United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026

IN REPLY REFER TO:
9043.1
ER16/0652

February 24, 2017

Lisa Padgett, EA-18G EIS Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

Dear Ms. Padgett:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Department of the Navy’s Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) of the EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island (NASWI) Complex. We are concerned about the potential impacts of the proposed
action on natural and cultural resources and visitor experience at Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve. We also have concerns about potential increased noise impacts in Olympic National Park’s
congressionally designated wilderness. Such noise impacts are reasonably foreseeable consequences of
the proposed action, which would result in an increase in training operations within the Olympic Military
Operations Area (OLYM MOA).

The National Park Service (NPS), a component bureau of the Department, has provided the general
comments below. In addition, NPS has provided the following three attachments:

1. "NPS Detailed Comments_Growler DEIS_24Feb2017” — This spreadsheet contains detailed NPS
comments on the DEIS.

2. “NPS Letter RE NOI for EA-1 SG Growler Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station. Whidbey
Island. Washington_03Jan2014” - On January 3, 2014, the NPS provided this comment letter
regarding a Notice of Intent to create the DEIS. Please refer to this document as part of our
comment record. We note that some, but not all, of the recommendations in the letter were
addressed in the DEIS.

3. “NPS Comment to Navy RE Growler APE_03Jan2017” — This is a copy of an NPS letter dated
January 3, 2017, regarding the Area of Potential Effects related to National Historic Preservation
Act requirements.

The NPS’s mission is to preserve and protect park resources while providing for public enjoyment of
those resources. The natural soundscape is an essential resource critical to public enjoyment at Ebey’s
Landing National Historical Reserve (Reserve) and Olympic National Park (NP). Extreme noise from
military overflights in the Reserve and Olympic NP significantly impacts the natural soundscape. These
operations present significant mitigation challenges for the NPS because we do not have direct authority
over the airspace. To protect the public interest in preserving the natural soundscape, we rely on science,
advocacy, and cooperation with federal partners such as the Navy to help us achieve our mission. To that
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end, we look forward to working with the Navy to reduce noise impacts to the maximum extent possible
from Growler operations that occur over Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve and Olympic NP.

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

Congress established Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve in 1978 to “preserve and protect a rural
community which provides an unbroken historical record from nineteenth century exploration and
settlement in Puget Sound to the present time...” (National Parks and Recreation Act, 1978, P.L. 95-625).
The 17,400-acre Reserve commemorates a period of historic significance for Euro-American settlement
of the Pacific Northwest that began with Captain George Vancouver’s exploration of Puget Sound in
1792 and concluded at the end of World War 11. The Reserve is managed cooperatively by the NPS in
coordination with Island County, the Town of Coupeville, and Washington State Parks. The NPS owns
413 acres of land in fee, along with scenic easements covering several thousand acres of land. The
federal law that created the Reserve formally acknowledged the national historical significance of the
area, and it directed the Secretary of the Interior to cooperate with state and local officials to protect,
preserve, and interpret its national significance. This legislative mandate underscores the national
significance of the Reserve and the importance of the NPS mission to safeguard and advocate for the
resources and values of the Reserve.

The cultural landscape within the Reserve enables visitors and residents to experience patterns of
settlement, historic homes, pastoral farmsteads, forests, and marine settings. The cultural landscape
includes historic settlement, development patterns, and natural features that reflect human history and the
unique Pacific Northwest character of the area. Views and perceptual qualities, including the natural
soundscape, contribute to the authenticity of the cultural landscape and enable one to imagine what it was
like to be there hundreds if not thousands of years ago.

The Reserve provides a wide range of recreational amenities. The tourism generated by this unit of the
NPS plays a key part in sustaining the economy of the area. The NPS estimated the Reserve contributes
approximately $21.3 million to the local economy (NPS 2006, p. 71); however, this estimate is in 2005
U.S. dollars and based on 1995 visitation data, which does not reflect the continued increases in
population and visitation the area is currently experiencing. The actual economic impact of the Reserve is
likely much higher than $21.3 million, and the non-market benefits are significant as well.

Field carrier landing practices (FCLPs) at the Outlying Field Coupeville (OLF Coupeville) generate the
most extreme noise in the Reserve (NPS 2016). Higher elevation overflights also generate significant
noise over the entire Reserve. In 2006, the NPS prepared the first General Management Plan
(GMP)/Environmental Impact Statement for the Reserve, which included a qualitative discussion of
soundscape conditions and sources of noise pollution specifically including military overflights (NPS
2006, p. 37). The GMP highlighted FCLP operations at OLF Coupeville as a regularly occurring
significant impact to the soundscape. The GMP was written prior to implementing the transition from
EA-6 Prowlers to EA-18G Growlers, which are widely experienced as a louder and more intrusive
aircraft. This DEIS proposes to substantially expand the number of Growlers stationed at NASWI,
increase the number of FCLPs at OLF Coupeville, and expand the overall presence of Growlers in the
regional airspace. These proposed actions are of concern to the NPS because existing noise caused by
military overflights already cause significant adverse impacts on a regular basis. Therefore, NPS concurs
with the Navy’s conclusion in the DEIS (p. 4-111) that noise associated with additional Growler aircraft
will cause significant impacts under all of the action alternatives. The increased noise will significantly
impact soundscapes throughout the Reserve.

The Ebey’s Reserve General Management Plan includes an analysis of the current boundary of the
Reserve, which is a congressional mandate when GMPs are developed. The reason for the boundary
modification analysis is to evaluate significant resources, values, and visitor experience related to the
purpose of the Reserve and to address operational and management issues. The current boundary of the
Reserve includes the parcel boundary of the 1850 Donation Land Claims Act and is the same as the
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boundaries of the National Register Historic District that was established in 1973. However, some large
agricultural tracts and scenic open space parcels were left out, including the OLF. The OLF includes
approximately 468 acres of land immediately adjacent to the Reserve Boundary and occupies a substantial
portion of Smith Prairie, one of the three main prairies on Central Whidbey Island. The Boundary
Analysis concluded that acquisition of the OLF would improve maintenance of the rural landscape and
historic scene, and protect open space for plant and animal habitat. Including the remainder of the OLF in
the Reserve boundary and its subsequent retention in public ownership would also assist in protecting the
aquifer recharge area in this portion of Smith Prairie and central Whidbey Island, which provides drinking
water for the Town of Coupeville. We understand that the Navy desires to expand use of the OLF, but we
wish to underscore the NPS’s documented interest in acquiring the property in order to protect the
resources and values of the Reserve.

Olympic National Park Wilderness

Wilderness areas are rare, wild places where one can retreat from civilization, reconnect with the Earth,
and find healing and meaning in nature. In 1988, Congress designated 95% of Olympic National Park as
wilderness, the highest level of conservation protection for federal lands. Only Congress may designate
wilderness or change the status of wilderness areas. Through the 1964 Wilderness Act, Congress
recognized the intrinsic value of wild lands. The qualities that define wilderness character were identified
in Section 2.(c) of the Wilderness Act, they include the following: untrammeled, undeveloped, natural,
and outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation. Olympic NP
wilderness is mandated to protect wildlands, watersheds, biodiversity, and natural soundscapes. We
request that impacts to wilderness character at Olympic NP be addressed in the Final EIS, given the
magnitude of additional training proposed in the OLYM MOA, one of three primary Growler training
areas identified in the DEIS (p. 2-14).

Noise Reduction Measures

The DEIS includes noise reduction measures which include avoiding noise-sensitive and wilderness areas
by flying at altitudes of no less than 3,000 feet above ground level (AGL), except when in compliance
with an approved traffic or approach pattern, military training route, or within Special Use Airspace
(DEIS pp. 3-30 — 31). Given the sensitivity to noise at the otherwise nearly pristine Olympic wilderness
and significant noise and cultural landscape impacts at Ebey’s Landing, we request the following
additional noise monitoring and reduction measures be implemented as part of the Final EIS:

e Growlers entering, utilizing, and exiting the OLYM MOA fly at or above 3,000 feet AGL.

e Electronic emitter trucks used in training maneuvers on United States Forest Service logging
roads are parked as far as possible from Olympic NP wilderness boundaries.

e Pilots minimize throttling up or down while flying over Olympic NP wilderness.

e Growlers should be outfitted with Chevrons (ceramic strips placed in the exhaust nozzle of a jet
engine for sound reduction) or other noise reduction technologies prior to their training in the
OLYM MOA.

e If possible, expedite the implementation of the Magic Carpet (Maritime Augmented Guidance
with Integrated Controls for Carrier Approach and Recovery Precision Enabling Technologies),
which automates some pilot controls for landing on aircraft carriers. This would ultimately make
the process easier and reduce the training required for pilots to develop and maintain proficiency
for shipboard landings.

¢ Noise monitoring at NPS offices at Ebey’s Landing and periodic noise monitoring in the Reserve.

Accomplishing the missions of the Navy and the NPS on Whidbey Island and the surrounding area is a
challenging and complex task. The Department recognizes that some of the noise impacts are
unavoidable. Therefore, we request the Navy work with the NPS to develop a long-term action plan for
collaboration and coordination in order to facilitate better communication and local interaction between
the agencies. The NPS looks forward to working with the Navy to develop this plan.
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We appreciate the opportunity to review and offer comments on the DEIS. For additional information,

clarification, or consultation regarding these comments or the attached documents, please contact Judy
Rocchio, Regional Natural Sounds Program Coordinator, at (415) 623-2203.

If you have any other questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (503) 326-2489.

Sincerely,

(Wb O Bree
Allison O’Brien
Regional Environmental Officer

Attachments (3):
1. NPS Detailed Comments_Growler DEIS_24Feb2017

2. NPS Letter RE NOI for EA-1 SG Growler Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station. Whidbey
Island. Washington_03Jan2014

3. NPS Comment to Navy RE Growler APE_03Jan2017
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Attachment 1

National Park Service EA 18-G Growler Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

Page

Sentence

Comment

Source

ES-5

The U.S. Department of Defense
recommends land use controls beginning
at the 65 decibel (dB) day-night average
sound level (DNL). Research has
indicated that about 87 percent of the
population is not highly annoyed by
outdoor sound levels below 65 dB DNL
(FICUN [Federal Interagency Committee
on Urban Noise], 1980).

... the 65 dB DNL contour is used to help
determine compatibility of local land use
with military aircraft operations,
particularly for land use

associated with airfields, and is the lower
analysis range for this analysis.

Additional research suggests the 65 dB limit should be reconsidered when analyzing
impacts. Fidell, 2003 states; "It is readily apparent that the FICUN relationship
underestimates the prevalence of field measurements of aircraft noise-induced
annoyance and that the aircraft annoyance data themselves do not compel
identification of a DNL value of 65 dB as a self-evidently justifiable or data-driven
policy point."

The sensitivity of the protected historic community within the boundary of Ebey's
Reserve would warrant more stringent natural sounds protection. Research
conducted by the Environmental Protection Agency shows decibel levels greater
than 60 dB will disrupt speech during normal conversation; "For outdoor voice
communication, the outdoor Leq of 60 dB allows normal conversation at distances
up to 2 meters with 95% sentence intelligibility." (Information on Levels of Noise
Requisite to Protect the Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate Margin of
Safety, USEPA 1974.). NPS believes a DNL of 60dB would be a more appropriate
metric for determining land use compatibility at the Reserve. We ask that you use a
DNL of 60 dB for the lower range of analysis.

In addition, it would help the reader better understand noise impacts associated
with the proposal if additional information were referenced from the FICUN report.
Table D-1 in the report states "very few people (on average three to four percent)
will be highly annoyed by noise at or below a level of about Ldn =55 dB. However,
about 15 percent of the population will be highly annoyed by noise at about a level
of Ldn = 65 dB; 25 percent of the population will be highly annoyed at Ldn = 70 dB;
and 37 percent of the population will be highly annoyed as the noise level reaches
Ldn = 75 dB. Twenty to 30 percent of the population is apparently imperturbable
and not bothered even by high noise levels. " Please include this information in the
Final EIS.

In the reference cited the level of noise that exceeds 65 dB is defined as "Significant
Exposure" (Table 1) i.e., 15% of the population will be highly annoyed. The DEIS
incorrectly uses 13%. Please correct the discrepancy and also state that 15% is
considered "significant exposure". (FICUN [Federal Interagency Committee on

Urban Noise], 1980).

Fidell, Sanford. "The

Schultz curve 25 years
later: A research

perspective." The Journal

of the Acoustical Society of

America 114.6 (2003):

3007-3015.
http://www.vlieghinder.nl/

images/knipsels/25 years
Schultz Curve 2003 .pdf

http://www.rosemonteis.u

s/files/references/usepa-

1974.pdf

www.nonoise.org/epa/Roll

7/roll7doc20.pdf

(FICUN [Federal
Interagency Committee on
Urban Noise], 1980).

http://www.rosemonteis.u

s/files/references/federal-

interagency-committee-

1980.pdf
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ES-5 |...would therefore result in additional Please include "living, working, attending school, and recreating" within...

people living within the 65 dB DNL...

1-11  [Relevant Laws and Regulations The Wilderness Act of 1964 should be included as increased military training in the |[Wilderness Act of 1964
Olympic Military Operating Area is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
proposed action and will impact the wilderness area in Olympic National Park.
Wilderness character including solitude, an essential quality of wilderness, will be
adversely affected. The proposed project may also impact the BLM wilderness
located within the San Juan Islands. (3.5.2.4)

1-20 [The Navy is also considering other noise |NPS supports the use of additional noise reduction measures like a noise

reduction measures, such as suppression facility, engine redesign, and a reduction in FLCPs.
construction and operation of a noise
suppression facility for engine
maintenance (also known as a “hush
house”) and actively researching engine
design solutions to reduce overall sound
emissions from the engines of the FA-
18E/F “Super Hornet” and Growler in
addition to other measures that may
reduce the number of FCLPs required.
2-14  |Olympic, Okanagan, and Roosevelt NPS is using the opportunity of commenting on this DEIS to request information on

MOAs, including associated Air Traffic
Control Assigned Airspace, ..represent
the primary area for Growler training.

the impacts associated with additional Growler training on the wilderness character
at Olympic NP. Section 2.(c) of the 1964 Wilderness Act identifies four qualities of
wilderness character that unify all wilderness areas. These four qualities are
untrammeled, undeveloped, natural, and outstanding opportunities for solitude or
a primitive and unconfined type of recreation.
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3-17 [Studies of community annoyance in See also comments on page ES-5 above. Refer to the "updated Schultz curve" not  |ftp://public-
response to numerous types of the "Schultz, 1978" that is mentioned here, the mark on this curve is actually above |ftp.agl.faa.gov/Materials%2
environmental noise show that DNL 15% according to the paper although hard to estimate exactly because there isno |OReleased%20Related%20t
correlates well with impact assessments |single value for 65 given on the graph. One source that cites this work states the 0%20the%200M%20EIS/3-
(Schultz, 1978); a consistent relationship [number as 16. The paper cited actually states that 15% percent of people will be 31-
exists between DNL and the level of highly annoyed (not 13%), this metric can be found in table D-1 on page D-2 in the [2005%20World%20Gatewa
annoyance experienced (refer to original reference. y%20Related%20Documen
Appendix A, Draft Aircraft Noise Study). |Please insert a sentence stating: The 65 dB level is also the level at which the ts/1856 29.pdf
DoD recommends land use controls community impact is expected to be "Significant." As this reference states.
beginning at the 65 dB DNL level.
Research has indicated that about 87
percent of the population is not highly
annoyed by outdoor sound levels below
65 dB DNL (FICUN [Federal Interagency
Committee on Urban Noise],
3-21 |This analysis assumes that individuals are|Change everyday to 5 days a week, as found further in this document and in the
outdoors at the location of their original citation.
residence for at least 8 hours per day,
every day, for 40 years.
3-25 |The Growler aircraft replaced the EA-6B |With the transition from the Prowler to the Growler there came an increase in

Prowler aircraft (as discussed in Section
1.4), with a full transition timeframe of
2016. Therefore, the noise modeled
within this analysis assumes the EA-6B
Prowler has been fully replaced, thereby
isolating the noise to that from the
changes in the operational environment
for this Proposed Action.

noise, especially noise at the low frequencies. The introduction of this aircraft at the
FCLP around Ebey's Landing has made many residents unhappy about the proposed
increases in number of Growlers. To provide a clear understanding of what is
happening to the acoustic environment at the Reserve, please include information
about how the noise signature will change compared to when Prowlers where
operating at the base.
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3-30

Each aircrew must be familiar with the
noise profiles of its aircraft and is
expected to minimize noise impacts
without compromising operational and
safety requirements.....Additionally,
aircrews are directed, to the maximum
extent practicable, to employ prudent
airmanship techniques to reduce aircraft
noise impacts and to avoid sensitive
areas except when operational safety
dictates otherwise. ...Avoiding noise-
sensitive and wilderness areas by flying
at altitudes of no less than 3,000 feet
AGL, except when in compliance with an
approved traffic or approach pattern,
military training route, or within Special
Use Airspace.

Please address the following questions in the FEIS:

What is the range of noise reduction achieved using these measures? How are
these types of noise abatement measures enforced? How well are they adhered
to?

3-34

Table 3.2-4: Maximum Sound Exposure
Level (dB) and Maximum Sound Level
(dB) for representative Points of Interest
in the Vicinity of the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex (CY 21)

This data is not consistent with data the NPS collected on the Reserve. NPS site 001
(Reuble Farmstead) is similar to Navy site P04 (Rhododendron Park) and NPS site
002 (Ferry House) is similar to Navy site PO5 (Ebey's Prairie). The model and
definition suggest a "fast" MaxSPL (but does not specifically define this) which
would have a higher SPL than NPS "slow" MaxSPL which would have
underestimated these values Data the NPS type 1 systems collected in the field
and the Navy modeled data are inconsistent. Please provide the margin of error for
the values calculated and explain the differences in the two datasets. Table 3.2-4
shows 267 events for an entire year, whereas just for one month NPS monitoring
documented 281 aircraft events exceeding LAmax 70 dBA at the Reuble Farmstead.
It is unclear how there can be 267 annual events predicted for Rhododendron park.
Please clarify and discuss your margin of error. See also the comment on page 4-36
below.
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3-38 [Table3.2-8: Average Number of Events |Please consider the use of EPA Guidelines for Speech Interference at 60 dB. Refer to |http://www.rosemonteis.u
per Hour of Outdoor Speech Information on Levels of Noise Requisite to Protect the Public Health and Welfare |s/files/references/usepa-
Interference for Representative Points of |with an Adequate Margin of Safety, EPA 1974 : "For outdoor voice communication, |1974.pdf
Interest in the Vicinity of the NAS the outdoor Leq of 60 dB allows normal conversation at distances up to 2 meters
Whidbey Island Complex (CY 21) with 95% sentence intelligibility."

3-45 |The initial response focuses on rescue, |NPS has concern for groundwater contamination resulting from emergency fire
evacuation, fire suppression, safety, suppression at OLF. Residences rely on potable well water, and in the case of
elimination of explosive devices, Coupeville, potable community well water. This is especially important given that;
ensuring security of the area, and other |(a) Central Whidbey Island is a "sole source" aquifer with limited capacity; (b) the
actions immediately necessary to surficial geology is composed of deep glacial deposits in the area of the OLF (Smith
prevent loss of life or further property  |Prairie) and these gravels are highly permeable; (c) the presence of fire suppressing
damage. foam, such as perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOAs) in water supplies substantiates the

potential for groundwater contamination and raises a reasonable question about
future risks. For these reasons there needs to be a risk analysis that evaluates how
continued use of PFOAs in the event of a crash would potentially affect
groundwater in the area. The risk analysis should include Best Management
Practices used to contain and clean up fire suppressing foam.

3-77 |3-6 Cultural Resources General The NPS defines cultural resources as an aspect of a cultural system that is valued

Comment

by or significantly representative of a culture, or that contains significant
information about a culture. A cultural resource may be a tangible entity or a
cultural practice. Tangible cultural resources are categorized as districts, sites,
buildings, structures, and objects for the National Register of Historic Places, and as
archeological resources, cultural landscapes, structures museum objects, and
ethnographic resources.
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3-79 |3.6.1.2. The Area of Potential Effect The proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the proposed action is presented as
(APE) must be defined in order to assess [the 65dB DNL that would exist in 2021 as represented by the No Action Alternative.
the effects of a proposed action on a The rationale provided is that the 65 dBA DNL is a standard accepted for the
historic property. An APE is defined as  |evaluation of historic properties near airports and is consistent with environmental
the geographic area or areas within documentation previously completed for Navy operations. In addition, noise levels
which an undertaking may directly or below 65 dBA DNL are considered to be equivalent to background noise or
indirectly cause changes in the character |conversational speech. NPS disagrees with this rationale for APE delineation in part
or use of historic properties, if any such [based on the results of NPS monitoring at the NPS Ferry House near Ebey’s Landing.
properties exist (36 C.F.R. 800.16[d]). The Ferry House would be excluded from the 65-DNL-delineated APE, yet

monitoring results have documented noise levels as high as 85 dB Lmax, an SEL of
96.6. This demonstrates that Growler aircraft have a uniquely intrusive noise
signature that impacts the cultural landscape well beyond the 65 dBA DNL. We also
note that the Reserve is a nationally significant cultural landscape and an important
unit of the NPS system.

We request the APE be delineated more broadly by using the 60 dBA DNL contour
for Growler aircraft. Research demonstrates noise at this level interrupts speech
for normal conversations. Therefore, it is an appropriate surrogate metric for
gauging impacts to the sights, sounds, feelings and associations of place that are
essential qualities of the cultural landscape and will be adversely impacted by this
undertaking.

