature on domestic animals and
wildlife, but failed to consider the latest peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015,
which lists multiple consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.
(http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207/abstract) The DEIS also failed to
consider an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise Disrupts Magnetic
Compass Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http:/lwww.nature.com/nature/journal/v509/n7500/full/nature13290.html) A federal
agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must consider
the best available science. This DEIS fails that test. Thank you for considering these

comments. Sincerely, || N |
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1.a. Thank You

Port Orchard, WA 98366

When your ailing family member will be brutally frightened by the useless noise made by
these war games you will regret it till the end of life that there was no need to expose
anyone anything to this least needed waste of resources. Please do anything possible to
stop these activities in our state.



anacortes, WA 98221

Anacortes, WA 98221 | NN
February 24, 2017 EA-18G EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities

Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS 6506 Hampton Blvd.
Norfolk, VA 23508 Dear Project Manager: These are my comments on the Draft EIS for
EA-18G "Growler" Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island
Complex as that document is presented on the whidbeyeis.com web page. | will focus my
initial comments on the noise matter and add additional specific comments thereafter. At
the outset, though, it must be kept in mind that the EIS concludes that all the proposed
alternatives will significantly increase the impact on surrounding communities. Given the
problems already encountered with noise from NAS Whidbey, the proposal cannot be
treated as change from a baseline of zero, but instead must be considered in light of the
existing problematic realities on the ground. 1. Noise. The noise issue is not adequately
treated in the EIS. The EIS does not address the fact that the existing noise from NAS
Whidbey activities is already an enormous problem. Instead, the EIS proceeds as though
the existing situation is a baseline against which additional noise should be compared,
and it therefore fails to truly examine the impact of the proposed action. A. Fundamental
flaws include: * entirely ignoring the impacts on veterans who use, need, and rely on
quiet areas in Olympic National Park to recover from Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome
and related conditions. Information is readily available on this and must be included in
any credibly EIS; * the technique of averaging noise over a day when in the real world the
noise occurs, with an anxiety producing combination of both inevitable regularity and
unpredictability, over one’s lifetime. Contrary to what the DEIS modelling assumes,
tomorrow is not a brand new day for citizens who live in this noise for years; * the
assumption that the effects of noise are fundamentally equal during the day and at night
differing only, perhaps, in degree (or that, unconscionably, the impact of regular and
prolonged interruption of children’s sleep can be adequately evaluated based simply on
the number of individual children affected); * the idea that the impacts of noise on
humans can be measured by averaging noise thereby attenuating analysis of the impacts
of sudden very loud noises; * the assumption that a true and useful understanding of the
impact on citizens of loud, disturbing, often prolonged, unpredictable yet permanently
inevitable, noise can be gained using computer models without extensive field research
involving the real people, including veterans mentioned above, actually affected; and *
ignoring the fact that noise associated with intermittent events such as aircraft overflight,
relative loudness changes that exceed a doubling are likely to be increasingly annoying
to people. The authors of the DEIS would discover greater annoyance among
surrounding communities and POls if they measured and plotted relative loudness values
during flying and no flying periods. In sum, the very suggestion that it might be
acceptable to increase the existing noise problem by a substantial percentage reveals a
real lack of appreciation of the environmental impacts on your citizens of the existing
situation, much less the impacts of significantly increasing the problem by adopting
anything but the No Action Alternative. B. Inadequacy of the noise assessment
methodology. NOISEMAP and associated methodologies are not adequate to the task at
hand. It is true the U.S. DOD has used NOISEMAP in the past, but a newer better tool
called the Advanced Acoustic Model, was developed in 2010 to replace NOISEMAP. The
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DOD Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) found that
NOISEMAP was outdated and might not be able to “provide legally defensible noise
assessments of current and future aircraft operations.” Specifically, the SERDP project
WP-1304, led by Principal Investigator Dr. Kenneth Plotkin of Wyle Laboratories (the
same company that developed NOISEMAP) issued a final report titled “Advanced
Acoustic Models for Military Aircraft Noise Propagation and Impact Assessment” in
August 2010. The project summary states that “Classic Department of Defense (DOD)
noise models are based on NOISEMAP technology, using linear acoustics and an
integrated formulation.... The acoustic environments in the vicinity of newer aircraft such
as ... the F/A-18E/F [which uses the same jet engine GE F414 as the Growlers] differ
from those of most prior aircraft, with high noise levels associated with higher thrust
engines. At those high levels, acoustic propagation cannot be modeled using the same
simple linear theories employed in the classic noise models.... Moreover, the segmented
flight path modeling approach typical of integrated noise models do not properly account
for the complex operational and noise characteristics of the new aircraft.... A new aircraft
noise model, the Advanced Acoustic Model (AAM), has been developed for the
assessment of noise from military aircraft operations. It is a time simulation model that
produces more physical realism and detail than traditional integrated model.” Given the
existence of newer computer models with superior capabilities and more accurate noise
assessment like AAM since 2010, the unfortunate choice of NOISEMAP has rendered
the noise analysis in the DEIS scientifically inaccurate. More, there is strong criticism of
data collected in different countries over many years. Hall studied community response in
a single community (Toronto) to aircraft noise vs. highway noise and concluded: There is
a difference between the community response to aircraft noise and to road noise when
each is measured by Ldn. For the same noise level, a greater percentage of people are
highly annoyed by aircraft noise. This difference in annoyance at the two sources is not
constant, but increases as Ldn increases. The difference is equivalent to roughly 8 dBA
at an Ldn of 55 dBA, increasing to roughly 15 dBA at an Ldn of 65 dBA. The Navy in
various communications regarding aircraft operations at NAS Whidbey has stated that
Ldn values of 65 dBA are of concern and values above 75 dBA are incompatible. The
results of Hall and others show that these values should be adjusted downward by
approximately 10 dBA for aircraft noise. If Ldn values are to be used, community
annoyance will occur at 55 dBA from aircraft noise and severe community response are
predicted above 65 dBA. C. Non-auditory health effects. The EIS authors state that
non-auditory health effects secondary to aircraft noise and overflight are “inconclusive”
(p. 338.) However, most medical professionals familiar with this issue disagree and feel
that peer reviewed medical studies have confirmed many medical consequences. These
include: « Startle Reaction « Loss of Control « Pediatric behavior changes « Adult
psychiatric changes: anxiety, stress. “nervous breakdown” « Hypertension and increased
usage of antihypertensive medications ¢ Increased hospital admissions for cardiovascular
disease ¢ Heart attack (myocardial infarction) and stroke ¢ Increased death rate from
cardiovascular diseases ¢ Sleep disturbances which may cause or exacerbate many of
the other medical consequences ¢ Speech and performance interference ¢ Noise induced
hearing threshold shift and hearing loss In my own experience, a large portion of affected
people report feelings of stress and illness requiring medical consultation, sleep
disturbances, anxiety, difficulties communicating with family members, and vibration of
their houses and contents. To be adequate, the EIS must survey non-auditory health
impacts. It would be reasonable to compare results in a high impact area such as OLF
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Coupeville with a non-impacted area such as Bow/Edison, WA. It is probable that such a
comparison would confirm health impacts from Naval aircraft operations. D. Exclusion of
the San Juan Island National Monument. The Draft suggests that the lands and waters of
the SJI National Monument are exempt from NEPA protection because the 2013
proclamation establishing this NCLS preserve states, “Nothing in this proclamation shall
be deemed to restrict safe and efficient aircraft operations, including activities and
exercises of the Armed Forces in the vicinity of the monument.” Legally, this merely has
the effect of preserving the status quo ante, that is, it clarifies that the creation of the
National Monument does not place any additional burden on the Navy to justify its
operations in the vicinity. The President did not--indeed, he did not have the power to--
exempt the National Monument area from federal laws that already applied to wildlife
there. Hence while the creation of the Monument did not per se give the seabirds and
terrestrial animals there any greater protection from operation of military aircraft, neither
did it exempt the Navy from NEPA or ESA with respect to wildlife in the Monument, such
as Marbled Murrelets or marine mammals. Insofar as the Draft excludes the National
Monument as a matter of law (at 3-74 and subsequently) it is inadequate under NEPA
and should be reconsidered. | note that the Draft concedes that the SJI National
Monument is subjected to a maximum noise level of 95 dB an estimated 372 times per
year (at 3-34), hence the exclusion of this conservation area from consideration of noise
impacts is plainly non-trivial. What is more, even if creation of the National Monument
was not to affect “safe and efficient aircraft operations,” that does not mean the impacts
of those operations cannot or should not be considered in the DEIS. If operations do, in
fact, have significant detrimental effects on the National Monument it might not be legally
prohibitive of the proposed action. But it does not follow that the action can proceed
without considering those impacts. That is a direct abandonment of NEPA'’s goal of fully
informed decision making. E. Impacts on wildlife and fish. The DEIS at 3-15 uses
A-weighted noise levels as a basis for determining the area of project impacts as well as
the potential for harm. This weighting method is based on the sensitivity of human
hearing in air. It is inaccurate to apply the same negative weighting factor to those
animals that have greater sensitivity of hearing than humans. In terms of noise impacts
on wildlife, then, the Draft underestimates effective levels of exposure. Furthermore, the
DEIS is merely speculating (presuming) that species in the operational area have already