4-3 Growler training within the Olympic Training addressed in the 2010 and 2015 NWTT EIS/OEIS did not assess 35-36

MOAs was analyzed in the 2010 NWTRC
EIS/OEIS. The 2015 NWTT EIS/OEIS
analyzed a small increase in Growler
training in the Olympic MOAs....
...Under all alternatives, the number of
transits to all training areas would
increase by approximately two or three
flights per day. Proposed Growler
operations would transit between Ault
Field and military training areas
(Olympic, Okanogan, Roosevelt, and
NWSTF Boardman) in a similar manner
as existing Growlers (at altitudes
between 14,000 feet and 16,000 feet
above MSL) and would generate similar
sound levels.

additional Growler jets. Therefore the impacts disclosed in those reports do not
adequately reflect impacts associated with this proposed action. Please analyze the
additional impacts to Olympic NP Wilderness from the reasonably foreseeable
consequence of increased operations in and around the Olympic MOA. The
proposed additional operations will add to existing impacts from fighter jet noise in
the park and on wilderness qualities including; untrammeled, undeveloped, natural,
and outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation.
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General Comment

Although Scenario C has the highest population increase affected by the 65 dBA
contour the most land area is impacted by Scenario A. If more personnel move to
the island because of the alternatives in this DEIS, then population dynamics will
change. We suggest using land area, as opposed to population impacted, as a more
reasonable metric.

General Comment

The Scenarios describe areas that will be under the 65 dBA contour but do not
explain the increase in areas under the 70, 75, and 80 dBA contours. Communities
under these levels have the likelihood of being much more "highly annoyed" than
communities at 65 dBA. Please provide a more detailed explanation regarding the
increase in areas under the 70, 75 and 80 dBA contours. In addition please provide
as assessment of moderately annoyed communities under the 60 dB contour.

4-12

The No Action alternative will have the least impact overall. Alternative 3C has the
least impact of the action alternatives on the Reserve.
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4 Scenario 1 Table 4.1-2, 4.1-3, 4.1-4 It would be extremely detrimental to the soundscape of the Reserve to add 35,500-
33,900 annual airfield operations to OLF. This is the case for scenario A under all
alternatives. The annual FCLP that currently exists at OLF (6,100) harms the visitor
experience at the Reserve and inhibits our ability to preserve the natural sound
resources and cultural landscape. The loudest FCLP operation recorded at Ebey's
Landing was 113 dBA recorded by NPS ANSI Type 1 Sound Level Meters.

4-16  |Overall, Alternative 3 would not result in |The No Action Alternative would have the least impact on the Reserve. Alternative

significant adverse impacts to airspace at|3C would have the least impact from the action alternatives, but there would still

Ault Field from proposed Growler be significant adverse noise impacts on the Reserve.

operations

4-17 [Implementation of Alternative 3 would |This would make carrying out the Reserve mission very difficult. From the three

increase total airfield operations by up |alternatives provided, 3C is the least impacting to the Reserve. Part of the

to 46 percent above the No Action Reserve's Congressional Mandate is to preserve a rural community. In Appendix A

Alternative. (A-157) of this report, it mentions the average DNL of a rural community is
expected to be less than 45 dB. These actions would increase the DNL well beyond
this figure which would degrade the ability of the National Park Service to carry out
its mission. In a reference used in this report (CHABA, 1977) Table IV-1 states that a
Rural (developed) area should have an DNL of 40, while a Very Noisy Urban
Community should expect a DNL of 65. The operations that occur at NAS Whidbey
Island cause the DNL to be raised to a level not appropriate for the designation of
the property. All action alternatives would increase the existing DNL.

4-36 [Table 4.2-3 Maximum Sound Exposure |In summer 2015 the NPS conducted acoustic monitoring at the Reuble Farmstead

Level (dB) and Maximum Sound Level
(dB) for Representative Points of Interest
in the Vicinity of the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex.

and the Ferry House to clarify baseline conditions in accordance with NPS policies
and in preparation for evaluating this proposal (NPS, 2016). NPS collected data
from a 31-day monitoring period. We compared this data with two Points of
Interest in the DEIS (Rhododendron Park, Ebey’s Landing State Park) in similar areas.
Rhododendron Park is slightly closer to the OLF than the Reuble Farmstead, and
existing DNL maps depict the area as having a higher noise exposure than the
Reuble Farmstead, yet NPS monitoring results document a 7dBA difference in Lmax
(113 dB at Reuble Farmstead versus 106 at Rhododendron Park), and a 5.2
difference in SEL (117 dB at the Farmstead versus 112 dB at Rhododendron Park).
The differences between levels at the Ferry House and Ebey’s Prairie are 8 dBA
Lmax and 8.6 SEL. In both instances, the DEIS modeling data projected for Calendar
Year 21 (full implementation of the proposed action) significantly under represent
the noise derived from NPS monitoring of current conditions. Please explain this
discrepancy.
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4-44

Potential Noise Effects on Recreation:
General Comments

The section on Potential Noise Effects on Recreation incorrectly concludes that the
proposed actions would have no direct impact on management plans for the
Reserve. Expanded operations at OLF Coupeville would adversely affect current
operations and several longstanding NPS proposals as follows: 1. OLF Coupeville is
adjacent to the southern gateway to the Reserve along State Route 20. This
gateway is geographically notable for management of the Reserve because each
year hundreds of thousands of visitors pass through this gateway and there are
plans to install a South Gateway kiosk and wayside area to orient visitors to the
Reserve. Expanding operations at OLF Coupeville would diminish the quality of the
visitor experience at the southern gateway and impact the NPS ability to orient
visitors to the Reserve. 2. The historic Reuble Farmstead is the base of NPS
Operations for the Reserve, which includes offices, workshops, transient quarters, a
conference room, and 100-acres of agricultural land farmed under permit. When
FCLPs occur, Growler aircraft fly directly over NPS offices at approximately 500 feet
and noise levels outside routinely exceed 110 dB. Voice communication is not
possible. All staffs must wear ear protection inside structures. This extreme noise
substantially affects the NPS’ ability to achieve its operational mission. 3. The DEIS
provides Conceptual Accident Zones that include significant portions of NPS land at
the Reuble Farmstead. This land is currently being used as an operational base for
the NPS, but several management options including a land exchange are envisioned
for this property. Current uses, and future potential alternative uses, for this
property would not be compatible with DoD Land use compatibility guidelines for
APZs. For example, residential uses, cultural activities, public assembly, and
educational services would not be recommended (Dept. of Defense, 2011).

Department of Defense,
2011. "DoD Instruction
6055.07, Mishap
Notification, Investigation,
Reporting, and Record
Keeping"

4-45

General Comment

The format of using number of events per hour instead of events over a day (7:00 -
22:00) makes total daily impacts less clear to the reader. Using the total number of
events over the course of the day would provide better clarity. NPS suggests using
an Lmax of 60 dBA as cited by the USEPA 1974 referenced elsewhere in this report.
There is no reference that the commenter can find about the 65 dBA standard,
although there is a comment about the DOD suggesting this level. Please provide a
reference for using 65 dBA. The 60 dBA level is also referenced in the 1996 DOD
document titled "Department of Defense Methodologies for Assessing Airborne
Noise from Military Operations, Testing and Training Activities" in section A.3.2.

Department of Defense,
1996, "Department of
Defense Methodologies for
Assessing Airborne Noise
from Military Operations,
Testing and Training
Activities"
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4-50 [Research has demonstrated that these |Please provide references and cite examples from the peer-reviewed literature.
factors have a larger and more direct
effect on a person's health than aircraft
noise.

4-50 [for the representative POIs analyzed, the |Vibration from sound occurs in low frequencies. This 118 dB value was calculated
highest Lmax value was 118 dB, and using A-Weighted decibels which disproportionally reduces low frequency impacts.
therefore sound levels damaging to For acoustic research using dBA is fine but for the vibration study please consider
structural components of buildings are  |dBZ or another metric that does not skew low frequency data.
not likely to occur.

4-82 [Table 4.2-17 Estimated Acreage and As a land management agency the NPS is concerned with the number of acres

Population within the DNL Contour
Ranges1 for the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex, Alternative 3 (Average Year)

disturbed not just the number of people disturbed, as the latter will change through
time and the previous will stay the same. Protecting and enhancing the health and
enjoyment of our visitors and employees and the community that surrounds them
is a very important part of the mission of the Reserve. In addition to aircraft, the
proposed actions call for increases in personnel on the island to fulfill these actions.
This would result in unknown future populations being impacted. Scenario C has
the fewest increase in acres. While Scenario C has the highest overall increase in
population impacted by 65 dB contour, Scenario A and B have higher impacts on the
population overall because of the increased population under the greater than 75
dB DNL. This metric is much more important because at this DNL 37% of the
population will be highly annoyed. Scenario 3C does the best job at mitigating noise
based on number of people impacted out of the 3 scenarios.
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4-107 |According to the USEPA, changes in Hearing loss that is not noticeable is still important. The citation is correct but the  |http://www.nonoise.org/e
hearing level of less than 5 dB are noise-induced permanent threshold shift, which is based on hearing level, is not pa/Roll1/rollldoc1l.pdf
generally not considered noticeable based on what is noticeable. It is based on how much hearing loss occurs. Note that
(USEPA, 1974). Therefore, using the the USEPA indicates the majority of the population will not suffer hearing
data provided in Table 4.2-24, for the impairment at 70 dBA, which suggests that some individuals will suffer impairment
population with average sensitivity to at that level. To more fully disclose the potential for hearing loss we recommend
noise, the level at which there may be a |adding rows to the table that quantify the impacts that would occur between 70
noticeable NIPTS would be at the 84 to |and 75 dBA Leq(24). Consider amending this section to indicate; "Human hearing
85 dB Leq(24) range and above. loss of ?? dB would occur from the proposed actions at the 70-71 Leq(24) band.

According to USEPA, individuals will not notice hearing loss until the 84-85 dB
Leq(24). This is because humans cannot perceive hearing loss below 5 dB, although
it still occurs."

4-120 |As stated in Section 3.2.3, a review of It is more realistic to discuss all noise and not just aircraft noise in this section. ANSI/ASA S12.60-2010
the scientific literature (see Appendix A, |Appendix A provides more details. We know a lot about how noise impacts
Draft Aircraft Noise Study) indicated that |classroom learning. There is actually an ANSI standard and a lot of research. This
there has standard states that classrooms should have a background sound level not
been limited research in the area of exceeding 35 dB including all noise sources.
aircraft noise effects on children and
classroom/learning interference.

4-144 |Table 4.4-16 Total Change in Criteria Criteria pollutant and GHG emissions generated from the proposed action are the
Pollutants and GHG Emissions lowest for Scenario C for all alternatives.

4-166 [Depending on the alternative and The majority of noise-related impacts at the Reserve arise from operations at OLF

scenario selected, annual aircraft
operations would increase
approximately 46 percent to 47 percent
over affected environment conditions.
These operational conditions would be
similar to historic operational levels in
the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s for the NAS
Whidbey Island complex and, thus,
similar to operational conditions that
would have occurred at the time the
Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve was created in 1978 and over
most of the reserve’s existence.

Coupeville, and these operations are proposed to expand from 6,100 FCLPs per year
(current conditions), to a range between 8,300-35,100. This range greatly exceeds
the 46-47 percent increase over affected environment conditions reported. In
addition, comparing these future scenarios to past conditions contradicts the wide-
ranging perception that Growler aircraft are significantly louder and more intrusive
than Prowlers.
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4-167

Table 4.5-8: Number of Events per Hour
of Outdoor Speech Interference for
Representative Points of Interest at
Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve (Average Year)

Table 4.5-8 presents unclear metrics and it is difficult to understand this analysis.
The three POI’s within the Reserve would all continue to be exposed to loud or
extremely loud noise, and the overall number of events would increase from a
minimum of a 36% (Alternative 3C C, 8,300 FCLP/year) to a maximum of 482%
(Alternative 1A, 35,500 FCLP/year from Table 2.3-1). Current impacts to visitor
experience vary depending upon location in the Reserve, but generally speaking the
extreme noise is causing intermittent, significant impacts as noted in the Reserve’s
GMP, and all scenarios envisioned would increase the frequency of these impacts.
We disagree that scenario C would have a long-term, slightly beneficial impact on
recreation. In all instances impacts would be more adverse compared to current
conditions.

4-167

Table 4.5-8: Number of Events per Hour
of Outdoor Speech Interference for
Representative Points of Interest at
Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve (Average Year)

Although the No Action alternative has the least impact, this table confirms that
Alternative 3C has the least impact of the Action alternatives on the Reserve.

4-168

This statement from the NPS, 2005
report that was used in this DEIS "are
short-term, highly variable in their
frequency, and range from minor to
moderate in their intensity" was before
Growler operations and at this point we
can say operations are moderate to
extreme.

This document (NPS, 2005) was written before Growler Operations on Ebey's
landing which significantly increased the acoustic disturbance to staff and visitors at
the Reserve. We agree operations can have extreme impacts at Ebey's Landing
NHP.

4-168

Scenario C under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3
would have no impact on management
of the national historical reserve because
these alternatives would not increase
the numbers of noise events over 65 dB
DNL compared to the No Action
Alternative.

While this modeled data shows there would not be an increase in events over 65 dB
with Scenario C, that does not preclude the possibility that DNL and/or Leq might be
elevated as a result of increased aircraft activity. This would continue to impact
management and the visitor experience at the park. Appendix A states that a
common DNL for rural areas is 45 DNL (A-157). The explicit intent of founding
legislation for Ebey's Reserve is to protect a rural community. As DNL increases with
more overflight activity, the Reserve can expect to see its ability to carry out its
mission more difficult. Impacts would increase with increased aircraft operations at
OLF Coupeville. The total area of the park under the 75 DNL contour would also
increase under this scenario, which would have large direct impacts on Reserve

operations
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4-168 |Alternatives 1, Scenarios A and B; Putting a large portion of our managed land in a DNL contour that is higher than 75
Alternative 2, Scenarios A and B; and DNL would not result in intermittent or moderate impacts. Levels this high may
Alternative 3, Scenarios A and B would  |result in hearing loss for individuals that work outdoors for 8 hours a day. Speech
have a long-term, moderate indirect would be disturbed. A higher percentage of the rural community that the Reserve
impact on management of Ebey’s is supposed to protect would be highly annoyed. We would suggest replacing the
Landing National Historical Reserve as a |text with Long-term, intermittent, significant impacts. Putting a large portion of our
result of the potential increase in the managed land in a DNL contour that is higher than 75 DNL would not result in
numbers of noise events over 65 dB DNL |intermittent or moderate impacts. Levels this high may result in hearing loss for
to degrade visitor experience. individuals that work outdoors for 8 hours a day. Speech would be disturbed. A

higher percentage of the rural community that the Reserve is supposed to protect
would be highly annoyed. We would suggest replacing the text with Long-term,
intermittent, significant impacts.

4-177 |Table 4.5-14 (1a, 1b) (2a, 2b) (33, 3b)  |See comment number 4-168.

Long-term, intermittent, moderate
impacts on Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve.

4-178 |[Table 4.5-14 (1c, 2c, 3c) Long-term, This proposed action would not result in a slightly beneficial impact to Ebey's
slightly beneficial impact on recreation [Landing. Increasing the number of Growler aircraft at Ebey's Landing will increase
at Ebey’s Landing National Historical air traffic over the park that will continue to have detrimental impacts to the
Reserve. No impact on management of |natural soundscape, wildlife and the community that this park was mandated to
the national historical reserve for preserve. Furthermore, while the models in the EIS show a decrease of land
recreation. impacted by 60 dB contour the 75 dB contour appears to increase with this

alternative and that increase would directly impact Ebey's Landing. Table 2.3-2 in
this report shows that under Scenario C there would be anywhere between a 2,700
to 2,200 annual FCLP increase under scenario C at OLF Coupeville, which would
certainly not have a beneficial impact on Ebey's Landing.

4-179 |[Table 4.5-14. No impacts to There will be additional impacts to Olympic NP wilderness due to the increase in

Congressionally designated wilderness
areas or BLM-owned lands with
wilderness characteristics

number of training flights to, from and inside the Olympic Military Operations Area.
Please analyze the impacts to Olympic NP from the proposed additional operations.
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4-183 [The Proposed Action would not directly |Federal land managers at Ebey's Landing would be directly impacted from the
impact management of parks or increased operations at OLF with decibel levels commonly exceeding 100 dB.
recreation areas by federal, state, or
local agencies or departments but may
indirectly affect recreation management
as a result of long-term changes in noise
exposure that would affect the
recreational experiences of visitors when
aircraft are operating in the area.

4-183 [No Congressionally designated This does not mean there will be no impacts to wilderness. See comment #39
wilderness areas or BLM-owned lands above.
with wilderness characteristics would be
located within the greater than 65 dB
DNL contours, regardless of alternative
or operational scenario chosen.

4-184 [4-6 Cultural Resources - General The scope of the DEIS cultural resource analysis is limited to archeological site and
Comment historic structures and we generally concur with the DEIS findings regarding those

resources. The DEIS, however, does not evaluate impacts to the cultural landscape,
which is a resource that is fundamental to the integrity of the Reserve. The
extreme noise and related effects of low and high elevation Growler aircraft
overflights significantly impact the cultural landscape by intermittently degrading
the authenticity of the area, including views, auditory and perceptual values of
place. These impacts need to be considered and disclosed in the DEIS, and also
evaluated as part of the Section 106 analysis for this undertaking.

4-189 [The Navy is evaluating the potential According to Federal Law under the NHPA, before any action is taken or an EIS is

impacts of the Proposed Action to
historic architectural resources under

NEPA and under Section 106 of the
NHPA

put out for public review, Section 106 should be completed. Without providing
information about Section 106, the NPS and the community are not fully informed
to comment on any of the alternatives.
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4-193

Per the guidelines, sounds lasting more
than 1 second with a peak

unweighted sound level greater than or
equal to 130 dB (in the 1 hertz (Hz) to
1,000 Hz frequency range) are
considered potentially damaging to
structural components (NRC/NAS, 1977).
This is a conservative standard for
assessing all sound (NRC/NAS, 1977).

Please also discuss "frequency resonance" which can break glass at lower decibel
levels.

4-195

Under Scenario A of each alternative,
approximately 80 percent of the FCLPs
would be conducted at OLF Coupeville.
As compared to the other scenarios,
impacts may be experienced with
greater frequency under this scenario to
Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve

due to its proximitv to OLF Coupeville

Although the No Action alternative has the least impact, this statement confirms
that scenario A would have the most significant impact for the Reserve.

4-198

Under each of the three action
alternatives, no direct impacts are
anticipated to occur to terrestrial or
marine wildlife during construction or
operation. Impacts to specific wildlife
species from habitat loss, sensory
disturbance, and aircraft operations are
discussed in Section 4.8.2.1 for
terrestrial wildlife.

Under each of the three alternatives, the
Proposed Action would not directly
impact marine wildlife (fish and marine
mammals) during construction or
operation. Impacts to specific marine
wildlife from habitat loss, sensory
disturbance, and aircraft operations are
discussed in Section 4.8.2.2 for marine

ITITIYS

It is very likely that sensory disturbance due to implementation of any of the
proposed alternatives would harm wildlife during operations. Not enough evidence
is provided to support the claim that under each of the action alternatives there
would be no direct impacts to terrestrial or marine wildlife during construction or
operation.
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4-200 [Animals in the study area would be not |The Migratory Bird Act requires consideration of species that move into the area
significantly impacted by noise; there and have not yet habituated to high levels of noise. The term "habituation" is
would be an increase in noise in the frequently discussed in the DEIS without going into detail about how the Navy
study area but wildlife are already defines that term in reference to the response of wildlife with respect to habitat
exposed to a high level of long-term fragmentation or loss of hearing. This report does not give enough information
aircraft operations and other about how or why habituation would take place to draw conclusion about impacts.
humanmade disturbances and have There has been ample evidence in the literature that wildlife populations, while
presumably habituated. / Habitat loss they may remain in a location, do not remain as viable when impacted by high
will be limited to the construction of levels of noise. Increases in sound can change wildlife behavior and result in a
proposed facilities under each of the degraded habitat. These impacts have been shown to increase individual mortality.
three action alternatives and would
occur in developed or previously
disturbed areas of Ault Field.

4-201 |Therefore, the previously disturbed This report mentions many other species that are likely to be found on the island or
areas likely provide only marginal, that surveys or public sourced data have shown are on the island. The actions
temporary habitat for species that are  |suggested in this EIS could harm many of them. The suggestion that raccoons would
adapted to human-modified be the most impacted is not substantiated.
environments (e.g., raccoons).

4-202 |Although impacts on wildlife habitat While we agree that impacts from construction will disturb wildlife, it is important
under each of the three action to not understate the magnitude of impacts to wildlife during aircraft operations.
alternatives are limited, an increase in
human activity and noise and vibrations
associated with equipment use during
construction and operation of the
proposed facilities could disturb wildlife.

4-203 |[In general, aircraft disturbances are not |Please provide evidence for this statement. Rearing young is a major behavior (Grubb and Bowerman,

likely to disrupt major behavior patterns,
and impacts are not expected to have an
adverse impact at the population level.

pattern as is communication. In addition migrating birds may no longer find this
area suitable due to the high levels of noise. These are all major behavior patterns.
The research cited reflects that aircraft disturbances do disrupt major behavior
patterns.

1997; Goudie, 2006)
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4-207

Potential impacts on passerines at Skagit
Bay IBA would be similar under
Alternatives 1 through 3; however
impacts would vary by scenario. Impacts
at Skagit Bay IBA would increase with
increased

aircraft operations at Ault Field, with
Scenario C having the highest potential
for impacts (refer to Table 4.1-5).
However, passerines in the study area
are already exposed to a high level of
long-term military operations and other
human-made disturbances, and they are
presumably habituated to the high levels
of disturbance. The Proposed Action is
not expected to have significant impacts
on passerines using the study area.

No evidence of the presumption of bird habituation is provided. This may be a
critical stopover point for many species protected under the MBTA and heavily
impacted by anthropogenic noise. There is a study by Ware et. Al (2015) that
studied the impacts of noise on migrating passerines. The study removed
influencing factors associated with noise such as aircraft, roads, cars and used
speakers in a forested area to just examine the impacts from noise. The passerines
exposed to higher levels of noise were unable to consume enough food stressing
them during their long migrations. Migrating birds and the increase in noise is not
taken into consideration. The paper also shows that although wildlife may stay in
an area impacted by noise, they can suffer significant costs. The paper is titled, "A
Phantom Road Experiment Reveals Traffic Noise Is An Invisible Source of Habitat
Degradation".