adapted to existing levels of aircraft noise, i.e., they are no longer stressed or responding
adversely to overflights. Having speculated that past aircraft operations have had no
effect, the DIES asks the reader to assume that raising the noise level will have no
impact either. Not only is this unlikely on its face, it ignores the requirement of
investigating cumulative impacts. 2. Cumulative impacts — Greenhouse Gasses. The EIS
adopts an indefensible test for weighing the cumulative impacts of increased emission of
GHGs from the Proposed Action. The EIS says its operative test is whether GHGs from
the Action will “contribute to global warming to [a] discernable extent.” Section 5.4.16,
page 5-33. Requiring that damage be present to a “discernable extent” before preventive
action can be taken leads to a death spiral and is not what NEPA requires of us. The
agencies compiling the EIS are truly on the front lines of our effort to halt and reverse the
environmental deterioration of which we are all so painfully aware but to which we seem
to have such difficulty responding. NEPA is one of our primary tools for protecting the
environment on which we all depend. Among innumerable other authorities, the
Department of Defense has noted with great concern that we are currently experiencing
climate change so critical that rises to the level of a national security issue. The
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cumulative impact requirement of NEPA and the EIS process is intended to empower us
to protect critical environmental facets, including the security issues, from “death by a
thousand cuts.” We cannot allow our environment and attendant national security
concerns to suffer that fate while all we do is produce a thousand EIS’s each of which
says, “Well, this particular cut didn’t really matter so much. We knew it was a cut but we
couldn’t discern its impact.” That outcome is plainly a failure to heed NEPA's call and to
meet its legal requirements. Unfortunately, by the logic of the EIS there is no limit to how
many such Actions whose GHG impacts are “not discernable” will be condoned. That is
not a useful or satisfactory EIS. The same problems are manifest in the EIS’s blithe
observation that the “Proposed Action would only result in a small percentage of total
aircraft GHG emissions in the state of Washington. Therefore, the GHG emissions from
the proposed Action should not have a significant impact on Washington's GHG emission
goals.” Section 4.16.25, p. 4-295. No justification is offered for the EIS’s standard that
only “significant impact[s]” are deserving of concern. And, as with the “discernable”
standard discussed above, it offers no impediment to innumerable “cuts” whose
cumulative impact is fatal. The EIS’s analysis is inadequate and cannot provide the basis
for decision making regarding the Proposed Alternatives. 3. Hearing safety. Related to
the noise analysis, | note that the Navy has adopted standards that protect their
personnel from health and hearing harm due to excessive noise, yet these standards are
not apparent in the DEIS analysis for civilians exposed to the same or greater levels of
noise. This DEIS needs to examine how many civilians would receive exposure doses
that exceed the Navy's defined “hazardous noise zone” threshold (i.e., an area where the
8-hour time-weighted average exceeds 84 dBA [or 140 dB peak sound pressure level,
SPL, for impact or impulse noise] for more than 2 days in any month). 4. Environmental
Justice and the real experience of noise. Environmental Justice analysis overlooked the
fact that farm workers, gardeners, and recycle center workers are almost entirely
composed of low-income and/or ethnic minorities, and because they must work outside,
they are disproportionately affected by Growler noise. Simply examining Census Block
Groups of people’s residence, as the DEIS does, cannot account for people’s actual
experience of the noise currently generated or the increases to come from the Proposed
Action. Here, again, the noise factor cannot be adequately analyzed at a desk using
models and, in this instance, census data. 5. Alternative locations. The DEIS did not
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to judiciously
examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice (FCLP).
Numerous islands in the world that host U.S. military bases exhibit the characteristics
described as most necessary to effective Growler training. These must be inventoried to
provide decision makers with a useful understanding of the alternatives to the Proposed
Action. 6. PFAS. Perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) have been discovered in numerous
wells adjacent to OLFC and are believed attributable to fire-retardant foam use at OLFC.
The DEIS discusses these only in terms of “historical” releases that are being addressed
already. It is not clear whether additional or continuing use of PFAS are contemplated in
the Proposed Action. If so, their risks and the past difficulties must be evaluated. If not, a
plain statement to that effect should be made and a permanent commitment to that effect
put in place. Conclusion. The DEIS is inadequate because it does not discharge its NEPA
obligations. To the contrary, it fails to evaluate the real impacts to real people in their real
lives and instead relies too heavily on modelling and unrealistic descriptions of the
real-world manifestation of NAS noise. And it reduces the concept of cumulative effects
to near meaninglessness. More, it does not reflect the fact that NAS Whidbey noise is
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already an enormous problem and that previous noise analyses cannot be built upon
here because they to not themselves provide adequate analysis. The DEIS is not
acceptable as drafted. Thank you for this opportunity to comment.