Ware et. Al (2015). A
Phantom Road Experiment
Reveals Traffic Noise Is An
Invisible Source of Habitat
Degradation

4-238

General Comment on Socioeconomic
Effects

The Reserve is a critical asset for sustaining tourism-based businesses and economic
interests, but the DEIS does not evaluate the potential impacts to sectors of the
economy that depend upon tourism and tourism-related goods and services and
would be affected by expanding operations at OLF Coupeville. Given the significant
adverse impacts that occur when Growlers are conducting FCLPs at OLF Coupeville,
the document should include an analysis of these impacts.
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4-307

Increase in aircraft operations would
occur, but since local terrestrial wildlife
are already exposed to a high level of
long-term air operations and other
human-made disturbances, they have
presumably habituated to the very high
level of noise and visual disturbances at
NAS Whidbey Island. Therefore, there
would be no significant impacts to
terrestrial mammals, fish, and/or reptiles
and amphibians with respect to visual
and noise disturbances from
construction and operation.

This section makes a point that wildlife living in the area are already significantly
disturbed. The fact that wildlife remains in the area does not mean it does so
without suffering harm. See also comment on page 4-207.

Ware et. Al (2015). A
Phantom Road Experiment
Reveals Traffic Noise Is An
Invisible Source of Habitat
Degradation

The Proposed Action and alternatives
would have a significant impact on the
noise environment as it relates to
aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF
Coupeville. There would be an increase
in population within the 65 decibel (dB)
DNL noise contour under all alternatives
and scenarios.

Significant impact is disclosed here and should be used consistently throughout the
document. The document only focuses on increases in 65dB. Please also state the
increases in population disturbed at 70dB and 75dB.

Birds in the study area are already
exposed to high levels of long-term
aircraft operations and other human-
made disturbances and are
presumably habituated.

Ware 2016 mentioned above shows that while birds may stay in a place where
noise is present they do suffer significant costs. Habituation does not mean that
there are no impacts, only that the impacts are common. Habituation to an
unhealthy ecosystem should not be an acceptable standard.

5-23

For these reasons, the Proposed Action
under each of the three action
alternatives would not result in
significant aircraft-related, sensory
disturbance impacts on marbled
murrelets.

In 2006 the USFWS produced a document titled "Estimating the Effects of Auditory
and Visual Disturbance to Northern Spotted Owls and Marbled Murrelets in
Northwestern California" One of the specific points of disturbance that this paper
provides is that project generated sound that exceeds 90 dB could impact these
species and cause disturbance. In this report there are Lmax values which exceed
this level and which will disturb birds especially during nesting.

USFWS (2006). Estimating
the Effects of Auditory and
Visual Disturbance to
Northern Spotted Owls and
Marbled Murrelets in
Northwestern California.
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6-13  |This Environmental Impact Statement The No Action Alternative has the least impact on NPS resources.
(EIS) has determined that the
alternatives considered may result
in significant impacts with respect to
noise and education from
implementation of the action
alternatives. ...Significant adverse
impacts may not always be completely
avoided, as with impacts to education
and impacts on the community from
noise from implementation of the action
altornativec
Appendix A Draft Aircraft Noise Study

Page |Sentence Comment

A-15 [The purpose of this study is to present  |Given that A-weighted decibels skews low-frequency sound that Growler aircraft
the noise exposure associated with the |are most recognized for, please consider an analysis using Z or C weighted decibels.
additional EA-18G aircraft operations in |Or explain how low frequency data is not being considered in this analysis.
the vicinity of the Complex. The primary |Appendix A on page A-153 states "C-weighting is nearly flat throughout the audible
noise metric for quantifying noise frequency range, and includes low frequencies that may not be heard but cause
exposure is the Day-Night Average shaking or rattling. C-weighting approximates the human ear’s sensitivity to higher
Sound Level (DNL), presented in A- intensity sounds." Yet in the analysis of Growler impacts, C-weighting is not used.
weighted decibels (dB) and is based on  [Using C-weighting would be helpful for the public to fully understand the impacts
annual average daily aircraft events. of each of the alternatives. Due to the highly intermittent nature of the training at

OLF Coupeville, using a yearly average dilutes the noise impact. A better basis
would be the average busy day.
A-15 [Noise exposure is primarily presented in |We understand that the DOD typically uses the 65 dB level for its analysis, however

terms of estimated off-station
population affected in 5-dB bands of
DNL, starting at 65 dB.

sensitive areas should be considered under a lower sound pressure level. The
federally designated Ebey's Landing noise exposure should be considered starting at
a level of 60 dB.
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A-17 [1. Change in overall population exposed |It would also be helpful to reference how many people and how much land area is

to at least 65 dB DNL (in %).... In terms of |exposed to increases within the 70 dB and 75 dB contours since population
increases in affected population (item annoyance increases at these levels.
#1), at 15-16%, the A-series of scenarios
would have the least amount of
percentage increase. The B-series of
scenarios would have 19-21% increases
in population, whereas the C-series
would have 21-23% increases in
population.

A-17 |[Interms of an Average NIPTS of at least |Alternative 3C has the least impact on the Reserve of the action alternatives.
5 dB (item #4), the affected population
would increase by a factor of 2 under the
B-series of scenarios up to a factor 5
under the A-series of scenarios.

A-21 [General Comment Describe the margin of error for each of the results and discuss the sampling rate

for this model.

A-24 |Points of Interest Please provide the coordinates for each of the POI in this document.

A-27 |outdoor speech interference is The NPS uses the metric percent time above 60 dB for outdoor speech interference.
measured by the number of average An Lmax of 60 dB would be preferable to the 65 dB Lmax.
daily daytime events per hour subject to
outdoor Lmax of at least 65 dB. Thus,

NMAP is used to compute the NA 65 dB
Lmax for AAD for the DNL daytime hours
only.

A-75 |General Comment It is hard to understand how an increase of 2,700 FCLP at OLF Coupeville for
Alternative 1C could have a decrease in DNL according to Figure 6-9 PO4. Please
explain how this is possible.

A-100 |General Comment 2C has an increase in FCLP of 2,300 at OLF Coupeville. This would have the

potential to greatly increase the DNL at both P04 and P05, yet they appear to both
have a decrease in noise with this increase in aircraft operations. Please explain this
anomaly and provide information on the margin of error. All models are predictive
and therefore have error associated with them.
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A-126 [General comment 3C has an increase in FCLP of 2,200 at OLF Coupeville. This would have the
potential to greatly increase the DNL at P04, yet there is a decrease in noise with an
increase in aircraft operations. Please explain this anomaly and provide information
on your margin of error. This POl is incredibly close to the runway so it is hard to
understand how an operations increase would result in reduced noise.

A-131 [General Comment All of the alternatives negatively impact the features of the rural community that
the Reserve has been congressionally designated to protect.

A-158 [Clearly, the averaging of noise over a 24- |While over the course of a day the increase in DNL may be substantial, over the
hour period does not ignore the louder |course of the month these results get watered down. In the DEIS the modeled
single events and tends to emphasize results represent a year. To better understand daily impacts, we request you
both the sound levels and number of provide the DNL for days with Growler aircraft operations and days without Growler
those events. Aircraft Operations. It would also be useful to provide the current number of days

per year that Growler Operations take place at each field and the projected number
of days operations will take place under each action alternative. This is of special
interest to the Reserve so they can determine how many additional days in the year
FCLP will be taking place at OLF Coupeville.

A-164 [Recalling that Leq is dominated by Yet 65 is used in the report, please explain why.
louder noise events, the USEPA Leq(24)
goal of 45 dB generally ensures that
sentence intelligibility will be high most
of the time.

A-178 |[Possibility of damage depends on the These frequencies are present in the data set. What are the resonant frequencies

peak sound pressures and the
resonances of the building. While certain
frequencies (such as 30 Hertz for
window breakage) may be of more
concern than other

frennenciac

of the buildings? Please include them in the Section 106 process.
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A-182 |[Other primary effects, such as ear drum |Please provide references for this statement. While these aircraft are subsonic,
rupture or temporary and permanent they still produce sounds loud enough that they have the potential to harm hearing.
hearing threshold shifts, are not as likely [The reference to Dufour 1980 states "Studies of terrestrial mammals have shown
given the subsonic noise levels produced [that noise levels of 120 dB can damage mammals’ ears, and levels at 95 dB can
by aircraft overflights. cause temporary loss of hearing acuity." Noise levels above 95 dB are commonly
reached by Growlers operating in the study area.
A-183 [Manci et al. (1988) reported that the This is a very important point. Please expand on how aircraft noise impacts
literature indicated that avian species migrating birds that use the study area and that are protected under the MBT.
may be more sensitive to aircraft noise
than mammals.
A-188 [However, the long-term significance of |See: McClure, Christopher JW, et al. "An experimental investigation into the effects |McClure, Christopher JW,
noise-related impacts is less clear. of traffic noise on distributions of birds: avoiding the phantom road." Proceedings |et al. "An experimental
Several studies on nesting raptors have |of the Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences 280.1773 (2013): 20132290.  |investigation into the
indicated that birds become habituated |[This paper shows that noise can impact migrating birds and even increase mortality. |effects of traffic noise on
to aircraft overflights and that long-term distributions of birds:
reproductive success is not affected (Ellis avoiding the phantom
et al. 1991; Grubb and King 1991). road." Proceedings of the
Threshold noise levels for significant Royal Society of London B:
responses range from 62 dB for Pacific Biological Sciences
black brant to 85 dB for crested tern 280.1773 (2013):
(Brown 1990; Ward and Stehn 1990). 20132290.
A-193 [Manci et al. (1988) found that most Please provide information on nearest raptor nests in FEIS.
raptors did not show a negative
response to overflights. When negative
responses were observed they were
predominantly associated with rotor-
winged aircraft or jet aircraft that were
repeatedly passing within 0.5 mile of a
nest.
A-314 (Figure E-16 Figure E-16, Point B, why would 200 ft. MSL be the estimated height of Point B if the
aircraft is touching down at this point? Shouldn't the estimated height be closer to
ground level? This should be under 100 feet (at least).
A-341 [Model input... What are the specific inputs in the model. Please provide a discussion of how actual

speed, altitude, slant range or other parameters affecting noise deviate from the
modeled input.
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A-341

Modeled data...

The NPS collected on-the-ground monitoring data at sites very close to PO4 and P05
which does not compare well with the modeled data for Lmax. During this period
of data collection, the day with the most FCLP had data recorded using an ANSI
Type 1 Sound Level Meter. The MaxSPL at site P04 was 113 dB (6/29/15). The
model suggests an Lmax of 106 dB. The monitoring data recorded a MaxSPL value
of 85.4 dB (7/6/2015) at site PO5. The model suggests a MaxSPL of 77 for this site.
These results question the model's accuracy.

01_USDOI-01



United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region
333 Bush Street, Suile 500
San Francisco, Calilornia 941042828

INREPLY REFIR 1O

L7019 (PWR)

03 JAM 2014

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

(Code EV21/88)

Naval Facilities Engincering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

Re: ER-13/0596 Notice of Intent for EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station, Whidbey
Island, Washington

Dear S'ir or Madam:

‘T'he National Park Service appreciates the opportunity to respond to the subject Notice of Intent, and to
provide information which should help to inform preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft EIS) for EA-18G Growler Airtield Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS), Whidbey Island,
Washington. The NAS is adjacent to Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve, and is located 16 miles
from San Juan Island National Historic Park, 25 miles from Olympic National Park, 95 miles from Mt.
Rainier National Park. and 65 miles from North Cascades National Park Service Complex. The National
Park Service (NPS) is concerned about the potential of the proposed actions to have unacceptable impacts
on soundscapes and visitor experiences at each of these units of the National Park System.

Background
The Department of the Navy (DoN) is preparing an EIS to evaluate the effects of expanding the fleet of’

electronic attack aircraft at Whidbey NAS (Notice of Intent, Federal Register, September 5. 2013). The
purpose of the DoN proposed action is: “'fo sustuin electronic attack aircraft capabilities ut NAS Whidbey
Island. This is needed to inaintain electronic attack operational readiness to support nationul defense
requirements.” The DoN proposes to:

e Continue and increase the existing VAQ airfield operations at NAS Whidbey Island complex,
which includes Ault Field and OLF Coupeville;

e Add two new Expeditionary VAQ squadrons (10 additional aircraft) and augment the VAQ FRS
(3 additional aircraft) to support an expanded expeditionary Department of Defense (DoD)
mission (total increase of 13 aircraft);

e Construct and renovate facilities at Ault Field over a three-year period to accommodate additional
aircraft; and

e  Station up to 860 additional personnel at and relocate approximately 2,150 family members to
NAS Whidbey Island and surrounding community.

The scope of the EIS is expected to include analysis of (a) aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF
Coupeville; (b) facility construction; and (c) personnel changes. Proposed impact topics include, but
should not be limited to: Air quality, noise, land use, socioeconomics, natural resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, and safety and environmental hazards. The analysis will evaluate direct and

TAKE PRIDE @5~
INAMERICA
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‘The scope of the EIS is expected Lo include analysis of (a) airerall operations at Ault Field and OLI -
Coupeville: (b) facility construction; and (¢) personnel changes. Proposed impact topics include, but
should not be limted to: Air quality, noise, land use. socioeconomics, natural resources. biological
resources, cultural resources, and safety and environmental hazards. The analysis will evaluate direct and
indirect impacts, and will account for cumulative impacts from other relevant activities near the
installation. Relevant and reasonable measures that could avoid or mitigate environmental efTects will
also be analyzed.

Whidbey NAS Environmental Policy has four broad goals referred to by the acronym “CARE™
(hip:/www.cnmenavy nilregions/enmw onvenvironmental _support.hunl)

e Continual Improvement

e Awareness

e Resource Conservation

e Environmental Compliance

More specific policy is not readily found online via DoN websites, but is available via other sources
(hip://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/pacnorwest.htm). This source indicates “It is Whidhey
NAS policy to conduct required training and operational flights with a minimum impact on surrounding
communities. All airerew are responsible for the safe conduct of their mission while complying with
published course rules, noise abatement procedures, and good common sense. Each aircrew must be
Samiliar with the noise profiles of their aircraft and must be committed to minimizing noise impacts
without compromising operational and safety requirements.”

Protection of National Park Soundscapes
Natural and cultural sounds are integral components of the suite of resources and values that NPS

managers are charged with preserving and restoring. NPS evaluates federal actions which may impact the
human and natural environment within our Parks with respect to our Organic Act mandates, including “fo
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wildlife therein and to provide for the
enjoyment of the sume in such a manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations.”

The “scenery,” includes natural soundscapes (NPS Management Policies 2006). NPS Director’s Order
#47 delegates to parks the responsibility to preserve natural soundscapes and eliminate or mitigate
inappropriate noise sources. A soundscape refers to the total acoustic environment of an area. The
soundscape of a national park, like air, water or wildlife, is a valuable resource that can easily be
degraded or destroyed by inappropriate sound levels and frequencies. Intrusive sounds are of concern to
the management of national parks because they can impede the ability to accomplish the NPS mission of
resource protection. Visitors at many NPS units come with expectations of seeing, hearing, and
experiencing phenomena associated with a specific natural or cultural environment, yet in many cases
these environments are being increasingly impacted by artificial sounds due to noise associated with
aircraft overflights.

The NPS offers the following suggestions for soundscape analysis necessary to inform preparation of the
Draft EIS:

1. Describe existing aviation traffic and changes in aviation traffic that would occur as part of the
increase in airfield operations. Information of interest to NPS includes the location of flight routes
with respect to NPS units, the number of operations, the timing of operations (daily and seasonally).
elevations, and type of aircraft.

2. Describe and analyze any connected actions or indirect effects that might occur as a result of the
proposed action and the resultant impacts to NPS units. Examples of connected actions or indirect

[0S]
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elfects might include increases in aviation trallic at other airports in the vicinity/region, within
v Special Use Airspace, Military Operations Areas, or on Military Training Routes throughout the
western United States,

3. Foresecable impacts to the acoustic environment at NPS units. The NPS doces understand that in
this phase ol the EIS process DoN would not include information in the Notice of Intent regarding
how the environmental impact analysis would be conducted. However, its noted that typically the
DoN uses the day-night average sound level (DNL) metric in environmental impact assessments.
DNL 15 an cnergy-based noise averaging metric widely used by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) and the Department of Delense as the primary means for determining noise impacts (rom
aviation activities. Siee DNL is an averaging metric and assumptions regarding impacts lrom DNL
levels are based on community response data, the DNL metric alone is not adequalte Lo capture other
characteristics of noise exposure and the impacts to park resources, values, and visitor experience.
NPS requests the use of *“time audible” and “time above”™ metrics to take into account the duration of

aircraft noise events. the number of aircralt noise events, and the absolute sound level of events.

These metrics correlate better with flight operations than day-night average metrics, which obscure

the dynamic range of acoustic events. Other metrics include maximum A-weighted sound levels

(Lux). sound exposure level (SEL), equivalent sound level (L.,), and number-of-events-above a

specified sound level (NA) as described in the Department of Defense Noise Working Group

publication Improving Aviation Noise Plunning, Analysis and Public Communication with

Supplemental Metries'. Other analytical tools include the incorporation of DNL maps with color

shading and flight track maps. These metrics and analyses would also better satisfy the requirements

under the National Environmental Policy Act to characterize impacts to the environment in terms of

intensity, context and duration (40 CFR 1508.27).

The NPS Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division (NSNSD) conducted acoustic monitoring at
Olympic NP in the winter of 2010 to characterize existing sound levels and estimate natural ambient
sound levels in these areas, as well as identify audible sound sources (report and associated data are
available upon request). While NPS has not yet completed acoustic monitoring at Ebey’s Landing
NHR San Juan Island NHP, Mount Rainier NP, or North Cascades National Park, NSNSD has
developed a geospatial sound model to estimate existing ambient and existing natural sound levels’.
Model results for Ebey's Landing NHR, San Juan Island NHP, and Olympic NP are shown in the
following table; these metrics may be of use in your analysis. Additional examples of geospatial
sound model graphical output can be provided on request.

Modeled Existing Sound Level (dBA)
- 1st " 3rd .
Park Minimum Quartile Median Mean Quartile Maximum
EBLA 35.2 38.1 39.5 39.3 40.8 43.9
'OLYM 28.8 33.2 34.1 34.1 34.5 44.6
SAJH 34.3 35.6 374 37.0 38.2 40.2

4. Analyze the impacts of each alternative on wildlife, including any federally listed species that
reside in NPS units, and discuss the impacts in the context of relevant laws such as the Marine
Mammal Protection Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the Endangered Species Act. Relevant

" http://www.denix.osd. mil/dnwg/upload/DNWG_Supplemental-Metrics-Report_December-2009.pdf
*D. J. Mennitt, K. Fristrup, K. Sherrill, and L. Nelson, "Mapping sound pressure levels on continental scales using a
geospatial sound model." Proceedings of INTER-NOISE 2013, Innsbruck, Austria (2013).
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peer reviewed, published literature and data available on this subject (for all vertebrate taxa) should
be consulted and referenced in the Draft BIS.

5. ldentify consider an alternative that minimizes noisce impacts at NPS units through aircraft
technology/design or modifications to flight routes, iming, or number of operations.

Lbey's Landing National Historical Reserve (NHR)

‘I'he NPS has long been cognizant of the Navy’s operations at Whidbey Naval Air Station, Whidbey
Island, Washington, and has strives for opportunities to collaborate on management of aircraft operations
in a manner sensitive o effects on visitor expericnce at Ebey's Landing NHR. The 2006 General
Management Plan acknowledged US Navy aircraft operations would continue in the future; the Existing
Conditions section stated: “Related US Navy Plans - The US Navy plans to continue to use the Quitlying
Landing Field in Coupeville to practice simulated airerafi carrvier landings as long as the EA-6B iy

stationed at the Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island, and may continue its use heyond that if the Navy

decides 1o base the 1:4-18G at NAS Whidbey Istand.” (GMP, page 91).

NAS Whidbey Island is a FAA Class C airport comparable in size to Paine Field in Everett. The airspace
management has been delegated to the US Navy from the FAA. This Class C airspace area includes parts
of Ebey’s Landing NHR. A component of the NAS-Whidbey Island is an FAA designated Special Use
Airspace —Alert Area — for military pilot training immediately adjacent to the Reserve’s eastern boundary.
This designated training area, the Outlying Landing Field (OLF), is located a few short miles southeast of
the town of Coupeville and allows for aircraft fighter jets to practice simulated aircraft carrier landings.
When the fighter jets are in their practice mode and doing the touchdown landings south to north, they
circle over Crockett Prairie with the landing gear down flying low and slow approximately 200 to 300
feet above ground level. When the jet passes over park visitor locations in Crockett Prairie, the decibel
level is extraordinarily high--much higher than, say, a chain saw in your grasp. The duration of the
extremely high decibel level is short in duration, lasting a few seconds.

When pilots are practicing, one to five aircraft may be flying at once (anecdotally visitors experience is
that it is usually three at a time). Within several seconds of one aircraft passing by, another aircraft flies
over. This routine lasts for usually about 20 minutes, but sometimes much longer. To add perspective,
when the obsolete and soon-to-be-grounded and discontinued EA-6B is flying overhead, a person literally
cannot hear is being said by a person next to her or him. One is tempted to cover one’s ears because the
decibel level is so high. Yet when an EA-18G flies over, it is even louder - its thunderous even with ears
covered, and can be felt in one’s chest. Birds can be seen flying frenetically during and after the fly over.

Applicable FAA or US Navy management plan for this training area should be identified and analyzed in
the Draft EIS, so as to disclose the parameters of acceptable decibel levels for use of this area, and what
flying elevations above ground level was the acceptable minimum.

As can be determined from the NPS Hearing Conservation Program training developed with OSHA,
potential impacts derive from more than decibel levels. Our concerns also stem from the duration of
exposure as well. At Keystone Spit in the Fort Casey State Park and Island County’s Driftwood Park,
located within the Reserve, there is considerable visitor use, especially with August and September
fishermen. Parking lots are over flowing. Crocket Lake, adjacent to Keystone, is one of the 10 most
desirable bird watching areas of Washington State. Twenty years ago, the NPS installed multiple wayside
interpretive exhibits on Keystone Spit, and more are planned as part of the Integrated Trail System. New
trails are currently being planned in Crockett Prairie and adjacent to Keystone Spit. The Draft EIS should
identify and analyze the prospect of more visitors being exposed to extremely high decibel levels, and
with more aircraft and thus increased duration. Also, are the decibel levels and decibel duration for the
training fighter jet flights over EBLA safe for NPS visitors and Reserve residents? Is it desirable to
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dilferentiate between youth and adults, as children’s hearing is more susceptible to damage? And what
are the cumulative minimums per hour, per day, ete?

Ebey’s Landing NHR is the nation’s first national historical reserve. It is a non-traditional unit of the
National Park System cooperatively managed by a trust board representing local, state, and federal
interests. The Reserve provides the nation o vivid and continuous record of Pacific Northwest history. T'he
national significance of this historical landscape is that it appears much as it did more than a century ago.
Historic homes, pastoral farmsteads, and commercial buildings are still within their original farm, forest,
and marine settings. Within the fast growing Puget Sound region the Reserve has quickly become the
only remaining area where a broad spectrum of Northwest history is still clearly visible within a large-
scale landscape. Within the Reserve the visitor can experiencc a variety of diverse physical and visual
landscapes within a small geographical area. To protect and provide this experience to Reserve visitors is
the core value of Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve. Consequently, we urge that the Draft EIS
address the degree to which aircraft circling through the prairie (and ancillary operations) may diminish
cultural landscape values and public enjoyment of the historic viewshed.

Lastly, the established practice of installing “ecology blocks™ on the airfield perimeter detracts from the
integrity of the cultural landscape and historic viewshed. Should this be proposed for implementation ol
the subject proposal, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office should be undertaken in
order to develop mitigations to ameliorate the potential adverse effects.

Mount Rainicr National Pack (Mount Rainier)

Visitors to Mount Rainier, at both developed facilities as well in Wilderness and backcountry, do
comment about disturbances [rom overflights; accordingly park staff regularly documents this
information. Three ycars of data collected by climbing rangers indicates that roughly one third to one half
of overflights observed by rangers during the summer months (2011-2013) were military flights (either
Chinook or Blackhawk-tvpe helicopters or fighter jets), and approximately one-third to two-thirds of the
observed non-park [lights were fighter jets (this and additional information is available on request). The
preparation of the Draft EIS affords an opportunity for the NPS to collaborate with Whidbey NAS in
identifying the degree to which EA-18G Growlers may tly over or near Mount Rainier. The NPS is
concerned about current flights of any kind, and is sensitive to any potential additional flights that may
impact park resources and diminish visitor experience. It seems feasible for the Draft EIS to disclose
current known tlight activities from Whidbey NAS over Mount Rainier (and other Nationa! Parks), and to
address the anticipated increases due to the addition of two new squadrons (and three aircraft added to an
existing squadron).

North Cascades National Park Service Complex (North Cascades)

Similarly as at Mount Rainier, records maintained by North Cascades ranger staff demonstrate that
military aircraft do operate within park airspace. Expansion of E-18 Growler aircraft at Whidbey NAS
may cause an increased number of military overflights through the park and wilderness, because North
Cascades lies within a large portion of the Darrington Military Operating Area (MOA), and to a lesser
extent the Okanogan MOA. These MOAs are immediately proximate to Whidbey NAS and frequently
used for training,.

Information obtained online (http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/pacnorwest.htm) indicates
NAS Whidbey Island manages several inland Military Operating Areas (MOA), including the Darrington
MOA (used for Functional Flight checks) and the Okanogan MOA, used for various training purposes
including combat maneuvers. Both MOA'’s overlay portions of the North Cascades NPS Complex,
including the Stephen Mather Wilderness. Military Operating Areas (MOA'’s) contain airspace intended
to separate certain nonhazardous military activities from Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) Traffic, and to
make 1t known to Visual Flight Rule (VER) traffic where these activities are conducted so precautions can
be taken to avoid tragedy. MOA’s are designed for routine training or testing maneuvers, MOA's are




often positioned over isolated, rural areas to provide ground separation for any noise nuisance or polential
accident debris. Military pilots on occasion under-fly the prescribed MOA at Tower altitudes without
warning. (hip://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_Qperations_Arca).

Previous consullations between North Cascades staft, Sealtle Air Traffic Control and the military indicate
Stehekin lies along a military Instrument Rules (IR) flight path (IR 348), and that military aircraft are
authorized to [ly as low as 500” above ground; however, military aircraft need to be 1500 feet agl within 3
miles of the Stehekin Airstrip. NPS records indicate that on multiple occasions these restrictions have not
been followed (information available on request). This history suggests public safety risks could be
avoided through adherence to established rules, policies and common sense.

Other issues and concerns we believe should be addressed in preparing the Draft EIS include adverse
effects to soundscapes, wilderness character and wildlife including federally listed species. In addition,
increased low level (lights may threaten public and employee safety.

Increased aircraft operations at Whidbey NAS have the potential to cause long-term, adverse impacts to
North Cascades and the Stephen Mather Wilderness. Based on our experience with military overflights in
the park and wilderness, the Navy should address the following issues in the Draft EIS:

e Military aircraft. most commonly smaller jets (but also larger jets and occasionally helicopters),
frequently fly over the park and wilderness areas during all seasons, typically during daylight
hours. Unfortunately some of these under-tly their authorized altitudes without warning. Many of
these flights are low-level flights with aircraft maneuvers suggestive of sightseeing; preventative
measures would limit the disruptive effects on the peace and solitude that park visitors typically
seek during their visits. The subject EIS process affords the opportunity to determine the degree
to which any of these flights originate at Whidbey NAS.

e The Stephen Mather Wilderness overlays some 94% of the North Cascades National Park
Complex. Solitude and natural quiet are critical elements of the wilderness experience in the park
Complex. and as such park managers are required to manage for those wilderness values, as
directed by the 1964 Wilderness Act. The low-level military overflights cause a significant
negative impact to these wilderness values due to the extreme noise and shock they cause when
they pass through designated wilderness.

o Lake Chelan NRA (LACH) experiences the greatest number of documented military overflight
incidents in the North Cascades NPS Complex. LACH includes the small, private hamlet
community of Stehekin, and an unimproved airport open seasonally for recreational purposes and
emergencies. Low level flights in this area have the potential to create hazardous conditions for
NPS aircraft operations, commercial and personal aircraft visiting the park for recreational
purposes and/or to serve the Stehekin community. Some flights over Lake Chelan have been so
low they left a wake on the lake. In addition to scaring park visitors and community residents, the
flights have also disturbed wildlife, including nesting birds such as ospreys. The park provides
habitat for several federally listed species, including spotted owls. Low level flights may
potentially adversely affect listed species, most especially spotted owls during nesting season.

The Department of Homeland Security, US Customs and Border Patrol (CBP) recently stepped up border
patrol activities along the U.S. Canada border, including within North Cascades NP
(http://nemo.cbp.gov/oa/Ch2_Proposed Action_and Alternatives.pdf). CBP will be installing tactical
frastructure, increasing aerial and land-based surveillance and patrols, among other activities. Recent
news reports also indicate that the U.S. 1s undergoing a policy shift to place greater military emphasis on
Asia (http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2013/02 | 8/How-US-military-plans-to-carry-out-
(Obama-s-pivot-to-Asia); these reports indicate a greater role for the U.S. Navy. Increased activities by
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CPB, coupled with reasonably foreseeable increased military overllight activity as U.S. lorees pivot
toward Asia, create the potential for cumulatively significant adverse impacts (o the wilderness characler

Olympic National Park

Olympic NP includes ol 870,447 acres of Congressionally designated wilderness (95% of the park’s total
acreage). Currently. there are three Military Operational Arcas (MOA) that allow military aircraft to {1y
down to 1200 above ground level (AGL) within the park. There is concern that with additional aircrafi,
there will be an increase in the number training flights within the MOAs. Olympic National Park has a
soundscape monitoring program and it does include military overllight recordings. Maintaining or
enhancing the natural soundscape is signiticant in providing for the enjoyment of visitors, and is vital to
the natural functioning ol ccosystems. Additional flights would increase the potential for impacts to
threatened and endangered species as well as to visitor experience. Park management would appreciate
the opportunity to provide input on flight patterns lor routine training [Tights, and collaboration between
the Park and DoN in preparing the Draft EIS would alford the opportunity to document the proportion of
park overflights which emanate from Whidbey NAS operations.

Conclusion

The National Park Service is very appreciative of the early opportunity to provide information pertinent to
the preparation of the Draft EIS for the proposed EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations. The NPS seeks
mutually beneficial solutions related to potential impacts associated with the proposal. Consequently we
look forward to working with the Navy during the development of the Draft EIS to develop alternatives,
and mitigation strategies, that both ensure realistic training and operations and safeguards natural and
cultural resource values, healthy ecosystems, and public enjoyment of these superlative parks. In that
vein, the NPS is willing to explore cooperating agency support options if that would be expedient for
Project development.

For clarification regarding any of our concerns regarding effects of overflights on our parks, or if we can
be of any further assistance in providing maps, acoustical data, accumulated overflight records. or other
information, please communicate directly with any of the NPS contacts listed below.

Sincerely.

it st —

Christine S. Lehnertz
Regional Director, Pacific West Region

Ce: -

NPS - Craig Holmquist, Superintendent, Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve (360) 678-5787

NPS - Randy King, Superintendent, Mt. Rainier National Park (360)569-6503

NPS - Karen Taylor-Goodrich, Superintendent, North Cascades National Park Service Complex (360) 854-7310
NPS - Lee Taylor, Superintendent, San Juan Island National Historic Park (360) 378-2240

NPS - Sarah Creachbaum, Superintendent, Olympic National Park (360) 565-3003

NPS - Brent Lignell, Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division (970) 225-3580

OEPC - Alison O’Brien, REC, Portland

WASO ERTS
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IN REPLY REF]

January 3,

Departmer|
Whidbey )

Attention:

3730 Nort

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
Reuble Farmstead
593 Fort Casey Road
Coupeville, Washington 98239

ER TO:
2017

t of the Navy

Naval Air Station

Kendall Campbell, Cultural Resources
h Charles Porter Avenue

Oak Harbgr, WA 98278-5000

RE: Area

f Potential Affect for proposed increase of EA-18G Growler aircraft operations

L
Dear Ms/ gm@t /f (77/44' //

As you kn

Coupevillg
circumstar
specificall

especially

ow we are concerned about the proposed expansion of Growler operations at Outlying Field
(OLF) given the extreme noise from current conditions, and the understanding that

1ces would worsen significantly if Growler operations are increased as proposed. We are

) concerned about the impacts to the nationally significant historic resources of the Reserve,

the Reserve’s cultural landscape, and we do not believe the proposal to delineate the APE using

the 65dB Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) captures the spatial extent of historic resources that

would be 4

ffected by this undertaking.

Growlers produce intense noise, across broad geographic areas, that is often louder than thunder. This

extreme n

Potential A
monitoring

audible for

Pressure L
(https://irn
and adjace

The Reser}
amendmer
federal pre

ise permeates the atmosphere of the Reserve well beyond the proposed 65dB DNL Area of
\ffect (APE). For example, at the historic Ferry House near Ebey’s Landing, acoustic

x conducted by NPS in summer 2015 documented 1,436 Growler overflight events that were
more than 28 hours over the one month monitoring timeframe. These events produced Sound
evels (SPL) up to 85 dB, and Sound Exposure Levels (SEL) as high as 96 dB
na.nps.gov/DataStore/Reference/Profile/2233340). In spite of these findings, the Ferry House
nt historic resources would be excluded from the APE as presently proposed.

ve’s cultural landscape is a fundamental resource, as documented in the July 7, 1998
t to National Register Nomination for the Central Whidbey Island Historic District. As the lead
servation agency, the NPS has established cultural resource management policy and guidance

for culturall landscapes that has been adopted by other agencies and preservation organizations. The

Reserve w
conducted|
evaluation|

as one of the first cultural landscapes recognized by the NPS, and the early 1980°s research
here influenced the development of policy and professional procedures for the analysis and
of the historic integrity of cultural landscapes throughout the United States (Susan Dolan, NPS

Cultural LEndscapcs Program Manager, personal communication).

The cultur;
settlement,
marine set|

al landscape within the Reserve enables visitors and residents to experience patterns of
historic homes, and pastoral farmsteads that are still within their original farm, forest and
tings. The cultural landscape includes prehistoric and historic settlement patterns and natural

features that reflect human history and the unique northwest character of the area. Views and perceptual

qualities, i

ncluding the soundscape, contribute to the authenticity of the cultural landscape and enable one
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to imagine what it was like to be here hundreds if not thousands of years ago. The Reserve is a nationally
significant cultural landscape and unit of the NPS system. A more conservative metric for delineating the
APE should be applied in deference to the nationally significant historical resources within the Reserve.

The Department of Defense Noise Working Group has identified supplemental metrics to the DNL, which
averages noise and does not mirror the actual magnitude of individual noise events or the human
experience of those events in real time. Research conducted by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) demonstrates that noise greater than 60 dB Sound Pressure Level (SPL) disrupts speech
during normal conversation. In light of this EPA research and our monitoring results, we believe the APE
should be delineated by modeling and mapping the 60 dB SPL contour line for Growler aircraft and using
that polygon as the basis for the APE. This would be a much more appropriate surrogate metric for
analyzing impacts to the sights, sounds, feelings and associations of place that are essential qualities of
the cultural landscape and will be adversely impacted by this undertaking.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed APE. I can be reached at 360-678-5787, or
roy_zipp@nps.gov, if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Roy M. Zipp
Superintendent, NPS Operation

cc:  Kristen Griffin, Reserve Manager, Trust Board for Ebey’s Landing
Greg Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
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(ED 87,
S 4'ZQ“'. UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 OFFIGE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
AND ASSESSMENT

March 8,2017

Ms. Lisa Padgett

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, Virginia 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

Dear Ms. Padgett:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the U.S. Department of the Navy EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at the Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island Complex (EPA Region 10 Project Number 13-0030-DOD). We are submitting
comments on the DEIS in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We sincerely appreciate the Navy’s efforts to prepare this
NEPA analysis, conduct outreach and encourage public and agency participation, and facilitate the
document review with briefings and an extended review period. We honor the courage and commitment
of our armed forces and respect the Navy’s mission and responsibilities in support of our Nation’s
defense.

The DEIS discusses the Navy’s proposal to expand the existing EA-18G Growler fleet operations at
NASWI complex by adding 35 or 36 aircraft to augment the current electronic warfare capabilities. Pilot
training exercises include field carrier landing practices at Ault Field and Outlying Landing Field
Coupeville. In support of the Growler fleet expansion, the Navy would also construct and renovate
facilities at Ault Field in order to accommodate additional Growler aircraft and station additional
military personnel and their families at NASWI and/or in the surrounding communities. The different
alternatives would vary the assignment of additional aircraft among the expeditionary, carrier, and/or
Fleet Replacement squadrons. Scenarios A, B, and C can be paired with any of 3 Action Alternatives.
Scenario A would conduct 80% of FCLPs at OLF Coupeville and 20% at Ault Field; Scenario B would
conduct 50% at OLF Coupeville and 50% at Ault Field; and Scenario C would conduct 20% at OLF
Coupeville and 80% at Ault Field. Per Alternative 1, 2, or 3 respectively, the Navy would station 371,
664, or 377 additional personnel and 509, 910, or 894 family members at NASWI and in the
surrounding communities.

Based on the information provided, the EPA is rating the DEIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns) with
insufficient information. An explanation of the EPA Rating System for the DEIS is enclosed. The EPA
acknowledges the use of best management practices referenced in the DEIS for the management of noise
and appreciates the Navy’s efforts to inform members of the public of the upcoming FCLPs and the
procedures the community can follow for noise complaints. However, the DEIS does not contain
sufficient information to fully assess the environmental impacts that should be avoided to fully protect
the environment and nearby communities and we recommend that additional information and discussion
be included in the final EIS as described below. Our recommendations are offered to assist the Navy in
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completing its environmental review and to help ensure that the overall analysis fully assesses potential
environmental impacts and available mitigation measures to protect human health and the environment
as required by NEPA, while also meeting the Navy’s need to run FCLP drills with an expanded fleet.

The EPA recommends that the Navy establish a monitoring program to verify that actual noise impacts
are similar to those projected in this EIS. As part of this monitoring program, a protocol should be
established that outlines when or if adaptive management measures are required. The EPA believes this
on-the-ground validation would help provide an assessment of actual noise impacts projected to be
experienced by Whidbey Island and surrounding area residents and wildlife due to the proposed
expansion. For example, monitoring sensitive receptor sites within each projected DNL noise contour of
65dB and greater may help characterize more fully the actual duration, frequency, and intensity of
exposures to noise-related impacts within these loudest projected contour zones.

We recommend that the noise monitoring discussed above be accompanied by a supplemental health
assessment! of the affected population to characterize baseline conditions and projected health impacts
of the proposed action to inform a pathway forward. We would be happy to help convene agencies and
organizations for this assessment.

In addition, according to the EIS, “these [mobile source air pollutant] emissions contribute to regional
emission totals and can affect compliance with the NAAQS.” The final EIS should clarify how this will
or will not affect the attainment status for this region. The EPA also recommends that the final EIS
include an assessment of the hazardous air pollutants and as appropriate, a discussion of the Navy’s
plans to mitigate for the additional emissions. It may also be helpful to include in Table 3.4-3 the permit
requirement thresholds for each criteria pollutant.

The EPA appreciates the information about the ongoing investigation to remove, dispose, and replace
legacy aqueous film forming foam that contains perfluorooctane sulfonate and/or perfluorooctanoic acid.
As part of the final EIS, the EPA requests that the Navy identify measures being taken to prevent further
contamination to the sole source aquifer from legacy or new firefighting chemicals.

We have provided a list of studies on health effects and wildlife impacts that may be useful in the
analysis of impacts associated with noise.? The EPA recommends that these studies be considered and

! EPA’s Health Impacts Assessment page (https:/www.epa.gov/healthresearch/health-impact- nents) and Minij
Elements and Practice Standards for Health Impact Assessment, September 2014
(http://advance.captus.com/planning/hia2xx/pdf/Minimum%?20Elements%20and%20Practice%20Standards%20for%20HIA
2203.0.pdf) each contain helpful best practices and information about conducting such assessments.

2 Noise Studies:

o  Goines, Lisa, RN and Hagler, Louis, MD. Noise Pollution: A Modern Plague. Southern Medical Journal, Volume
100: March 2007, pages 287-294.

e WHO (2010), Burden of Disease from Environmental Noise: Quantification of Healthy Life Years Lost in Europe,
The World Health Organization (www.euro.who.int); at
www.euro,who.int/_data/assets/pdf_file/0008/136466/e94888.pdf.

o Ising H, Kruppa B. Health effects caused by noise: Evidence in the literature from the past 25 years. Noise Health,
2004; 6: 5-13.

e Stansfeld, Stephen A. and Matheson, Mark P. Noise pollution: non-auditory effects on health. British Medical
Bulletin, 2003; 68: 243-257.

e C.D.Francis, J.R. Barber. 4 Framework for Understanding Noise Impacts on Wildlife: Anurgent Conservation
Priority. August 1,2013. Boise State University Scholar Works, Department of Biological Sciences.
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included in the EIS as appropriate. If the Navy becomes aware of new relevant information that can
augment the existing EIS analyses, the EPA requests that the new information be included and discussed
in the final EIS. Furthermore, it may also be helpful if the information related to health effects from
noise is consolidated into one section in the EIS in order to provide the complete context of the issue.

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. We would welcome the opportunity to meet
with the Navy to discuss our comments in greater detail. If you would like to schedule such a meeting or
have questions regarding our comments, please contact Elaine Somers of my staff at 206-553-2966, by
email at somers.elaine@epa.gov; or you may contact me at 206-553-2581, or by email at
allnutt.david@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

N Gy

R. David Allnutt, Director
Office of Environmental Review and Assessment

Enclosure: ~ Summary of EPA Rating Definitions

e Shannon, Graeme, et al. 4 synthesis of two decades of research documenting the effects of noise on wildlife.
Biological Reviews 91 (2016) 982-1005.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Envirgnmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation
measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC — Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

EO — Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative {including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU — Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 — Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environtental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action, No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that
are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full
public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could
be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

(ED 874
S K

REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 OFFICE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
AND ASSESSMENT

March 8, 2017

Ms. Lisa Padgett

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, Virginia 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

Dear Ms. Padgett:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the U.S. Department of the Navy EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at the Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island Complex (EPA Region 10 Project Number 13-0030-DOD). We are submitting
comments on the DEIS in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. We sincerely appreciate the Navy’s efforts to prepare this
NEPA analysis, conduct outreach and encourage public and agency participation, and facilitate the
document review with briefings and an extended review period. We honor the courage and commitment
of our armed forces and respect the Navy’s mission and responsibilities in support of our Nation’s
defense.

The DEIS discusses the Navy’s proposal to expand the existing EA-18G Growler fleet operations at
NASWI complex by adding 35 or 36 aircraft to augment the current electronic warfare capabilities. Pilot
training exercises include field carrier landing practices at Ault Field and Outlying Landing Field
Coupeville. In support of the Growler fleet expansion, the Navy would also construct and renovate
facilities at Ault Field in order to accommodate additional Growler aircraft and station additional
military personnel and their families at NASWI and/or in the surrounding communities. The different
alternatives would vary the assignment of additional aircraft among the expeditionary, carrier, and/or
Fleet Replacement squadrons. Scenarios A, B, and C can be paired with any of 3 Action Alternatives.
Scenario A would conduct 80% of FCLPs at OLF Coupeville and 20% at Ault Field; Scenario B would
conduct 50% at OLF Coupeville and 50% at Ault Field; and Scenario C would conduct 20% at OLF
Coupeville and 80% at Ault Field. Per Alternative 1, 2, or 3 respectively, the Navy would station 371,
664, or 377 additional personnel and 509, 910, or 894 family members at NASWI and in the
surrounding communities.