Sequim, WA 98382

TOPIC: Delay decision about Electronic Warfare Sites near Forks | have status as a
previous and continuing Communicator with USFS and U.S. Navy about the Electronic
Warfare sites near Forks. | also have status as a resident of the NOP who registers
Growler noise complaints on the Navy Hotline. Given new information about the number
of Growler flights and about aquifer contaminants under the Navy's Outlying Field in
Coupeville, | make a Citizen's Request that the USFS delay its decision on the Warfare
sites until the Navy assesses contaminate damage in Coupeville and until the Navy
compiles accurate overflight information. USFS should not be complicate in making
decisions based upon evolving U.S. Navy information.

l.a. Thank You
17.a. Hazardous Materials and Waste Impacts
19.d. Electronic Warfare
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Sequim, WA 98382

To the Navy: The impact of Growler noise over the 98382 zip code, meaning the city of
Sequim WA and its environs has not been studied. The Navy should establish decibel
meters at appropriate locations within the Sequim zipcode. | live within the Sequim
zipcode and have been a consistent caller to the Navy Noise Hotline ( (360) 257-6665 )
whenever Growler noise from overhead flights and Growler noise from take-off and
landing practice at the Coupeville field have been excessive enough to halt conversation
within my house. The Navy sound studies should integrate decibel studies of the entire
Growler flight path rather than be limited to decibel studies at the point of take-off and
landing. Given my experience at my home located at ||| | | J I Scouim, WA 98382
and given my established log of noise complaints on file at the Navy Noise Hotline, |
concur with the findings of West Coast Action Alliance and present them in full below.
These findings should be respond to, item by item, before the Navy continues with its
Growler flights and Electromagnetic field studies. Thank you,

West Coast Action Alliance findings: 1. Jet noise outside the
immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated, yet impacts
are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far outside the
vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6 to 10 miles of
the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels (dB), use
these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore, what happens outside the study
area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all flight operations are functionally
connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only takeoff and landing noise and
exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS fails to
consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts caused by naval flight
operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot
proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate
cumulative effects. 2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered.
The Navy so narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic
resources that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic
Preservation Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy.
(http://westcoastactionalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO-Letter-102214-23-
USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and historic properties within
existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional portions of Whidbey Island,
Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan Islands are also within noise
areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from Growler activity. The US
Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise abatement and control
standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy as “normally
unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review/noise-abatement-and-co
ntrol/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles from these runways, have
recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by failing to include these areas, this
DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 3. Piecemealing projects to avoid analyzing cumulative
effects is illegal. The Navy has, to date, piecemealed its aircraft training and testing
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l.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