Based on the information provided, the EPA is rating the DEIS as EC-2 (Environmental Concerns) with
insufficient information. An explanation of the EPA Rating System for the DEIS is enclosed. The EPA
acknowledges the use of best management practices referenced in the DEIS for the management of noise
and appreciates the Navy’s efforts to inform members of the public of the upcoming FCLPs and the °
procedures the community can follow for noise complaints. However, the DEIS does not contain
sufficient information to fully assess the environmental impacts that should be avoided to fully protect
the environment and nearby communities and we recommend that additional information and discussion
be included in the final EIS as described below. Our recommendations are offered to assist the Navy in
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completing its environmental review and to help ensure that the overall analysis fully assesses potential
environmental impacts and available mitigation measures to protect human health and the environment
as required by NEPA, while also meeting the Navy’s need to run FCLP drills with an expanded fleet.

The EPA recommends that the Navy establish a monitoring program to verify that actual noise impacts
are similar to those projected in this EIS. As part of this monitoring program, a protocol should be
established that outlines when or if adaptive management measures are required. The EPA believes this
on-the-ground validation would help provide an assessment of actual noise impacts projected to be
experienced by Whidbey Island and surrounding area residents and wildlife due to the proposed
expansion. For example, monitoring sensitive receptor sites within each projected DNL noise contour of
65dB and greater may help characterize more fully the actual duration, frequency, and intensity of
exposures to noise-related impacts within these loudest projected contour zones.

We recommend that the noise monitoring discussed above be accompanied by a supplemental health
assessment! of the affected population to characterize baseline conditions and projected health impacts
of the proposed action to inform a pathway forward. We would be happy to help convene agencies and
organizations for this assessment.

In addition, according to the EIS, “these [mobile source air pollutant] emissions contribute to regional
emission totals and can affect compliance with the NAAQS.” The final EIS should clarify how this will
or will not affect the attainment status for this region. The EPA also recommends that the final EIS
include an assessment of the hazardous air pollutants and as appropriate, a discussion of the Navy’s
plans to mitigate for the additional emissions. It may also be helpful to include in Table 3.4-3 the permit
requirement thresholds for each criteria pollutant. -

The EPA appreciates the information about the ongoing investigation to remove, dispose, and replace

legacy aqueous film forming foam that contains perfluorooctane sulfonate and/or perfluorooctanoic acid.

As part of the final EIS, the EPA requests that the Navy identify measures being taken to prevent further
contamination to the sole source aquifer from legacy or new firefighting chemicals.

We have provided a list of studies on health effects and wildlife impacts that may be useful in the
analysis of impacts associated with noise.2 The EPA recommends that these studies be considered and

1 EPA’s Health Impacts Assessment page (https://www.epa.gov/healthresearch/health-impact-assessments) and Minimum
Elements and Practice Standards for Health Impact Assessment, September 2014
(http://advance.captus.com/planning/hia2xx/pdf/Minimum%20Elements%20and%20Practice%20Standards%620for%20HIA
%203.0.pdf) each contain helpful best practices and information about conducting such assessments.

2 Noise Studies:

¢ Goines, Lisa, RN and Hagler, Louis, MD. Noise Pollution: A Modern Plague. Southern Medical Journal, Volume
100: March 2007, pages 287-294.

e 'WHO (2010), Burden of Disease from Environmental Noise: Quantification of Healthy Life Years Lost in Europe,
The World Health Organization (www.euro.who.int); at
www.euro.who.int/_data/assets/pdf_file/0008/136466/¢94888.pdf.

e Ising H, Kruppa B. Health effects caused by noise: Evidence in the literature from the past 25 years. Noise Health,
2004; 6: 5-13.

e  Stansfeld, Stephen A. and Matheson, Mark P. Noise pollution: non-auditory effects on health. British Medical
Bulletin, 2003; 68: 243-257.

e C.D.Francis, J.R. Barber. A Framework for Understanding Noise Impacts on Wildlife: An urgent Conservation
Priority. August 1,2013. Boise State University Scholar Works, Department of Biological Sciences.
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included in the EIS as appropriate. If the Navy becomes aware of new relevant information that can
augment the existing EIS analyses, the EPA requests that the new information be included and discussed
in the final EIS. Furthermore, it may also be helpful if the information related to health effects from
noise is consolidated into one section in the EIS in order to provide the complete context of the issue.

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. We would welcome the opportunity to meet
with the Navy to discuss our comments in greater detail. If you would like to schedule such a meeting or
have questions regarding our comments, please contact Elaine Somers of my staff at 206-553-2966, by
email at somers.elaine@epa.gov; or you may contact me at 206-553-2581, or by email at
allnutt.david@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

N c~—

R. David Allnutt, Director
Office of Environmental Review and Assessment

Enclosure: ~ Summary of EPA Rating Definitions

e Shannon, Graeme, et al. 4 synthesis of two decades of research documenting the effects of noise on wildlife.
Biological Reviews 91 (2016) 982-1005.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for
Draft Environmental Impact Statements
Definitions and Follow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO - Lack of Objections

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental impacts
requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation
measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC - Environmental Concerns

EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
these impacts.

EO - Environmental Objections

EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1 — Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of the
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is necessary, but the reviewer
may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2 — Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that
are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action.
The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3 — Inadequate

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, or
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives analyzed
in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes
that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full
public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could
be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. February,
1987.
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@Connress of the United States 1.a. Thank You
Washington, BE 20515 2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments
January 3, 2017

The Honorable Dennis V. McGinn
Assistant Secretary of the Navy
Energy, Installations and Environment
1000 Navy Pentagon

Washington, DC 20350

Dear Assistant Secretary McGinn:

We urge you to extend the ongoing public comment period for the Drafi EIS of EA-18G “Growler”
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island Complex. Given the range of scenarios
under consideration, the variety of impacts analyzed, and the resulting length of the Draft EIS, we believe
an extension would give the public a greater opportunity to share comments with the Navy.

NAS Whidbey Island is the home of the Navy’s electronic attack squadrons and is one of the Navy’s
premier installations, as recognized by its receipt of the 2016 Commander in Chief’s Award for
Installation Excellence. We are steadfast supporters of the base, the sailors there, and the critical missions
they perform to keep our nation secure.

Congress, recognizing the importance of electronic warfare, has appropriated funding in recent years for
additional Growler aircraft beyond those requested in the budget. The Draft EIS reflects three different
- force structures for incorporating these aircraft into the fleet and demonstrates the Navy’s commitment to

NAS Whidbey Island.

On November 10, 2016, the Navy published the Draft EIS in the Federal Register, triggering the start of a
public comment period which is scheduled to conclude on January 25, 2017. We are greatly appreciative
that this period was set at 75 days, a month longer that the legal minimum duration of 45 days.

Our constituents are reading the text of the Draft EIS and appendices, which total over 1500 pages. Many
have told us that an extension would allow them to be more thorough in their review and comment with a
better understanding of the scenarios and projected impacts on their communities. In addition, some
public entities with scheduled meeting dates may be unable to comment given the current timeline. We
therefore request a 30 day extension of the public comment period, to Friday, February 24, 2017.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
M Zaul.a.‘ I ; Ei ?‘ e ’
Rick Larsen -I-’;a)%rra:%“fb Maria Cantwell

Member of Congress United States Senator United States Senator

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



protect fhe past, shape the future
Allyson Brooks Ph.D., Director
State Historic Preservation Officer
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January 25, 2017

Gary A. Mayes

Rear Admiral

U.S. Navy

Commander, Navy Region Northwest
1100 Hunley Road

Silverdale, Washington 98315-1100

In future correspondence please refer to:

Project Tracking Code: 102214-23-USN

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Increase of EA-18G Growler Aircraft
and Aircraft Operations and Development of Support Facilities, NASWI

Dear Rear Admiral Mayes:

Thank you for contacting the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) with
notification of the availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above
referenced action proposed for Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI). The DEIS analyzes
the potential environmental effects that may result from the addition of up to 36 Growler aircraft
at NASWI. As a result of our review, we provide the following comments and recommendations
for your consideration:

1) Based upon our review of the DEIS, we reach the opinion that cultural and historic
resources within the area of potential effect (APE) will be adversely affected by
implementation of the action as proposed. In reaching this opinion, we note the Criteria
of Adverse Effect from 36 CFR 800.5 and cited in Table 4.6-1 is:

...found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the
National Register [of Historic Places]in a manner that would diminish the integrity
of the property’s location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association, Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a
historic property , including those that may include reasonably foreseeable
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance, or cumulative.

In addition, examples of adverse effect that are relevant to this proposal from 36 CFR
800.5 and Table 4.6-1 include, but not limited to:

e Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance

¢ Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 ¢ (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

We reiterate our concerns that the project APE defined as “...the area encompassed by
the 65 dBA DNL noise contour that would exist in 2021 as represented by the No Action
Alternative” (and drawn on Figure 3.6.1) is too restrictive and does not include portions
of the region that will face comparable effects from “visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements” as those areas within the 65 dBA lines as drawn in Figure 3.6-1. We note that
the DEIS states that “...APE boundaries will be updated as consultation continues
between the SHPO, consulting parties, American Indian tribes and nations, and other
interested parties.” Therefore, we recommend including in an expanded APE additional
portions of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity, and San Juan
Islands.

In addition, we are not convinced that the 65 dBA serves as the best or most appropriate
measure for quantifying and assessing harmful levels of sound and vibrations from
Growler activities. Our concern is based upon what appears to be an averaging of sound
levels over long time periods that does not adequately capture the real time experience
of brief but more numerous exposures to higher decibel levels, as well as the cumulative
effect of these events.

Further, we note that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has
posted on HUD Exchange (https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-
review/noise-abatement-and-control/) standards that classify 65 dB as “normally
unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.” Given discussion on page 4-194
of the Kester and Czech 2012 study at NSAWI finding takeoff sounds levels greater than
110 dBC, fosters additional concern of noise levels of historic properties receiving
exposure to 75 dB and the need for further, perhaps ongoing, site specific sound testing,
data gathering, analysis and a commensurate level of mitigation measures.

In a related comment, discussion in Chapter 4 on operational impacts of vibration on
historic properties states “No significant physical damage as a result of aircraft
operations has been reported to these structures as a result of continuous operation of
aircraft for over 70 years” (p. 4-195) and “...sound levels damaging to structural
components of buildings are not likely to occur.” (p. 4-50) Again, our concerns are not
allayed by these statement about the cumulative impacts of vibration and sound waves
on the structural integrity of historic buildings/structures in the APE and beyond in
communities such as Coupeville and Port Townsend.

Furthermore and even if a consensus were reached that the sound waves and vibration
associated with flight operations have only minor impact on structural integrity, there is a
concern that historic building owners will take steps to remedy rattling windows and
replace cracking walls and ceilings with inappropriate replacement materials and
methods, if not total replacement or abandonment, of the structure.

Overall, our larger concern about this proposal is the long-term and cumulative effects of
increased flight operations on the character and qualities of historic places and
communities that will experience increased levels and frequencies of noise. We do not
see firm evidence in the DEIS that the characteristics and qualities that have drawn
generations to the region to live, work, and recreate will not be significantly diminished, if
not eventually lost, as a result of increased flight operations.

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 ¢ (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov
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In summary, our review of the DEIS leads us to the opinion that the project implementation will
adversely affect historic properties in the APE. We look forward to further consultation with the
SHPO, Tribes, and other affected parties to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Allyson Brooks

State Historic Preservation Officer
Allyson.Brooks@dahp.wa.gov
360-586-3066

C: Jim Baumgart, Governor’s Office
Kristin Griffin, Trust Board of Ebey’s Landing NHR
Deborah S. Stinson, Mayor, City of Port Townsend

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 ¢ (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov
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y ,i
Allyson Brooks Ph.D., Director
State Historic Preservation Officer

January 25, 2017

Gary A. Mayes

Rear Admiral

U.S. Navy

Commander, Navy Region Northwest
1100 Hunley Road

Silverdale, Washington 98315-1100

In future correspondence please refer to:

Project Tracking Code: 102214-23-USN

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Proposed Increase of EA-18G Growler Aircraft
and Aircraft Operations and Development of Support Facilities, NASWI

Dear Rear Admiral Mayes:

Thank you for contacting the Washington State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) with
notification of the availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the above
referenced action proposed for Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI). The DEIS analyzes
the potential environmental effects that may result from the addition of up to 36 Growler aircraft
at NASWI. As a result of our review, we provide the following comments and recommendations
for your consideration:

1) Based upon our review of the DEIS, we reach the opinion that cultural and historic
resources within the area of potential effect (APE) will be adversely affected by
implementation of the action as proposed. In reaching this opinion, we note the Criteria
of Adverse Effect from 36 CFR 800.5 and cited in Table 4.6-1 is:

...found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the
National Register [of Historic Places]in a manner that would diminish the integrity
of the property’s location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association, Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a
historic property , including those that may include reasonably foreseeable
effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance, or cumulative.

In addition, examples of adverse effect that are relevant to this proposal from 36 CFR
800.5 and Table 4.6-1 include, but not limited to:

e Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance

e Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the
integrity of the property’s significant historic features

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 ¢ Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 ¢ (360) 586-3065
www.dahp.wa.gov
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7

We reiterate our concerns that the project APE defined as “...the area encompassed by
the 65 dBA DNL noise contour that would exist in 2021 as represented by the No Action
Alternative” (and drawn on Figure 3.6.1) is too restrictive and does not include portions
of the region that will face comparable effects from “visual, atmospheric, or audible
elements” as those areas within the 65 dBA lines as drawn in Figure 3.6-1. We note that
the DEIS states that “... APE boundaries will be updated as consultation continues
between the SHPO, consulting parties, American Indian tribes and nations, and other
interested parties.” Therefore, we recommend including in an expanded APE additional
portions of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity, and San Juan
Islands.

In addition, we are not convinced that the 65 dBA serves as the best or most appropriate
measure for quantifying and assessing harmful levels of sound and vibrations from
Growler activities. Our concern is based upon what appears to be an averaging of sound
levels over long time periods that does not adequately capture the real time experience
of brief but more numerous exposures to higher decibel levels, as well as the cumulative
effect of these events.

Further, we note that the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has
posted on HUD Exchange (https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-
review/noise-abatement-and-control/) standards that classify 65 dB as “normally
unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.” Given discussion on page 4-194
of the Kester and Czech 2012 study at NSAWI finding takeoff sounds levels greater than
110 dBC, fosters additional concern of noise levels of historic properties receiving
exposure to 75 dB and the need for further, perhaps ongoing, site specific sound testing,
data gathering, analysis and a commensurate level of mitigation measures.

In a related comment, discussion in Chapter 4 on operational impacts of vibration on
historic properties states “No significant physical damage as a result of aircraft
operations has been reported to these structures as a result of continuous operation of
aircraft for over 70 years” (p. 4-195) and “...sound levels damaging to structural
components of buildings are not likely to occur.” (p. 4-50) Again, our concerns are not
allayed by these statement about the cumulative impacts of vibration and sound waves
on the structural integrity of historic buildings/structures in the APE and beyond in
communities such as Coupeville and Port Townsend.

Furthermore and even if a consensus were reached that the sound waves and vibration
associated with flight operations have only minor impact on structural integrity, there is a
concern that historic building owners will take steps to remedy rattling windows and
replace cracking walls and ceilings with inappropriate replacement materials and
methods, if not total replacement or abandonment, of the structure.

Overall, our larger concern about this proposal is the long-term and cumulative effects of
increased flight operations on the character and qualities of historic places and
communities that will experience increased levels and frequencies of noise. We do not
see firm evidence in the DEIS that the characteristics and qualities that have drawn
generations to the region to live, work, and recreate will not be significantly diminished, if
not eventually lost, as a result of increased flight operations.

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
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In summary, our review of the DEIS leads us to the opinion that the project implementation will
adversely affect historic properties in the APE. We look forward to further consultation with the
SHPO, Tribes, and other affected parties to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

4;.-»;;4—{/ :
A S~

Allyson Brooks

State Historic Preservation Officer
Allyson.Brooks@dahp.wa.gov
360-586-3066

C: Jim Baumgart, Governor’s Office
Kendall Campbell, NASWI Cultural Resources Program
Kristin Griffin, Trust Board of Ebey’s Landing NHR
Deborah S. Stinson, Mayor, City of Port Townsend

State of Washington ¢ Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 48343 « Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 ¢ (360) 586-3065
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Paul Marczin Ruth Milner and Doug Thompson, Biologists
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Mill Creek, WA 98012