19.c. Olympic Peninsula, Olympic National Park, and at-Sea
Training

19.d. Electronic Warfare

2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.i. Proposed Action

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes

4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.t. Noise Mitigation

4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
8.a. Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources



activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at
least six separate actions: 1. 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft; 2. A
2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that replaced
Prowlers); 3. 2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve unit); 4. 2014 EA (Growler
electronic warfare activity); 5. 2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing
activity; 6. The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers); 7. And, likely, a seventh process,
as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official at a recent open house, for 42 more jets
to bring the Growler fleet total to 160. Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to
know just how many Growlers there would be, or what their impacts would be, or what
limits, if any, the Navy intends to establish. In just four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest
Service permit Draft Decision, and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000
pages of complex technical material. The number of Growler flights at Outlying Field
(OLF) Coupeville alone went from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That's
more than a 1,000 percent increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy,
there are “no significant impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40
C.F.R. §1502.4) “...does not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into
multiple ‘actions,” each of which individually has an insignificant environmental impact,
but which collectively have a substantial impact.” The DEIS evaluates not the totality of
impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the projected total of 160 of these
aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental, piecemealed look, and concludes
from both the construction activities and the addition of just these 36 new Growlers to the
fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the following categories: public health,
bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident potential zones, emissions of all types,
archaeological resources, American Indian traditional resources, biological resources,
marine species, groundwater, surface water, potable water, socioeconomics, housing,
environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To state the obvious, impacts from this
many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be significant. Segmenting their
impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability. 4. The DEIS does not analyze
impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam on its runways during Growler
operations, despite the fact that before this DEIS was published, the Navy began
notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that highly toxic carcinogenic chemicals had
migrated from Navy property into their drinking water wells, contaminating them and
rendering these people dependent on bottled water. 5. The DEIS fails to discuss,
describe or even mention any potential impacts associated with electromagnetic radiation
in devices employed by the Growlers in locating and interacting with the ground
transmitters. It fails to mention any potential impacts associated with aircrew practicing
using electromagnetic weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014
statement that this training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat-ready
Electronic Attack crews.” 6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the
last chance the public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it
does not intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting
period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visitors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife that inhabits the region.
The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process, in order to be able
to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
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agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. 7. There are no
alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This violates NEPA §1506.1,
which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would have an
adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According to
a memo from the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal
agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number of
flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against
each other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities. 8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not
identifying a preferred alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA]
Section 1502.14(e) requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the
agency's preferred alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify
such alternative in the final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this,
communities cannot evaluate potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced
that it will not provide a public comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have
no chance to evaluate the consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative.
9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy
claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities
contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the
ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were
not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and
training area, warfare type, and Range and Training Site were the Darrington Area and
W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had noise been properly evaluated, the
Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not. Therefore, noise from Growler
activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the Olympic Peninsula. 10.
The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor considered direct, indirect or cumulative
effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI runways.
Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However, computer
modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the
Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no sense to fail to measure or model
highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very
different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather
forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is surrounded by steep-sloped
mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the
Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no
noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas. 11. The Navy's claim
that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do not exceed noise standards
is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are unrealistic, second,
because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these areas, and third,
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because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy’'s computer modeling
is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level, as provided in
Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel measurement,
which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to come up with a
65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and un-modeled
communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the constant average with
quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS
that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply when that noise is sporadic
and intense. 12. Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets
because commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat
maneuvers, do not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short they can
only be used for emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and
do not have weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with
electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective
Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting
a lower threshold of compatibility for new land-use developments. FAA policy allows for
supplemental or alternative measurements. So, the continued use of DNL may be to the
Navy’s benefit, but does not benefit the public. 13. The Navy’'s noise analysis does not
allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the DNL method they use take into account
low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels by Growlers. 14. The
NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and a report from
a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics
of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally
indefensible.
(https://www.serdp-estcp.org/Program-Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-an
d-Emissions/Noise/WP-1304) 15. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,”
but does not define it. Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event”
remain unknown, and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result
of leaving out vast geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring
now), the DEIS eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be
considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a
segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal
standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a
narrow sliver of them. 16. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs
include flight operations on weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified
on page 11 of the Forest Service’s draft permit, viewable at:
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759). It has long been understood that the
Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that depend on
tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the singling
out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair. According to
the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere with
“...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game
Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service