February21, 2017 Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the EA-18G
“Growler” Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex We have reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement with particular emphasis on Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences. We are dismayed by the lack of best available science
used to assess impacts to fish and wildlife and strongly disagree with the
unsubstantiated, repeated assertions that all wildlife will simply habituate and remain
unaffected by any and all increases in growler traffic proposed in the DEIS. We believe
the Affected Environment defined in Chapter 3 underestimates the area that will actually
affect wildlife through increased growler activities as described in the three alternatives
and their associated scenarios. The modelled aircraft levels presented in the DEIS are
based on estimated flight path geometry and do not account for noise impacts outside of
the prescribed flight paths. No noise data outside of the defined affected environment are
presented or discussed. The noise levels used to describe the affected environment are
based on human hearing and consider noise abatement mechanisms such as access to
indoor spaces that do not apply to wildlife. The DEIS does not account for the different
ear structures and potentially more sensitive hearing that many animal species possess
(see Beason 2004; Pater et al. 2009; Federal Highway Commission; Noise Quest). Thus,
the affected environment should be reconsidered and expanded to include more of the
San Juan Archipelago, which supports large populations of wildlife, as well as points east
and west of the affected environment analyzed in the DEIS. Our remaining comments are
specifically related to the Biological Resources Section 4.8, especially Sensory
Disturbances, beginning on page 4-201. In general, although we agree that scientific
research focused specifically on noise impacts to fish and wildlife caused by military
aircraft is limited, we disagree with the general conclusions for all alternatives relative to
fish and wildlife that all species will be unaffected or will be minimally impacted. The basic
tenet of the DEIS is that wildlife are habituated to current conditions and therefore will
habituate to increased noise and thus remain unaffected. This assumption is repeated
throughout the DEIS for most of the species or species groups covered in the analysis.
We believe the DEIS relies heavily on assumptions of habituation that are not justified or
supported by scientific studies. For example, page 4-201, paragraph 3 states “Terrestrial
wildlife that live at or near the proposed construction site are presumed to be habituated
to high levels of noise....because they continue to be present despite the history of
anthropogenic noise in the area.” The DEIS offers no scientific explanation for this
presumption and we believe that conclusions such as this are erroneous. See Francis
and Barber 2013: "An organism might show little to no response to noise in terms of
habitat occupancy or foraging rate, for example, but may experience strong negative
impacts in terms of pairing success, number of offspring, physiological stress, or other
measures of fitness." Fitness is defined as an organism’s ability to survive to reproductive
age, find a mate and produce offspring. The more offspring produced over a lifetime the
greater an individual’s biological fitness. Fitness cannot be equated to observations of
individual animals seen in a specific location at a particular time as the DEIS implies and
therefore, habituation in the context of the DEIS is not a sound presumption. The
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literature reviewed in the DEIS relies largely on relatively old references and the studies
cited appear to have been selected to advance a no impact conclusion, versus providing
an unbiased review of potential impacts. While not every citation regarding noise impacts
to fish and wildlife was written over 20 years ago, we estimate the mean year of
publication of the cited references to be 1998. Since that time, a large body of more
recent work provides a more informed basis for assessing noise impacts to wildlife (eg,
Francis and Barber 2013; Barber et al 2012; Francis et al. 2012; Barber et al. 2011;
Francis et al 2011; Francis et al. 2009; Frid and Dill 2002). These studies provide
thoughtful inference relative to subtle and detrimental impacts to wildlife from noise, but
none are referenced in the DEIS. The individual species sections of the DEIS repeatedly
assert that various species will experience increased disturbance but will habituate to
increased levels of disturbance caused by increased growler activity. We disagree with
the analysis and conclusions the DEIS makes relative to specific species as follows:
Page 4-202-203; Waterfowl: Only four publications written between 1998 and 2004 are
cited. Each documents some level of disturbance caused by noise. There is no
discussion, or consideration of, the energetic costs of the various reactions birds
exhibited in the studies relative to individual fithess. From these sources, the DEIS
concludes that there will be no population affect from the disturbance. However, the draft
provides no clear rationale for this conclusion other than surmising habituation by
affected animals. Choice of literature cited in the waterfowl section appears biased as the
DEIS in this section cites Goudie and Jones (2004), but omits Goudie (2006), which
asserts that military aircraft noise “may be the primary stressor in aircraft disturbance” to
Harlequin Ducks and calls for more research directed “towards population consequences
of military aircraft disturbance.” Page 4-203-204; Wading Birds: Only a single source
(Black et al. 1984), which summarizes studies conducted on various species in Florida, is
cited. We cannot tell from the DEIS whether this study considered Great Blue Herons,
which is the common breeding species in the affected environment covered by the DEIS.
The DEIS again concludes that wading birds will habituate to increased growler noise,
with no supporting evidence provided. Further, the DEIS fails to mention, or speculate
upon impacts to the existing Great Blue Heron breeding colonies that occur on Whidbey
Island, within the affected environment. Page 4-204-205; Seabirds: The DEIS does not
address the impacts to the Pigeon Guillemot, which is the most common seabird in the
affected area. Bishop et al. (2016) documented over 900 individuals breeding on
Whidbey Island alone; additional breeding sites are found within the affected area. The
DEIS states that the Deception Pass area is the only IBA known to contain breeding
seabirds. This is incorrect; Pigeon Guillemot breeding sites are found throughout the
affected area: see Evenson et al. (2004) and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Priority Habitats and Species Data Base (wdfw.wa.gov/phsontheweb/). The Tufted Puffin
is a State endangered species. It breeds on Smith Island and has been seen in the
waters of south Lopez Island (Hanson and Wiles 2015). The DEIs omits any discussion
of impacts to this species, and is therefore inadequate. We do not agree that the
Common Murre and Herring Gulls are appropriate proxies for Pigeon Guillemots and
especially not for Marbled Murrelets. The proxie species identified in the DEIS are
colonial nesters that breed on islands. This life history strategy in no way resembles that
of the Marbled Murrelet, which nests in forests, flies up to 50 miles inland to reach the
nest, and must make at least one round trip daily to feed its young. Again, the DEIS does
not address energetic costs to seabirds, especially Marbled Murrelets, from the
physiological impacts of disturbance and again concludes that all birds will habituate to
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increased noise without presenting any substantiating data to support that position.
Lastly, we appreciate exactness in quoting WDFW staff; notably on Page 3-115, when
discussing Marbled Murrelet breeding in Island County, the DEIS attributes to WDFW
District Wildlife Biologist Milner: “Small amounts of suitable habitat occur in Deception
Pass State Park; however, the winds in the area largely prevent the moss-covered
defective limbs that create platforms for nesting murrelets.” On 17 October 2016 in a
letter to Mr. Bianchi, Milner wrote: “No surveys have been done since the 1990's to my
knowledge. No nesting birds have been found on Whidbey...There are small amounts of
suitable habitat in Deception Pass Park, but the general conclusion was (in the 1990's)
that although there are old growth trees there, the winds prevent the moss covered
defective limbs that create platforms from developing to any large extent.” Although the
discrepancy between what Milner wrote and what is cited in the DEIS appears relatively
minor, the DEIS omits the twice stated fact that nesting surveys and habitat evaluations
have not been conducted since the 1990’s. Survey techniques, habitat evaluations and
definitions have changed in the last 25 years and this should be acknowledged and
stated clearly in the DEIS. Page 4-205; Shorebirds and Page 4-205; Passerines: The
DEIS again relies on a presumption of habituation, with no supporting evidence, to assert
minimal effects on shorebirds or songbirds as a result of increased growler activities
under all alternatives and scenarios. We believe this analysis, like those for other species
in the DEIS, is an over simplification that ignores the concept of human induced stress
and its implications to fitness. Kight et al. (2012) document fitness impacts to Eastern
Bluebirds (a passerine species) from noise; Francis et al. (2009) demonstrate that noise
reduced avian nesting species richness and altered avian community structure; Francis
et al. (2011) evaluate the role of noise in altering ecological processes and services.
None of these impacts are discussed in the DEIS and this is a major oversight that biases
the conclusions stated within the document. The DEIS states that only one reference was
available to assess potential impacts of noise on shorebirds. We agree that focused
studies that concentrate on military aircraft are lacking, however, Smit and Visser (1993)
discuss variability in shorebird species response to aircraft and other anthropogenic
disturbances, suggesting that individual shorebird species will react differently and
therefore must be considered on a species by species basis. Burger (1981), concluded
that shorebirds were the most sensitive species group in their study to react to
disturbance. This paper is cited earlier in the DEIS under the Seabirds section, yet the
finding of shorebird sensitivity is omitted in this section. In the absence of specific
aircraft-shorebird studies, inferences regarding disturbance and stress on shorebirds are
possible, but this analysis is absent in the DEIS. The DEIS ignores all potential
behavioral or physiological costs to shorebirds from disturbance and instead states:
“Shorebirds in the study area are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft
operations and other human disturbances, and they are presumably habituated to the
high levels of disturbance.” We challenge this conclusion for two reasons: 1) several
studies discuss the behavioral and physiological impacts to shorebirds from flushing and
disturbance. For examples, Lillleyman et al. (2016) suggest that increased disturbance
may affect survival and reproductive success of migrating shorebirds; Gill (2007) points
out that disturbance measures are more appropriately measured on population effects
rather than observed behavior (as implied by the DEIS reliance upon unsubstantiated
assumptions of habituation); Goss-Custard et al. (2002) regard individual survival in the
non-breeding season and a shorebird’s ability to store fat for migration and breeding as
the correct measure of disturbance impacts. Page 4-207; Mammals: The DEIS cites one
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reference (Efroymson et al. 2000), and concludes that no terrestrial mammal will be
significantly affected “by disturbances from aircraft operations” because “terrestrial
mammals inhabiting the study area are already exposed to a high level of long-term
aircraft operations...and have presumably habituated to the very high level of noise and
visual disturbances, as has been reported for some mammals (i.e., ungulates) in other
areas of repeated exposure.” We found one line in Efroymson et al. (2000) that supports
this conclusion. It says: “Habituation of bighorn sheep and mule deer has been observed
(Weisenberger et al. 1996).” This is not an adequate analysis of the effects of growler
noise on ungulates or other mammals. We find it curious that this section omits some
additional points made in Efroymson et al.(2000). Notably, the DEIS is silent on impact to
small mammals although the reference states: “Most of the effects models for small
mammals relate to sound rather than slant distance...It is not clear whether or not all
small mammals should be grouped together because acoustic thresholds may be largely
different...Hearing thresholds of some rodent species are likely to be impacted by
low-altitude military overflights”. The authors provide several references regarding the
impact of noise on small mammals, but none are discussed in the DEIS. The DEIS states
that the Columbian black-tailed deer, the species found in the study area, is a
sub-species of mule deer, implying that the behavior of the two sub-species will be the
same. In fact, behavior is quite different between the two sub-species. Unlike mule deer,
Columbian black-tail deer are associated with forest habitats, do not migrate between
summer and winter ranges, and are resident, inhabiting small home ranges from which
they rarely stray. From Efroymson et al. (2000): “Effects of overflights on several
ungulates have been studied, with an emphasis on caribou. Most ungulates are highly
exposed to overflights, engaging in feeding and other activities in the open. Because
these animals can typically see the aircraft approach, slant distance is probably a better
measure of exposure than sound. In contrast, ungulates such as deer in the eastern or
northwestern forests may be surrounded by tree cover, aircraft may not be visible to
them. For these populations, sound pressure level is an equally appropriate measure...”.
The DEIS fails to analyze the effects of growler noise on black-tailed deer or any other
terrestrial mammal. This section is not complete or credible. Page 4-218: Pinnipeds:
Assumptions of habituation are not substantiated. Two citations (Bejder et al. 2006;
Stockin et al. 2008) discuss dolphins and have nothing to do with pinniped biology or
behavior. The DEIS ignores local research on pinnipeds such as Acevedo-Guilerrez and
Cendejas-Zarekku (2001) who suggest harbor seals actually alter their haul out behavior
in response to noise and human disturbance. The analysis in this section is inadequate.
Kastak and Reichmuth Kastak (2006) assessed the effects of intense noise on three
species of pinnipeds, all of which occur in the affected area for the Office of Naval
Research. We are concerned that none of the information presented or citations listed in
this document are considered in the DEIS. Page 4-19-4-20; Cetaceans: Assumptions of
habituation are not substantiated. The DEIS assumes the zone of potential aircraft
disturbance to cetaceans is limited to the nearshore waters of Whidbey Island and fails to
analyze impacts that might occur within the entire affected environment. Page 4-216;
Effects on Marine Species: The DEIS states that sound waves propagating from low
flying jets reach sound levels of 152 dB re 1 uPa at 6.6 feet below the surface. Dugualla
Bay, on the flight path for jets landing and taking off from Ault field, is a significant
nearshore nursery habitat for ESA listed Puget Sound Chinook salmon migrating from the
Skagit River. In addition to ESA listed chinook, Dugualla Bay also provides rearing and
nursery habitat for ESA listed summer chum salmon, ESA listed steelhead, and ESA
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listed bull trout. This level of sound possesses a threat to these sensitive juvenile fish
species by potentially interfering with their ability to find prey and avoid predators. Page
4-217; Fish, paragraph 2: The DEIS states that aircraft overflights have the potential to
affect surface eaters and therefore expose fish in the upper water column to sound and
general disturbance, which could potentially result in short-term behavioral or
physiological responses. These impacts would likely include behavioral changes and
auditory masking. We disagree with the paragraph’s conclusion that these impacts would
be short-term and minimal. Behavioral changes that may force fish out of their normal
migratory pathway, e.g. to deeper water to avoid sound, predisposes these juvenile fish
populations to greater risk of predation. Auditory masking of these juvenile salmonid
species may affect their ability to capture prey or to avoid predators. Forage fish such as
sand lance and surf smelt, which prefer to spawn in the mid- and upper-intertidal range,
may be forced into deeper water and off their preferred spawning habitat because of
behavioral response to sound. There are no current or past studies to document how
these important forage fish species may respond to these sound levels. Page 4-217;
Behavioral: The DEIS states that the current guideline for a behavioral impact to fish is
150 dB re 1 pPa, which would be surpassed near the surface. The behavioral effects to
fish could include disruption or changes in natural activities, such as swimming, schooling
feeding, breeding, and migration. The DEIS states there is a lack of studies
demonstrating the behavioral response of fish to man-made sound. The DEIS goes on to
say that sound can induce generalized stress responses in fish, including a startle
response and behavioral changes. These response changes in forage fish or juvenile
salmonids may potentially alter spawning success or lead to interruption of prey capture
and predator avoidance respectively. We disagree with the conclusion in this section that
long term impacts for individual fish are unlikely in most cases. 4.8.3 Biological Resource
Conclusions: Bullet #3, Bird Strikes: This section presents data that indicate minimal
mortality to birds from direct aircraft strikes. However, the document is silent regarding
any additional mortality resulting from hazing or lethal removal of birds and mammals
around runways to prevent strikes. Because these data are omitted from the DEIS, we
are unable to assess any potential population impacts to species that might be affected
by increasing numbers of aircraft on and around the runways. This omission should be
corrected. Concluding Remarks: As stated above, we do not accept the assumption of
habituation of all species to increased growler noise as represented in the DEIS. We do
not agree that a 46% to 47% increase in aircraft operations at the NAS Whidbey Island
complex will not significantly impact terrestrial and marine wildlife because “terrestrial and
marine wildlife in the study area are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft
operations and other human-made disturbance and have presumably habituated.” The
DEIS offers no science to support this presumption and relies on limited, potentially
outdated science to support the Navy's apparently biased assertions. We believe this
document is highly inadequate and provide herein a list of scientific literature that should
form the basis of a new analysis that looks at, but is not limited to, the physiological and
behavioral responses of wildlife to increased noise and disturbance. This list is far from
complete, but presents objective information that is lacking in the current DEIS. A broader
review of available science, with appropriate inferences related to impacts of
anthropogenic disturbance on wildlife is lacking in the DEIS. Therefore we disagree with
the assertions applied to impacts of the proposed alternatives and associated scenarios
in the document. Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) within the Operational Areas The
following PHS species may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field and OLF
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Coupeville. Those not specifically addressed above should receive additional
consideration in the DEIS (WDFW 2008): Western toad Common Murre Marbled Murrelet
Tufted Puffin Nonbreeding concentrations of loons, grebes, cormorants and alcids
Breeding concentrations of cormorants Great Blue Heron Breeding cavity nesting ducks
Nonbreeding concentrations of Goldeneye and Bufflehead Harlequin Duck Swans
Waterfowl concentrations Bald Eagle Merlin Peregrine Falcon Nonbreeding shorebird
concentrations Band-tailed Pigeon Pileated Woodpecker Roosting concentrations of Big
brown and Myotis species bats Townsends big-eared bat Columbian black-tailed deer
Mink Dall's porpoise Harbor seal Killer whale Pacific harbor porpoise California sea lion
Steller sea lion Surf smelt Pacific herring Species of Greatest Conservation Need
(SCGN) within the Operational Areas: The following SCGN, in addition to PHS species
may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field and OLF Coupeville. Those not
specifically addressed above should receive additional consideration in the DEIS. See
WDFW (2015) as some species not listed below are also PHS. Hoary bat Silver-haired
bat Keen's myotis Black Scoter Surf Scoter White-winged Scoter Long-tailed Duck
Western Bluebird Leatherback sea turtle Pacific sand lance Citations and Suggested
References Acevedo-Gutierrez, A and S Cendehas-Zarelli. 2011. Nocturnal haul-out
patterns of harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) related to airborne noise levels in Bellingham,
Washington, USA. Aquatic Mammals 37(2):167-174. Barber J, C Burdett, S Reed, et al.
2011. Anthropogenic noise exposure in protected natural areas: estimating the scale of
ecological consequences. Landscape Ecology 26:1281-1295. Barber JR, KR Crooks, and
KM Fristrup. 2010. The costs of chronic noise exposure for terrestrial organisms. Trends
in Ecology and Evolution. 25:180-189. Beason, RC. 2004. What can birds hear? Pages
92-96 In Proceedings of the 21st Vertebrate Pest Conference, RM Timm and WP
Gorenzel, Editors. University of California Davis. Bishop, E, G Rosling, P Kind, and F.
Wood. 2016. Pigeon Guillemots on Whidbey Island, Washington: a six-year monitoring
study. Northwestern Naturalist 97(3):237-245. Borgmann, KL. 2012. A review of human
disturbance impacts on waterbirds. Audubon California, Tiburon, CA. Dooling, RJ and A
Popper. 2007. The effects of highway noise on birds. California Department of
Transportation Division of Environmental Analysis. Sacramento, CA. Ellison WT, BL
Southall, CW Clark and AS Frankel. 2012. A new context-based approach to assess
marine mammal behavioral responses to anthropogenic sounds. Conservation Biology
26:21-28. Erbe, C. 2002. Underwater noise of whale-watching boats and potential effects
on killer whales (Orcinus orca), based on an acoustic impact model. Marine Mammal
Science 18(2):394-418. Evenson, JR, DR Nysewander, M Mahaffy, BL Murphie, and TA
Cyra. 2004. Status, abundance, and colony distribution of breeding pigeon guillemots
(Cepphus Columba) from the inland marine waters of Washington state, as documented
by PSAMP efforts, 2000-2002. TW Droscher and DA Fraser, Editors. In Proceedings of
the 2003 Georgia Basin/Puget Sound Research Conference. Francis CD and Barber.
2013. A framework for understanding noise impacts on wildlife: an urgent conservation
priority. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 11(6): 305-313. Francis CD, NJ Kleist,
CP Ortega, and A Cruz. 2012. Noise pollution alters ecological services: enhanced
pollination and disrupted seed dispersal. Proceedings of the Royal Society of Biological
Sciences 270:2727-2735. Francis CD, CP Ortega, and A. Cruz. 2009. Noise pollution
changes avian communities and species interactions. Current Biology 19:1415-1419.
Francis CD, J Paritsis, CP Ortega and A. Cruz. 2011. Landscape patterns of avian
habitat use and nest success are affected by chronic gas well compressor noise.
Landscape Ecology 26:1269-1280. Frid, A. and LM Dill. 2002. Human-caused
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disturbance stimuli as a form of predation risk. Conservation Biology 6(1):11. Kastak, D
and C Reichmuth Kastak. 2006. Noise impacts on pinniped hearing. Final Technical
Report to the Office of Naval Research. Grant #N00014-04-1-0284. Kight CR, MS Saha
and JP Swaddle. 2012. Anthropogenic noise is associated with reductions in the
productivity of breeding eastern bluebirds (Sialia sialis) Ecological Applications 22:
1989-1996. Federal Highway Commission.
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Environment/noise/noise_effect_on_wildlife/effects/wild09.cfm
Gill. JA. 2007. Approaches to measuring the effects of human disturbance on birds. Ibis
140 (Suppl. 1): 9-14. Gill, JA, K Norris and WJ Sutherland. 2001. Why behavioral
responses may not reflect the population consequences of human disturbance. Biological
Conservation 97:265-268. Goss-Custard, JD, RA Stillman, AD West, RWG Caldow and S
McGrorty. 2002. Carrying capacity in overwintering migratory birds. Biological
Conservation 105:27-41. Goss-Custard, JD, P Triplet, F Sueur, and AD West. 2006.
Critical thresholds of disturbance by people and raptors in foraging wading birds.
Biological Conservation 127: 88-97. Hanson, T and GJ Wiles. 2015. Washington state
status report for the Tufted Puffin. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia,
Washington. 66 pp. Hoang, T. 2013. A literature review of the effects of aircraft
disturbances on seabirds, shorebirds and marine mammals. Presented to NOAA, Greater
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary and the Seabird Protection Network. Lilleyman, A.
DC Franklin, JK Szabo, and MJ Lawes. Behavioral responses of migratory shorebirds to
disturbance at a high-tide roost. Emu 116:111-118. Noise Quest.
http://lwww.noisequest.psu.edu/noiseeffects.html Pater LL, TG Grubb and DK Delaney.
2009. Recommendations for improved assessment of noise impacts on wildlife. Journal
of Wildlife Management 73:788-795. Smit, CJ and GJM Visser. 1993. Effects of
disturbance on shorebirds: a summary of existing knowledge from the Dutch Wadden
Sea and Delta area. Wader Study Group Bulletin 68: 6-19. Southall, BL, AE Bowles, WT
Ellison, JJ Fineran, RL Gentry, CR Greene Jr., et al. Marine mammal noise exposure
criteria: initial scientific recommendations. Journal of Aquatic Mammals 33:411-521.
Stillman, RA, AD West, RWG Caldow, and SEA LE V. Dit Durrell. 2007. Predicting the
effect of disturbance on coastal birds. Ibis 149 (Suppl. 1):73-81. Stone, E. 2000.
Separating the noise from the noise: A finding in support of the “niche hypothesis,” that
birds are influenced by human-induced noise in natural habitats. Anthrozoos 13(4)
225-231. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Priority Habitat and Species
List. Olympia, Washington. 177 pp. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2015.
Washington’s State Wildlife Action Plan: 2015 Update. Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, Olympia, Washington USA> Yasue, M. 2006. Environmental factors and
spatial scale influence shorebirds’ responses to human disturbance. Biological
Conservation 128:47-54.
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NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Submitted by
Paul Marczin, Doug Thompson, Area Habitat Biologists; Ruth Milner District Wildlife Biologist

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement with particular emphasis on Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences. We are dismayed by the lack of best available science used to assess
impacts to fish and wildlife and strongly disagree with the unsubstantiated, repeated assertions that all
wildlife will simply habituate and remain unaffected by any and all increases in growler traffic proposed
in the DEIS.

We believe the Affected Environment defined in Chapter 3 underestimates the area that will actually
affect wildlife through increased growler activities as described in the three alternatives and their
associated scenarios. The modelled aircraft levels presented in the DEIS are based on estimated flight
path geometry and do not account for noise impacts outside of the prescribed flight paths. No noise
data outside of the defined affected environment are presented or discussed. The noise levels used to
describe the affected environment are based on human hearing and consider noise abatement
mechanisms such as access to indoor spaces that do not apply to wildlife. The DEIS does not account for
the different ear structures and potentially more sensitive hearing that many animal species possess
(see Beason 2004; Pater et al. 2009; Federal Highway Commission; Noise Quest). Thus, the affected
environment should be reconsidered and expanded to include more of the San Juan Archipelago, which
supports large populations of wildlife, as well as points east and west of the affected environment
analyzed in the DEIS.

Our remaining comments are specifically related to the Biological Resources Section 4.8, especially
Sensory Disturbances, beginning on page 4-201. In general, although we agree that scientific research
focused specifically on noise impacts to fish and wildlife caused by military aircraft is limited, we
disagree with the general conclusions for all alternatives relative to fish and wildlife that all species will
be unaffected or will be minimally impacted.

The basic tenet of the DEIS is that wildlife are habituated to current conditions and therefore will
habituate to increased noise and thus remain unaffected. This assumption is repeated throughout the
DEIS for most of the species or species groups covered in the analysis. We believe the DEIS relies heavily
on assumptions of habituation that are not justified or supported by scientific studies. For example,
page 4-201, paragraph 3 states “Terrestrial wildlife that live at or near the proposed construction site
are presumed to be habituated to high levels of noise....because they continue to be present despite the
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history of anthropogenic noise in the area.” The DEIS offers no scientific explanation for this
presumption and we believe that conclusions such as this are erroneous. See Francis and Barber 2013: "An
organism might show little to no response to noise in terms of habitat occupancy or foraging rate, for example, but
may experience strong negative impacts in terms of pairing success, number of offspring, physiological stress, or
other measures of fitness." Fitness is defined as an organism’s ability to survive to reproductive age, find a mate
and produce offspring. The more offspring produced over a lifetime the greater an individual’s biological fitness.
Fitness cannot be equated to observations of individual animals seen in a specific location at a particular time as
the DEIS implies and therefore, habituation in the context of the DEIS is not a sound presumption.

The literature reviewed in the DEIS relies largely on relatively old references and the studies cited
appear to have been selected to advance a no impact conclusion, versus providing an unbiased review
of potential impacts. While not every citation regarding noise impacts to fish and wildlife was written
over 20 years ago, we estimate the mean year of publication of the cited references to be 1998. Since
that time, a large body of more recent work provides a more informed basis for assessing noise impacts
to wildlife (eg, Francis and Barber 2013; Barber et al 2012; Francis et al. 2012; Barber et al. 2011; Francis
et al 2011; Francis et al. 2009; Frid and Dill 2002). These studies provide thoughtful inference relative to
subtle and detrimental impacts to wildlife from noise, but none are referenced in the DEIS.

The individual species sections of the DEIS repeatedly assert that various species will experience
increased disturbance but will habituate to increased levels of disturbance caused by increased growler
activity. We disagree with the analysis and conclusions the DEIS makes relative to specific species as
follows:

Page 4-202-203; Waterfowl: Only four publications written between 1998 and 2004 are cited. Each
documents some level of disturbance caused by noise. There is no discussion, or consideration of, the
energetic costs of the various reactions birds exhibited in the studies relative to individual fitness. From
these sources, the DEIS concludes that there will be no population affect from the disturbance.
However, the draft provides no clear rationale for this conclusion other than surmising habituation by
affected animals. Choice of literature cited in the waterfowl section appears biased as the DEIS in this
section cites Goudie and Jones (2004), but omits Goudie (2006), which asserts that military aircraft noise
“may be the primary stressor in aircraft disturbance” to Harlequin Ducks and calls for more research
directed “towards population consequences of military aircraft disturbance.”