and not Navy control, the Navy must realize that municipalities and local governments,
along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation entities who are not
being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment. The impression is
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that our national forests are no longer under public control. 17. Low flights will make even
more noise than before: While the Navy has repeatedly told the public over the past few
years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet above sea level, the DEIS quotes
guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid
towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above
ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This guidance further
states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may not be operated closer than 500 feet
to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this official guidance directs Growlers to fly
at such low altitudes, why did the Navy not disclose this in any previous NEPA
documents? For an aircraft capable of 150 decibels at takeoff, this new information
represents a significant new level of noise impacts that have been neither previously
disclosed nor analyzed. 18. Sound levels for these low flights are not listed in the DEIS:
Table 3.1-2, titled “Representative Sound Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on
page 3-6, does not show sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or
1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in the official guidance. Why has this important information
been omitted? The public needs to know how much actual noise exposure there will be,
along with the threats posed to public and environmental health. This, therefore, is
significant new information about impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIS, and
requires either that a Supplemental EIS be prepared, or that a public comment period of
adequate length be provided on the Final EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the
Navy must revise its guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler jets are
currently allowed to fly over towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and
structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too
dangerous a proximity to supersonic Growler jets. 19. No mitigation for schools: The
DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no mitigation measures for any of the 3
proposed alternatives were identified, “...but may be developed and altered based on
comments received.” Some schools will be interrupted by jet noise hundreds of times per
day. Yet the Navy suggests that future mitigation measures might be brought up by the
public (and subsequently ignored) and thus will be “...identified in the Final EIS or Record
of Decision.” Such information would be new, could significantly alter the Proposed
Actions, and would therefore require another public comment period, in which case the
Navy’s proposal to not allow a comment period on the Final EIS would be unlawful. 20.
The current DNL noise modeling method and data in no way reflect exposure accuracy,
given the new information about low flight levels from official guidance. Therefore, such
analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS, with a new public
process of adequate length, including an official comment period. 21. Crash potential is
higher: With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce noise, and with such
permissive guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the potential for Navy Growler
student pilots to create tragic outcomes or cause extreme physical, physiological,
economic and other harms to communities and wildlands, whether accidentally or on
purpose, is unacceptable. 22. Contamination of drinking water in residential and
commercial areas near the runways, due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely
ignored by the DEIS. It concludes, “No significant impacts related to hazardous waste
and materials would occur due to construction activities or from the addition and
operation of additional Growler aircraft.” While these chemicals have never been
analyzed, they have been used in conjunction with Growler training and other flight
operations for years; therefore, hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals should
not be excluded just because Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam has been used
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for. It is irresponsible for the DEIS to content that there are no significant impacts. As
previously stated, with flights at OLF Coupeville alone increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to
as many as 35,100, no one can claim that a 1,000 percent flight increase in 7 years for
which no groundwater or soil contaminant analyses have been done is not significant. 23.
Navy knew about contamination in advance: It is clear that before the November 10
publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of potential problems with
contamination of residential drinking water due to what it calls “historic” use of fire
suppressants for flight operations. In May 2016 the USEPA issued drinking water health
advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy announced in June that it was in the process of
“identifying and for removal and destruction all legacy perfluorooctane sulfonate (and
PFOA) containing AFFF [aqueous film forming foam].” Yet the DEIS dismisses all
concerns with an incredible statement about actions that took place nearly 20 years ago:
“Remediation construction was completed in September 1997, human exposure and
contaminated groundwater exposures are under control, and the OUs at Ault Field and
the Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e).” The statement is
ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the DEIS was
published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than 100 private and
public drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the word
“perfluoroalkyl” or “PFAS” is not mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor is it
mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A Department of Defense publication makes it clear
that there is no current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contaminated with these chemicals.
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical-&-Material-Emerging-Risk-Alert-for-AF
FF.pdf) 24. No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: It confines its
discussion to soil compression and compaction effects from new construction, and
concludes there will be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider
that while extensive evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials were included in the
October 2015 Northwest Training and Testing Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such
contaminants as the ones mentioned above, from the Growler DEIS? This is the
equivalent of a doctor refusing to look at an EKG that clearly shows a heart attack, and
diagnosing the patient with anxiety. The Navy needs to include this information in a public
NEPA process as an impact of its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for this
contamination, and pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of
water for affected residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created
by unwitting consumption of Navy-contaminated water. 25. Impacts to wildlife have been
piecemealed: It does not make sense to separate impacts from just one portion of an
aircraft’s flight operations and say that’s all you're looking at. But because the scope of
the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways, analysis of impacts to wildlife from
connected flight operations that occur outside these narrow confines are omitted.
Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and other wildlife and critical
habitat areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs, landings and other flight
operations well beyond the Navy's study area. For example, the increase in aerial combat
maneuvers (dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,” which by their erratic nature
cannot safely occur near runways, is a 244 percent increase that has been neither
examined nor analyzed in this or any previous NEPA process. Dogfighting requires
frequent use of afterburners, which are far louder and use as much as ten times the
amount of fuel as normal flight does. Impacts to wildlife and habitat were completely
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omitted. 26. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to
wildlife: Except for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life
histories, along with lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife
regulations, the DEIS fails to evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Instead, it offers the excruciating conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and
collisions with birds is “greatest during flight operations.” However, continues the DEIS,
except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of these sensitive species in the study
area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat is present.” This begs the
question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet noise, it is highly
likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if impacts had
not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the study
area. 27. Old research cited but new research not: In citing published scientific research,
the Navy included a 1988 synthesis of published literature on domestic animals and
wildlife, but failed to consider the latest peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015,
which lists multiple consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.
(http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207/abstract) The DEIS also failed to
consider an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise Disrupts Magnetic
Compass Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http://iwww.nature.com/nature/journal/v509/n7500/full/nature13290.html) A federal
agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must consider
the best available science. This DEIS fails that test. Thank you for considering these
comments. Sincerely,
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1.a. Thank You