Page 4-203-204; Wading Birds: Only a single source (Black et al. 1984), which summarizes studies
conducted on various species in Florida, is cited. We cannot tell from the DEIS whether this study
considered Great Blue Herons, which is the common breeding species in the affected environment
covered by the DEIS. The DEIS again concludes that wading birds will habituate to increased growler
noise, with no supporting evidence provided. Further, the DEIS fails to mention, or speculate upon
impacts to the existing Great Blue Heron breeding colonies that occur on Whidbey Island, within the
affected environment.

Page 4-204-205; Seabirds: The DEIS does not address the impacts to the Pigeon Guillemot, which is the
most common seabird in the affected area. Bishop et al. (2016) documented over 900 individuals
breeding on Whidbey Island alone; additional breeding sites are found within the affected area. The
DEIS states that the Deception Pass area is the only IBA known to contain breeding seabirds. This is
incorrect; Pigeon Guillemot breeding sites are found throughout the affected area: see Evenson et al.
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(2004) and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species Data Base
(wdfw.wa.gov/phsontheweb/).

The Tufted Puffin is a State endangered species. It breeds on Smith Island and has been seen in the
waters of south Lopez Island (Hanson and Wiles 2015). The DEIs omits any discussion of impacts to this
species, and is therefore inadequate.

We do not agree that the Common Murre and Herring Gulls are appropriate proxies for Pigeon
Guillemots and especially not for Marbled Murrelets. The proxie species identified in the DEIS are
colonial nesters that breed on islands. This life history strategy in no way resembles that of the Marbled
Murrelet, which nests in forests, flies up to 50 miles inland to reach the nest, and must make at least
one round trip daily to feed its young. Again, the DEIS does not address energetic costs to seabirds,
especially Marbled Murrelets, from the physiological impacts of disturbance and again concludes that all
birds will habituate to increased noise without presenting any substantiating data to support that
position.

Lastly, we appreciate exactness in quoting WDFW staff; notably on Page 3-115, when discussing
Marbled Murrelet breeding in Island County, the DEIS attributes to WDFW District Wildlife Biologist
Milner: “Small amounts of suitable habitat occur in Deception Pass State Park; however, the winds in the
area largely prevent the moss-covered defective limbs that create platforms for nesting murrelets.”

On 17 October 2016 in a letter to Mr. Bianchi, Milner wrote: “No surveys have been done since the
1990's to my knowledge. No nesting birds have been found on Whidbey...There are small amounts of
suitable habitat in Deception Pass Park, but the general conclusion was (in the 1990's) that although
there are old growth trees there, the winds prevent the moss covered defective limbs that create
platforms from developing to any large extent.”

Although the discrepancy between what Milner wrote and what is cited in the DEIS appears relatively
minor, the DEIS omits the twice stated fact that nesting surveys and habitat evaluations have not been
conducted since the 1990’s. Survey techniques, habitat evaluations and definitions have changed in the
last 25 years and this should be acknowledged and stated clearly in the DEIS.

Page 4-205; Shorebirds and Page 4-205; Passerines: The DEIS again relies on a presumption of
habituation, with no supporting evidence, to assert minimal effects on shorebirds or songbirds as a
result of increased growler activities under all alternatives and scenarios. We believe this analysis, like
those for other species in the DEIS, is an over simplification that ignores the concept of human induced
stress and its implications to fitness. Kight et al. (2012) document fitness impacts to Eastern Bluebirds (a
passerine species) from noise; Francis et al. (2009) demonstrate that noise reduced avian nesting
species richness and altered avian community structure; Francis et al. (2011) evaluate the role of noise
in altering ecological processes and services. None of these impacts are discussed in the DEIS and this is
a major oversight that biases the conclusions stated within the document.

The DEIS states that only one reference was available to assess potential impacts of noise on shorebirds.
We agree that focused studies that concentrate on military aircraft are lacking, however, Smit and Visser
(1993) discuss variability in shorebird species response to aircraft and other anthropogenic disturbances,
suggesting that individual shorebird species will react differently and therefore must be considered on a
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species by species basis. Burger (1981), concluded that shorebirds were the most sensitive species
group in their study to react to disturbance. This paper is cited earlier in the DEIS under the Seabirds
section, yet the finding of shorebird sensitivity is omitted in this section.

In the absence of specific aircraft-shorebird studies, inferences regarding disturbance and stress on
shorebirds are possible, but this analysis is absent in the DEIS. The DEIS ignores all potential behavioral
or physiological costs to shorebirds from disturbance and instead states: “Shorebirds in the study area
are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft operations and other human disturbances, and
they are presumably habituated to the high levels of disturbance.” We challenge this conclusion for two
reasons: 1) several studies discuss the behavioral and physiological impacts to shorebirds from flushing
and disturbance. For examples, Lillleyman et al. (2016) suggest that increased disturbance may affect
survival and reproductive success of migrating shorebirds; Gill (2007) points out that disturbance
measures are more appropriately measured on population effects rather than observed behavior (as
implied by the DEIS reliance upon unsubstantiated assumptions of habituation); Goss-Custard et al.
(2002) regard individual survival in the non-breeding season and a shorebird’s ability to store fat for
migration and breeding as the correct measure of disturbance impacts.

Page 4-207; Mammals: The DEIS cites one reference (Efroymson et al. 2000), and concludes that no
terrestrial mammal will be significantly affected “by disturbances from aircraft operations” because
“terrestrial mammals inhabiting the study area are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft
operations...and have presumably habituated to the very high level of noise and visual disturbances, as
has been reported for some mammals (i.e., ungulates) in other areas of repeated exposure.” We found
one line in Efroymson et al. (2000) that supports this conclusion. It says: “Habituation of bighorn sheep
and mule deer has been observed (Weisenberger et al. 1996).” This is not an adequate analysis of the
effects of growler noise on ungulates or other mammals.

We find it curious that this section omits some additional points made in Efroymson et al.(2000).
Notably, the DEIS is silent on impact to small mammals although the reference states: “Most of the
effects models for small mammals relate to sound rather than slant distance...It is not clear whether or
not all small mammals should be grouped together because acoustic thresholds may be largely
different...Hearing thresholds of some rodent species are likely to be impacted by low-altitude military
overflights”. The authors provide several references regarding the impact of noise on small mammals,
but none are discussed in the DEIS.

The DEIS states that the Columbian black-tailed deer, the species found in the study area, is a sub-
species of mule deer, implying that the behavior of the two sub-species will be the same. In fact,
behavior is quite different between the two sub-species. Unlike mule deer, Columbian black-tail deer are
associated with forest habitats, do not migrate between summer and winter ranges, and are resident,
inhabiting small home ranges from which they rarely stray. From Efroymson et al. (2000): “Effects of
overflights on several ungulates have been studied, with an emphasis on caribou. Most ungulates are
highly exposed to overflights, engaging in feeding and other activities in the open. Because these
animals can typically see the aircraft approach, slant distance is probably a better measure of exposure
than sound. In contrast, ungulates such as deer in the eastern or northwestern forests may be
surrounded by tree cover, aircraft may not be visible to them. For these populations, sound pressure
level is an equally appropriate measure...”. The DEIS fails to analyze the effects of growler noise on
black-tailed deer or any other terrestrial mammal. This section is not complete or credible.
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Page 4-218: Pinnipeds: Assumptions of habituation are not substantiated. Two citations (Bejder et al.
2006; Stockin et al. 2008) discuss dolphins and have nothing to do with pinniped biology or behavior.
The DEIS ignores local research on pinnipeds such as Acevedo-Guilerrez and Cendejas-Zarekku (2001)
who suggest harbor seals actually alter their haul out behavior in response to noise and human
disturbance. The analysis in this section is inadequate. Kastak and Reichmuth Kastak (2006) assessed the
effects of intense noise on three species of pinnipeds, all of which occur in the affected area for the
Office of Naval Research. We are concerned that none of the information presented or citations listed in
this document are considered in the DEIS.

Page 4-19-4-20; Cetaceans: Assumptions of habituation are not substantiated. The DEIS assumes the
zone of potential aircraft disturbance to cetaceans is limited to the nearshore waters of Whidbey Island
and fails to analyze impacts that might occur within the entire affected environment.

Page 4-216; Effects on Marine Species: The DEIS states that sound waves propagating from low flying
jets reach sound levels of 152 dB re 1 puPa at 6.6 feet below the surface. Dugualla Bay, on the flight path
for jets landing and taking off from Ault field, is a significant nearshore nursery habitat for ESA listed
Puget Sound Chinook salmon migrating from the Skagit River. In addition to ESA listed chinook, Dugualla
Bay also provides rearing and nursery habitat for ESA listed summer chum salmon, ESA listed steelhead,
and ESA listed bull trout. This level of sound possesses a threat to these sensitive juvenile fish species by
potentially interfering with their ability to find prey and avoid predators.

Page 4-217; Fish, paragraph 2: The DEIS states that aircraft overflights have the potential to affect
surface eaters and therefore expose fish in the upper water column to sound and general disturbance,
which could potentially result in short-term behavioral or physiological responses. These impacts would
likely include behavioral changes and auditory masking. We disagree with the paragraph’s conclusion
that these impacts would be short-term and minimal. Behavioral changes that may force fish out of
their normal migratory pathway, e.g. to deeper water to avoid sound, predisposes these juvenile fish
populations to greater risk of predation. Auditory masking of these juvenile salmonid species may affect
their ability to capture prey or to avoid predators. Forage fish such as sand lance and surf smelt, which
prefer to spawn in the mid- and upper-intertidal range, may be forced into deeper water and off their
preferred spawning habitat because of behavioral response to sound. There are no current or past
studies to document how these important forage fish species may respond to these sound levels.

Page 4-217; Behavioral: The DEIS states that the current guideline for a behavioral impact to fish is 150
dB re 1 uPa, which would be surpassed near the surface. The behavioral effects to fish could include
disruption or changes in natural activities, such as swimming, schooling feeding, breeding, and
migration. The DEIS states there is a lack of studies demonstrating the behavioral response of fish to
man-made sound. The DEIS goes on to say that sound can induce generalized stress responses in fish,
including a startle response and behavioral changes. These response changes in forage fish or juvenile
salmonids may potentially alter spawning success or lead to interruption of prey capture and predator
avoidance respectively. We disagree with the conclusion in this section that long term impacts for
individual fish are unlikely in most cases.

WDFW Comments to EA-18G Growler Aircraft Operation EIS ~ Page 5

02_WADFW-02



4.8.3 Biological Resource Conclusions:

Bullet #3, Bird Strikes: This section presents data that indicate minimal mortality to birds from direct
aircraft strikes. However, the document is silent regarding any additional mortality resulting from
hazing or lethal removal of birds and mammals around runways to prevent strikes. Because these data
are omitted from the DEIS, we are unable to assess any potential population impacts to species that
might be affected by increasing numbers of aircraft on and around the runways. This omission should
be corrected.

Concluding Remarks: As stated above, we do not accept the assumption of habituation of all species to
increased growler noise as represented in the DEIS. We do not agree that a 46% to 47% increase in
aircraft operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex will not significantly impact terrestrial and
marine wildlife because “terrestrial and marine wildlife in the study area are already exposed to a high
level of long-term aircraft operations and other human-made disturbance and have presumably
habituated.” The DEIS offers no science to support this presumption and relies on limited, potentially
outdated science to support the Navy’s apparently biased assertions. We believe this document is
highly inadequate and provide herein a list of scientific literature that should form the basis of a new
analysis that looks at, but is not limited to, the physiological and behavioral responses of wildlife to
increased noise and disturbance. This list is far from complete, but presents objective information that
is lacking in the current DEIS. A broader review of available science, with appropriate inferences related
to impacts of anthropogenic disturbance on wildlife is lacking in the DEIS. Therefore we disagree with
the assertions applied to impacts of the proposed alternatives and associated scenarios in the
document.

Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) within the Operational Areas

The following PHS species may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field and OLF Coupeville.
Those not specifically addressed above should receive additional consideration in the DEIS (WDFW
2008):

Western toad Nonbreeding shorebird concentrations

Common Murre Band-tailed Pigeon

Marbled Murrelet Pileated Woodpecker

Tufted Puffin Roosting concentrations of Big brown and Myotis

Nonbreeding concentrations of loons, grebes,
cormorants and alcids

Breeding concentrations of cormorants

Great Blue Heron

Breeding cavity nesting ducks

Nonbreeding concentrations of Goldeneye and
Bufflehead

Harlequin Duck

Swans

Waterfowl concentrations

Bald Eagle

Merlin

Peregrine Falcon

species bats

Townsends big-eared bat
Columbian black-tailed deer
Mink

Dall’s porpoise

Harbor seal

Killer whale

Pacific harbor porpoise
California sea lion

Steller sea lion

Surf smelt

Pacific herring
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SCGN) within the Operational Areas:

The following SCGN, in addition to PHS species may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field
and OLF Coupeville. Those not specifically addressed above should receive additional consideration in
the DEIS. See WDFW (2015) as some species not listed below are also PHS.

Hoary bat White-winged Scoter
Silver-haired bat Long-tailed Duck
Keen’s myotis Western Bluebird
Black Scoter Leatherback sea turtle
Surf Scoter Pacific sand lance
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Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at
NAS Whidbey Island Complex

Submitted by
Paul Marczin, Doug Thompson, Area Habitat Biologists; Ruth Milner District Wildlife Biologist

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement with particular emphasis on Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences. We are dismayed by the lack of best available science used to assess
impacts to fish and wildlife and strongly disagree with the unsubstantiated, repeated assertions that all
wildlife will simply habituate and remain unaffected by any and all increases in growler traffic proposed
in the DEIS.

We believe the Affected Environment defined in Chapter 3 underestimates the area that will actually
affect wildlife through increased growler activities as described in the three alternatives and their
associated scenarios. The modelled aircraft levels presented in the DEIS are based on estimated flight
path geometry and do not account for noise impacts outside of the prescribed flight paths. No noise
data outside of the defined affected environment are presented or discussed. The noise levels used to
describe the affected environment are based on human hearing and consider noise abatement
mechanisms such as access to indoor spaces that do not apply to wildlife. The DEIS does not account for
the different ear structures and potentially more sensitive hearing that many animal species possess
(see Beason 2004; Pater et al. 2009; Federal Highway Commission; Noise Quest). Thus, the affected
environment should be reconsidered and expanded to include more of the San Juan Archipelago, which
supports large populations of wildlife, as well as points east and west of the affected environment
analyzed in the DEIS.

Our remaining comments are specifically related to the Biological Resources Section 4.8, especially
Sensory Disturbances, beginning on page 4-201. In general, although we agree that scientific research
focused specifically on noise impacts to fish and wildlife caused by military aircraft is limited, we
disagree with the general conclusions for all alternatives relative to fish and wildlife that all species will
be unaffected or will be minimally impacted.

The basic tenet of the DEIS is that wildlife are habituated to current conditions and therefore will
habituate to increased noise and thus remain unaffected. This assumption is repeated throughout the
DEIS for most of the species or species groups covered in the analysis. We believe the DEIS relies heavily
on assumptions of habituation that are not justified or supported by scientific studies. For example,
page 4-201, paragraph 3 states “Terrestrial wildlife that live at or near the proposed construction site
are presumed to be habituated to high levels of noise....because they continue to be present despite the
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history of anthropogenic noise in the area.” The DEIS offers no scientific explanation for this
presumption and we believe that conclusions such as this are erroneous. See Francis and Barber 2013: "An
organism might show little to no response to noise in terms of habitat occupancy or foraging rate, for example, but
may experience strong negative impacts in terms of pairing success, number of offspring, physiological stress, or
other measures of fitness." Fitness is defined as an organism’s ability to survive to reproductive age, find a mate
and produce offspring. The more offspring produced over a lifetime the greater an individual's biological fitness.
Fitness cannot be equated to observations of individuat animals seen in a specific location at a particular time as
the DEIS implies and therefore, habituation in the context of the DEIS is not a sound presumption.

The literature reviewed in the DEIS relies largely on relatively old references and the studies cited
appear to have been selected to advance a no impact conclusion, versus providing an unbiased review
of potential impacts. While not every citation regarding noise impacts to fish and wildlife was written
over 20 years ago, we estimate the mean year of publication of the cited references to be 1998. Since
that time, a large body of more recent work provides a more informed basis for assessing noise impacts
to wildlife (eg, Francis and Barber 2013; Barber et al 2012; Francis et al. 2012; Barber et al. 2011; Francis
et al 2011; Francis et al. 2009; Frid and Dill 2002). These studies provide thoughtful inference relative to
subtle and detrimental impacts to wildlife from noise, but none are referenced in the DEIS.

The individual species sections of the DEIS repeatedly assert that various species will experience
increased disturbance but will habituate to increased levels of disturbance caused by increased growler
activity. We disagree with the analysis and conclusions the DEIS makes relative to specific species as
follows:

Page 4-202-203; Waterfowl: Only four publications written between 1998 and 2004 are cited. Each
documents some level of disturbance caused by noise. There is no discussion, or consideration of, the
energetic costs of the various reactions birds exhibited in the studies relative to individual fitness. From
these sources, the DEIS concludes that there will be no population affect from the disturbance.
However, the draft provides no clear rationale for this conciusion other than surmising habituation by
affected animals. Choice of literature cited in the waterfowl section appears biased as the DEIS in this
section cites Goudie and Jones (2004), but omits Goudie {2006}, which asserts that military aircraft noise
“may be the primary stressor in aircraft disturbance” to Harlequin Ducks and calls for more research
directed “towards population consequences of military aircraft disturbance.”

Page 4-203-204; Wading Birds: Only a single source (Black et al. 1984), which summarizes studies
conducted on various species in Florida, is cited. We cannot teli from the DEIS whether this study
considered Great Blue Herons, which is the common breeding species in the affected environment
covered by the DEIS, The DEIS again concludes that wading birds will habituate to increased growler
noise, with no supporting evidence provided. Further, the DEIS fails to mention, or speculate upon
impacts to the existing Great Blue Heron breeding colonies that occur on Whidbey Island, within the
affected environment.

Page 4-204-205; Seabirds: The DEIS does not address the impacts to the Pigeon Guillemot, which is the
most common seabird in the affected area. Bishop et al, {2016) documented over 900 individuals
breeding on Whidbey Island alone; additional breeding sites are found within the affected area. The
DEIS states that the Deception Pass area is the only IBA known to contain breeding seabirds. This is
incorrect; Pigeon Guillemot breeding sites are found throughout the affected area: see Evenson et al.
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(2004) and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitats and Species Data Base
(wdfw.wa.gov/phsontheweb/).

The Tufted Puffin is a State endangered species. It breeds on Smith Island and has been seen in the
waters of south Lopez island (Hanson and Wiles 2015). The DEls omits any discussion of impacts to this
species, and is therefore inadequate.

We do not agree that the Common Murre and Herring Gulls are appropriate proxies for Pigeon
Guiflemots and especially not for Marbled Murrelets. The proxie species identified in the DEIS are
colonial nesters that breed on islands. This life history strategy in no way resembles that of the Marbled
Murrelet, which nests in forests, flies up to 50 miles inland to reach the nest, and must make at least
one round trip daily to feed its young, Again, the DEIS does not address energetic costs to seabirds,
especially Marbled Murrelets, from the physiological impacts of disturbance and again concludes that all
birds will habituate to increased noise without presenting any substantiating data to support that
position.

Lastly, we appreciate exactness in quating WDFW staff; notably on Page 3-115, when discussing
Marbled Murrelet breeding in Island County, the DEIS attributes to WDFW District Wildlife Biologist
Milner: “Small amounts of suitable habitat occur in Deception Pass State Park; however, the winds in the
area largely prevent the moss-covered defective limbs that create platforms for nesting murrelets.”

On 17 October 2016 in a letter to Mr. Bianchi, Milner wrote: “No surveys have been done since the
1990's to my knowledge. No nesting birds have been found on Whidbey...There are small amounts of
suitable habitat in Deception Pass Park, but the general conclusion was (in the 1990's) that although
there are old growth trees there, the winds prevent the moss covered defective limbs that create
platforms from developing to any large extent.”

Although the discrepancy between what Milner wrote and what is cited in the DEIS appears relatively
minor, the DEIS omits the twice stated fact that nesting surveys and habitat evaluations have not been
conducted since the 1990’s. Survey techniques, habitat evaluations and definitions have changed in the
last 25 years and this should be acknowledged and stated clearly in the DEIS.

Page 4-205; Shorebirds and Page 4-205; Passerines: The DEIS again relies on a presumption of
habituation, with no supporting evidence, to assert minimal effects on shorebirds or songhirds as a
result of increased growler activities under all alternatives and scenarios. We believe this analysis, like
those for other species in the DEIS, is an over simplification that ignores the concept of human induced
stress and its implications to fitness. Kight et al. (2012} document fitness impacts to Eastern Bluebirds {a
passerine species) from noise; Francis et al. (2009) demonstrate that noise reduced avian nesting
species richness and altered avian community structure; Francis et al. {2011) evaluate the role of noise
in altering ecological processes and services. None of these impacts are discussed in the DEIS and this is
a major oversight that biases the conclusions stated within the document.