Port Townsend, WA 98368

| am against the addition of Navy Growlers in the Pacific North West. | hear them all of
the time. There is no disput that the sound and the pollution the Growlers creat is
damaging our environment.



VANDOOO0O1

l.a. Thank You
4.t. Noise Mitigation
Langley, WA 98260

Either put effective MUFFLERS on the Growlers OR stop flying over Whidbey Island,
please.



Seattle, WA 98144

To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Atlantic — Attn: Code EV21/SS 6506 Hampton Blvd. Norfolk, VA 23508 Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for extending the comment period to February 24, 2017, in order
accommodate the fact that having four major public processes open over the holidays, all
concerning Navy activities or the biological resources that may be affected by them,
made it difficult to read, comprehend and prepare comments in a timely way. 1. Jet noise
outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated,
yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far
outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6
to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels
(dB), use these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore, what happens outside the
study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all flight operations are
functionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only takeoff and landing
noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS
fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts caused by naval flight
operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot
proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate
cumulative effects. 2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered.
The Navy so narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic
resources that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic
Preservation Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy.
(http://westcoastactionalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO-Letter-102214-23-
USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and historic properties within
existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional portions of Whidbey Island,
Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan Islands are also within noise
areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from Growler activity. The US
Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise abatement and control
standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy as “normally
unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review/noise-abatement-and-co
ntrol/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles from these runways, have
recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by failing to include these areas, this
DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 3. Piecemealing projects to avoid analyzing cumulative
effects is illegal. The Navy has, to date, piecemealed its aircraft training and testing
activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at
least six separate actions: 1. 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft; 2. A
2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that replaced
Prowlers); 3. 2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve unit); 4. 2014 EA (Growler
electronic warfare activity); 5. 2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing
activity; 6. The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers); 7. And, likely, a seventh process,
as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official at a recent open house, for 42 more jets
to bring the Growler fleet total to 160. Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to
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know just how many Growlers there would be, or what their impacts would be, or what
limits, if any, the Navy intends to establish. In just four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest
Service permit Draft Decision, and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000
pages of complex technical material. The number of Growler flights at Outlying Field
(OLF) Coupeville alone went from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That's
more than a 1,000 percent increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy,
there are “no significant impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40
C.F.R. 81502.4) “...does not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into
multiple ‘actions,” each of which individually has an insignificant environmental impact,
but which collectively have a substantial impact.” The DEIS evaluates not the totality of
impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the projected total of 160 of these
aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental, piecemealed look, and concludes
from both the construction activities and the addition of just these 36 new Growlers to the
fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the following categories: public health,
bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident potential zones, emissions of all types,
archaeological resources, American Indian traditional resources, biological resources,
marine species, groundwater, surface water, potable water, socioeconomics, housing,
environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To state the obvious, impacts from this
many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be significant. Segmenting their
impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability. 4. The DEIS does not analyze
impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam on its runways during Growler
operations, despite the fact that before this DEIS was published, the Navy began
notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that highly toxic carcinogenic chemicals had
migrated from Navy property into their drinking water wells, contaminating them and
rendering these people dependent on bottled water. 5. The DEIS fails to discuss,
describe or even mention any potential impacts associated with electromagnetic radiation
in devices employed by the Growlers in locating and interacting with the ground
transmitters. It fails to mention any potential impacts associated with aircrew practicing
using electromagnetic weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014
statement that this training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat-ready
Electronic Attack crews.” 6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the
last chance the public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it
does not intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting
period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visitors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife that inhabits the region.
The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process, in order to be able
to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. 7. There are no
alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This violates NEPA §1506.1,
which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would have an
adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According to
a memo from the President’'s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal
agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number of
flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against
each other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities. 8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not
identifying a preferred alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA]
Section 1502.14(e) requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the
agency's preferred alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify
such alternative in the final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this,
communities cannot evaluate potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced
that it will not provide a public comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have
no chance to evaluate the consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative.
9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy
claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities
contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the
ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were
not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and
training area, warfare type, and Range and Training Site were the Darrington Area and
W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had noise been properly evaluated, the
Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not. Therefore, noise from Growler
activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the Olympic Peninsula. 10.
The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor considered direct, indirect or cumulative
effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI runways.
Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However, computer
modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the
Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no sense to fail to measure or model
highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very
different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather
forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is surrounded by steep-sloped
mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the
Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no
noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas. 11. The Navy's claim
that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do not exceed noise standards
is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are unrealistic, second,
because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these areas, and third,
because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy’s computer modeling
is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level, as provided in
Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel measurement,
which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to come up with a
65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and un-modeled
communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the constant average with
quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS
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that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply when that noise is sporadic
and intense. 12. Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets
because commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat
maneuvers, do not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short they can
only be used for emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and
do not have weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with
electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective
Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting
a lower threshold of compatibility for new land-use developments. FAA policy allows for
supplemental or alternative measurements. So, the continued use of DNL may be to the
Navy’s benefit, but does not benefit the public. 13. The Navy’s noise analysis does not
allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the DNL method they use take into account
low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels by Growlers. 14. The
NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and a report from
a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics
of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally
indefensible.
(https://www.serdp-estcp.org/Program-Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-an
d-Emissions/Noise/WP-1304) 15. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,”
but does not define it. Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event”
remain unknown, and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result
of leaving out vast geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring
now), the DEIS eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be
considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a
segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal
standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a
narrow sliver of them. 16. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs
include flight operations on weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified
on page 11 of the Forest Service’s draft permit, viewable at:
https://lwww.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759). It has long been understood that the
Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that depend on
tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the singling
out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair. According to
the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere with
“...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game
Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service
and not Navy control, the Navy must realize that municipalities and local governments,
along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation entities who are not
being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment. The impression is
that our national forests are no longer under public control. 17. Low flights will make even
more noise than before: While the Navy has repeatedly told the public over the past few
years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet above sea level, the DEIS quotes
guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid
towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above
ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This guidance further
states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may not be operated closer than 500 feet
to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this official guidance directs Growlers to fly
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at such low altitudes, why did the Navy not disclose this in any previous NEPA
documents? For an aircraft capable of 150 decibels at takeoff, this new information
represents a significant new level of noise impacts that have been neither previously
disclosed nor analyzed. 18. Sound levels for these low flights are not listed in the DEIS:
Table 3.1-2, titled “Representative Sound Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on
page 3-6, does not show sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or
1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in the official guidance. Why has this important information
been omitted? The public needs to know how much actual noise exposure there will be,
along with the threats posed to public and environmental health. This, therefore, is
significant new information about impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIS, and
requires either that a Supplemental EIS be prepared, or that a public comment period of
adequate length be provided on the Final EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the
Navy must revise its guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler jets are
currently allowed to fly over towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and
structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too
dangerous a proximity to supersonic Growler jets. 19. No mitigation for schools: The
DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no mitigation measures for any of the 3
proposed altern