The DEIS states that only one reference was available to assess potential impacts of noise on shorebirds.
We agree that focused studies that concentrate on military aircraft are lacking, however, Smit and Visser
(1993) discuss variability in shorebird species response to aircraft and other anthropogenic disturbances,
suggesting that individual shorebird species will react differently and therefore must be considered on a
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species by species basis. Burger (1981), concluded that shorebirds were the most sensitive species
group in their study to react to disturbance. This paper is cited earlier in the DEIS under the Seabirds
section, yet the finding of shorebird sensitivity is omitted in this section.

tn the absence of specific aircraft-shorebird studies, inferences regarding disturbance and stress on
shorebirds are possible, but this analysis is absent in the DEIS. The DEIS ignores all potential behavioral
or physiological costs to shorebirds from disturbance and instead states: “Shorebirds in the study area
are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft operations and other human disturbances, and
they are presumably habituated to the high levels of disturbance.” We challenge this conclusion for two
reasons: 1) several studies discuss the behavioral and physiological impacts to shorebirds from flushing
and disturbance. For examples, Lillleyman et al. (2016) suggest that increased disturbance may affect
survival and reproductive success of migrating shorebirds; Gilt (2007) points out that disturbance
measures are more appropriately measured on population effects rather than observed behavior (as
implied by the DEIS reliance upon unsubstantiated assumptions of habituation); Goss-Custard et al.
(2002) regard individual survival in the non-breeding season and a shorebird’s ability to store fat for
migration and breeding as the correct measure of disturbance impacts.

Page 4-207; Mammals: The DEIS cites one reference (Efroymson et al. 2000), and concludes that no
terrestrial mammal will be significantly affected “by disturbances from aircraft operations” because
“terrestriat mammals inhabiting the study area are already exposed to a high level of long-term aircraft
operations...and have presumably habituated to the very high level of noise and visual disturbances, as
has been reported for some mammals {i.e., ungulates) in other areas of repeated exposure,” We found
one line in Efroymson et al. (2000) that supports this conclusion. It says: “Habituation of bighorn sheep
and mule deer has been observed (Weisenberger et al. 1996).” This is not an adequate analysis of the
effects of growler noise on ungulates or other mammals.

We find it curious that this section omits some additional points made in Efroymson et al.(2000).
Notably, the DEIS is silent on impact to small mammals although the reference states: “Most of the
effects models for small mammals relate to sound rather than slant distance...lt is not clear whether or
not all small mammals should be grouped together because acoustic thresholds may be largely
different...Hearing thresholds of some rodent species are likely to be impacted by low-altitude military
overflights”. The authors provide several references regarding the impact of noise on small mammals,
but none are discussed in the DEIS.

The DEIS states that the Columbian black-tailed deer, the species found in the study area, is a sub-
species of mule deer, implying that the behavior of the two sub-species will be the same. In fact,
behavior is quite different between the two sub-species. Unlike mule deer, Columbian black-tail deer are
associated with forest habitats, do not migrate between summer and winter ranges, and are resident,
inhabiting small home ranges from which they rarely stray. From Efroymson et al. (2000): “Effects of
overflights on several ungulates have been studied, with an emphasis on caribou, Most ungulates are
highly exposed to overflights, engaging in feeding and other activities in the open. Because these
animals can typically see the aircraft approach, slant distance is probably a better measure of exposure
than sound. In contrast, ungulates such as deer in the eastern or northwestern forests may be
surrounded by tree cover, aircraft may not be visible to them. For these populations, sound pressure
level is an equally appropriate measure...”, The DEIS fails to analyze the effects of growler noise on
black-tailed deer or any other terrestrial mammal. This section is not complete or credible.
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Page 4-218: Pinnipeds: Assumptions of habituation are not substantiated. Two citations (Bejder et al.
2006; Stockin et al. 2008) discuss dolphins and have nothing to do with pinniped biology or behavior,
The DEIS ignores local research on pinnipeds such as Acevedo-Guilerrez and Cendejas-Zarekku (2001)
who suggest harbor seals actually alter their haul out behavior in response to noise and human
disturbance. The analysis in this section is inadequate. Kastak and Reichmuth Kastak (2006) assessed the
effects of intense noise on three species of pinnipeds, all of which occur in the affected area for the
Office of Naval Research. We are concerned that none of the information presented or citations listed in
this document are considered in the DEIS.

Page 4-19-4-20; Cetaceans: Assumptions of habituation are not substantiated. The DEIS assumes the
zone of potential aircraft disturbance to cetaceans is limited to the nearshore waters of Whidbey Island
and fails to analyze impacts that might occur within the entire affected environment.

Page 4-216; Effects on Marine Species: The DEIS states that sound waves propagating from low flying
jets reach sound levels of 152 dB re 1 yPa at 6.6 feet below the surface. Dugualla Bay, on the flight path
for jets landing and taking off from Ault field, is a significant nearshore nursery habitat for ESA listed
Puget Sound Chinook salmon migrating from the Skagit River. In addition to ESA listed chinook, Dugualla
Bay also provides rearing and nursery habitat for £SA listed summer chum salmon, ESA listed steelhead,
and ESA listed bull trout. This level of sound possesses a threat to these sensitive juvenile fish species by
potentially interfering with their ability to find prey and avoid predators.

Page 4-217; Fish, paragraph 2: The DEIS states that aircraft overflights have the potential to affect
surface eaters and therefore expose fish in the upper water column to sound and general disturbance,
which could potentially result in short-term behavioral or physiological responses. These impacts would
likely include behavioral changes and auditory masking. We disagree with the paragraph’s conclusion
that these impacts would be short-term and minimal. Behavioral changes that may force fish out of
their normal migratory pathway, e.g. to deeper water to avoid sound, predisposes these juvenile fish
populations to greater risk of predation. Auditory masking of these juvenile salmonid species may affect
their ability to capture prey or to avoid predators. Forage fish such as sand lance and surf smelt, which
prefer to spawn in the mid- and upper-intertidal range, may be forced into deeper water and off their
preferred spawning habitat because of behavioral response to sound. There are no current or past .
studies to document how these important forage fish species may respond to these sound levels,

Page 4-217; Behavioral: The DEIS states that the current guideline for a behavioral impact to fish is 150
dB re 1 uPa, which would be surpassed near the surface. The behaviorat effects to fish could include
disruption or changes in natural activities, such as swimming, schooling feeding, breeding, and
migration. The DEIS states there is a lack of studies demonstrating the behavioral response of fish to
man-made sound. The DEIS goes on to say that sound can induce generalized stress responses in fish,
including a startle response and behavioral changes. These response changes in forage fish or juvenile
salmonids may potentially alter spawning success or lead to interruption of prey capture and predator
avoidance respectively. We disagree with the conclusion in this section that long term impacts for
individual fish are unlikely in most cases.
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4.8.3 Biological Resource Conclusions:

Bullet #3, Bird Strikes: This section presents data that indicate minimal mortality to birds from direct
aircraft strikes. However, the document is silent regarding any additional mortality resulting from
hazing or lethal removal of birds and mammals around runways to prevent strikes. Because these data
are omitted from the DEIS, we are unable to assess any potential population impacts to species that
might be affected by increasing numbers of aircraft on and around the runways. This omission should
be corrected.

Concluding Remarks: As stated above, we do not accept the assumption of habituation of all species to
increased growler noise as represented in the DEIS. We do not agree that a 46% to 47% increase in
aircraft operations at the NAS Whidbey Island complex will not significantly impact terrestriaf and
marine wildlife because “terrestrial and marine wildfife in the study area are already exposed to a high
level of long-term aircraft operations and other human-made disturbance and have presumably
habituated.” The DEIS offers no science to support this presumption and relies on limited, potentially
outdated science to support the Navy’s apparently biased assertions. We believe this document is
highly inadequate and provide herein a list of scientific literature that should form the basis of a new
analysis that looks at, but is not limited to, the physiological and behavioral responses of wildlife to
increased noise and disturbance. This list is far from complete, but presents objective information that
is lacking in the current DEIS. A broader review of available science, with appropriate inferences related
to impacts of anthropogenic disturbance on wildlife is lacking in the DEIS. Therefore we disagree with
the assertions applied to impacts of the proposed alternatives and associated scenarios in the
document.

)]
Priority Hfj‘bltats and Species (PHS) within the Operational Areas

The following PHS species may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field and OLF Coupeville.
Those not specifically addressed above should receive additional consideration in the DEIS {WDFW
2008):

Waestern toad Nonbreeding shorebird concentrations

Common Murre Band-tailed Pigeon

Marbled Murrelet : Pileated Woodpecker

Tufted Puffin Roosting concentrations of Big brown and Myotis

Nonbreeding concentrations of loons, grebes,
cormorants and alcids

Breeding concentrations of cormorants

Great Blue Heron

Breeding cavity nesting ducks

Nonbreeding concentrations of Goldeneye and
Bufflehead

Harlequin Duck

Swans

Waterfowl concentrations

Bald Eagle

Merlin

Peregrine Falcon

species bats

Townsends big-eared bat
Columbian black-tailed deer
Mink

Dall’s porpoise

Harbor seal

Killer whale

Pacific harbor perpoise
California sealion

Stelier sea lion

Surf smelt

Pacific herring
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Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SCGN) within the Operational Areas:

The following SCGN, in addition to PHS species may occur within the two operational areas of Ault Field
and OLF Coupeville. Those not specifically addressed abeve should receive additional consideration in
the DEIS. See WDFW (2015) as some species not listed helow are also PHS.

Hoary bat White-winged Scoter
Silver-haired bat Long-tailed Duck
Keen’s myotis . Western Bluebird
Black Scoter Leatherback sea turtfe
Surf Scoter Pacific sand lance
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Sean Lundblad
Department of Ecology l.a. Thank You

18.a. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

18.c. Other Greenhouse Gases (Beyond Carbon Dioxide)
Bellevue, WA 98008 18.d. Washington State Greenhouse Gas Goals
6.b. National Ambient Air Quality Standards Compliance
6.d. Air Operating Permit

The petitioner should contact NWCAA to determine whether permits or other actions are .
b P 6.e. Jet Engine Test Cells

required for this proposed project: « Page B-68, B-69, B-70 show that there will be new
generators installed. It is not clear whether these are emergency generators or engines
that might be used to perform other functions. It is also not clear whether these can be
exempted from the Northwest Clean Air Agency’s (NWCAA's) New Source Review
(NSR). « Page B-14 mentions engine test cell(s). If the facility plans to adds new jet and
propeller engine test cell(s) contacting NWCAA is appropriate. * The increase of carrier
capabilities might increase the aerospace vehicle/component surface
preparation/finishing operation. It is Ecology’s understanding that this facility currently has
a Title V permit with NWCAA and is regulated by Aerospace NESHAP. The petitioner
should discuss with NWCAA if the project will add new or modify the existing aerospace
NESHAP affected sources. « Page B-74 shows additional spaces that the facility will add
and page B-78 indicates that these spaces will be heated by natural gas firing. Ecology’s
understanding is that the facility currently has many boilers and heaters onsite (might be
sufficient to provide heat for the new space). If new boiler or heater is added for the
expansion, the petitioner should discuss with NWCAA about these installation as it might
trigger their NSR requirement. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: ¢ Although there is a
discussion of CO2e greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to include CO2, N20 and CH4 in
section 3 with specific data provided on current operations, it's not clear why only CO2
emissions are considered for the alternatives. Comparisons of CO2 should not be made
with CO2e, either state-wide or local facilities. ¢ Alternative data analysis should include
N20 and CH4 as common combustion GHG emissions and also HFCs from refrigeration
/ air conditioning sources. « Comparison of facility operations to state-wide GHG
emissions as a threshold of significance is not that meaningful. Rather, the petitioner
should provide comparison to current operations and/or any stated GHG reduction goals
under the State Agency Climate Leadership Act.
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February 23", 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Atlantic, Attn: Code EVV21/SS

6506 Hampton Blvd., Norfolk, VA 23508

RE:

Lead Agency File#: EA-18G, EV21/SS
Ecology File#: 201606165
Applicant: US Navy

Dear Mr. Brown,

The petitioner should contact NWCAA to determine whether permits or other actions are
required for this proposed project:

Page B-68, B-69, B-70 show that there will be new generators installed. It is not clear
whether these are emergency generators or engines that might be used to perform other
functions. It is also not clear whether these can be exempted from the Northwest Clean
Air Agency’s NWCAA’s) New Source Review (NSR).

Page B-14 mentions engine test cell(s). If the facility plans to adds new jet and propeller
engine test cell(s) contacting NWCAA is appropriate.

The increase of carrier capabilities might increase the aerospace vehicle/component
surface preparation/finishing operation. It is Ecology’s understanding that this facility
currently has a Title V permit with NWCAA and is regulated by Aerospace NESHAP.
The petitioner should discuss with NWCAA if the project will add new or modify the
existing aerospace NESHAP affected sources.

Page B-74 shows additional spaces that the facility will add and page B-78 indicates that
these spaces will be heated by natural gas firing. Ecology’s understanding is that the
facility currently has many boilers and heaters onsite (might be sufficient to provide heat
for the new space). If new boiler or heater is added for the expansion, the petitioner
should discuss with NWCAA about these installation as it might trigger their NSR
requirement.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

e Although there is a discussion of CO2e greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to include CO2,
N20 and CH4 in section 3 with specific data provided on current operations, it’s not clear
why only CO2 emissions are considered for the alternatives. Comparisons of CO2
should not be made with CO2e, either state-wide or local facilities.

e Alternative data analysis should include N20O and CH4 as common combustion GHG
emissions and also HFCs from refrigeration / air conditioning sources.

e Comparison of facility operations to state-wide GHG emissions as a threshold of
significance is not that meaningful. Rather, the petitioner should provide comparison to
current operations and/or any stated GHG reduction goals under the State Agency
Climate Leadership Act.

Thank you for considering these comments from the Department of Ecology. If you have any
questions or would like to respond to these comments please contact Sean Lundblad at 360-407-
6843 or by email at slun461@ecy.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

Department of Ecology

Northwest Regional Office

(Yvonne Kicken: 201606165)

Cc: Sean Lundblad, Air Quality Program, Ecology

For more information about SEPA and Ecology visit www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepale-review.html. The Office
of Regulatory Assistance (ORA) can help you determine local, state, and federal permits required for your project.
Visit us at www.ora.wa.gov or contact us at help@ora.wa.gov or 1(800)917-0043.
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February 23", 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Atlantic, Attn: Code EVV21/SS

6506 Hampton Blvd., Norfolk, VA 23508

RE:

Lead Agency File#: EA-18G, EV21/SS
Ecology File#: 201606165
Applicant: US Navy

Dear Mr. Brown,

The petitioner should contact NWCAA to determine whether permits or other actions are
required for this proposed project:

Page B-68, B-69, B-70 show that there will be new generators installed. It is not clear
whether these are emergency generators or engines that might be used to perform other
functions. It is also not clear whether these can be exempted from the Northwest Clean
Air Agency’s NWCAA’s) New Source Review (NSR).

Page B-14 mentions engine test cell(s). If the facility plans to adds new jet and propeller
engine test cell(s) contacting NWCAA is appropriate.

The increase of carrier capabilities might increase the aerospace vehicle/component
surface preparation/finishing operation. It is Ecology’s understanding that this facility
currently has a Title V permit with NWCAA and is regulated by Aerospace NESHAP.
The petitioner should discuss with NWCAA if the project will add new or modify the
existing aerospace NESHAP affected sources.

Page B-74 shows additional spaces that the facility will add and page B-78 indicates that
these spaces will be heated by natural gas firing. Ecology’s understanding is that the
facility currently has many boilers and heaters onsite (might be sufficient to provide heat
for the new space). If new boiler or heater is added for the expansion, the petitioner
should discuss with NWCAA about these installation as it might trigger their NSR
requirement.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

e Although there is a discussion of CO2e greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to include CO2,
N20 and CH4 in section 3 with specific data provided on current operations, it’s not clear
why only CO2 emissions are considered for the alternatives. Comparisons of CO2
should not be made with CO2e, either state-wide or local facilities.

e Alternative data analysis should include N20O and CH4 as common combustion GHG
emissions and also HFCs from refrigeration / air conditioning sources.

e Comparison of facility operations to state-wide GHG emissions as a threshold of
significance is not that meaningful. Rather, the petitioner should provide comparison to
current operations and/or any stated GHG reduction goals under the State Agency
Climate Leadership Act.

Thank you for considering these comments from the Department of Ecology. If you have any
questions or would like to respond to these comments please contact Sean Lundblad at 360-407-
6843 or by email at slun461@ecy.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

Department of Ecology

Northwest Regional Office

(Yvonne Kicken: 201606165)

Cc: Sean Lundblad, Air Quality Program, Ecology

For more information about SEPA and Ecology visit www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepale-review.html. The Office
of Regulatory Assistance (ORA) can help you determine local, state, and federal permits required for your project.
Visit us at www.ora.wa.gov or contact us at help@ora.wa.gov or 1(800)917-0043.



Clark Halvorson
WA State Department of Health

Olympia, WA 98504

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) for the proposed expansion of EA-18G Growler airfield operations at the Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island complex. As the state health department, we are interested in the
impact this project will have on the health and well-being of people in Washington State.
As noted in the DEIS, this project may result in negative impacts to the public’s health
from changes in noise, air quality, use of hazardous materials, and increasing
greenhouse gases. This project may also impact social determinants of health such as
employment, education, and transportation. Though these potential impacts are all
important to the overall health of the public, our comments will focus on the potential for
non-auditory community health impacts from noise associated with the aircraft. We have
chosen this focus for our comments because we have received multiple inquiries,
complaints, and requests for assistance from local community groups concerned about
potential health impacts from aircraft noise. Current scientific literature suggests that
noise at levels similar to those reported on Whidbey Island is associated with annoyance,
sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse cardiovascular outcomes (see
Appendix A). We have provided recommendations for better understanding the potential
impact of the planned activities on the health of this community. They are summarized
here and explained in more detail below. Please contact us if you have any questions or
if you would like to collaborate on solutions. Summary of Recommendations 1. Provide
evidence to assure NOISEMAP model estimates are applicable for use at Naval Air
Station Whidbey. Although the NOISEMAP model has been previously validated based
on information obtained from other locations, evidence was not provided to indicate that
the model accurately predicts actual exposure to noise under conditions at Naval Air
Station Whidbey. It is also not clear how NOISEMAP has been updated to reflect recent
research findings. 2. Improve description of current state of science around noise and
public health; specifically non-auditory health effects. a. Describe and conduct a
comprehensive review of the literature. At the request of the Washington State Board of
Health and Island County Public Health Department, we prepared a summary of recently
published epidemiological literature about the health effects of noise exposure. We have
attached this review (Appendix A), which references a significant number of directly
relevant articles that were not included in the DEIS. b. Do not require a “definitive causal
and significant relationship” between aircraft noise and health prior to including the health
outcome in the model. This standard is unreasonably high and resulted in non-auditory
health effects being excluded from the model. c. Expand review to include studies
examining the health effects of noise from sources other than aircraft. It is unclear why
literature from other noise sources which can result in similar effects were not
considered, especially since there are limited data on effects from noise originating with
non-commercial aircraft. 3. Conduct a Health Impact Assessment. Current scientific
literature suggests that noise at levels similar to those reported on Whidbey Island is
associated with annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse
cardiovascular outcomes. However, whether people on Whidbey Island are actually
experiencing these outcomes as a result of their exposure to aircraft noise is a question
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beyond the scope of a literature review. Therefore, we recommend that the Navy
conducts a Health Impact Assessment to better understand the potential impact of the
planned activities on the health of the community. Recommendation One: Provide
evidence to assure NOISEMAP model estimates are applicable for use at Naval Air
Station Whidbey. Estimates of noise exposure, from noise associated with aircraft
operations, to the residents within the surrounding communities were derived from
Department of Defense computer modeling software entitled NOISEMAP. The major
metric for estimating noise exposure was the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL), but
depending on outcome being investigated other metrics were used. For example, to
investigate noise effects on recreation, a metric which estimates the number of noise
events per daytime hour above a maximum A-weighted sound level of 65 dB was used
(NA65 Lmax). For sleep disturbance, the metric was a sound exposure level (SEL) that
combines the intensity of a sound with its duration. The SEL was estimated for an
outdoor environment and converted to an indoor level. A third example is the use of an
Lmax for indoor speech interference as this metric used within the model identifies the
estimated number of events per daytime hour that exceed an instantaneous maximum
sound level of 50 dB (50 dB Lmax). There are several additional metrics used to evaluate
various effects from noise (e.g., annoyance, classroom/learning interference, etc.). The
NOISEMAP model has been previously validated based on information obtained from
other locations but has not been validated for this naval air station. Due to the
complexities involved in validating this model along with the cost and time requirements,
there is no expectation of efforts to validate this model at the locations addressed in this
DEIS. However, there is an expectation that evidence be provided to determine if the
model is predictive by comparing the modeled estimates to observed measurements at
locations of concern. While the authors of the DEIS dismissed the very limited sound
pressure data that have been provided by outside sources for select locations within the
area to be impacted, no effort was made to indicate that their modeling efforts are
predictive of estimates provided. It is unclear why efforts were not made to test the
multiple estimates provided for the various metrics. Each metric for exposure used for an
outcome should be measured under appropriate conditions (scenarios) and the model
estimates need to be compared against these actual values to identify the model's
predictive nature. If there are shortcomings, these need to be identified and addressed.
With many models, such as those attempting to identify pollutant dissemination
characteristics within ground water, surface water, or air, this can be a difficult, costly,
and frequently impossible task. However, in this case, there are ongoing operations so
these metrics can be measured in a timely manner that is not cost-prohibitive. Without
such data there is no means by which to suggest that the model is reflective of actual
exposures and accordingly brings the predicted outcomes into question. In addition, the
DEIS should provide greater detail on how this modeling software has been updated to
address ongoing findings, such as within the health outcomes arena, as the text indicates
the most recent citation for this frequently updated model to be 1992. Also, in 1980 it was
determined that 87 percent of the population was not annoyed by sound pressure levels
(A weighted) below 65dB. Detail needs to be provided to indicate that no information has
been identified in the last 35 years to support or question the use of 65dB within the
model as the lowest range when investigating impacts from noise. A discussion also
needs to be included pertaining to the remaining (not insignificant) 13 percent of the
population that do find these levels annoying and how this portion of the population was
addressed within the model. Recommendation Two: Improve description of current state
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of science around noise and public health; specifically non-auditory health effects. In
addressing the effects from noise on those impacted, the document divided effects into
the categories: annoyance, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced
hearing impairment, non-auditory health effects, performance effects, and noise effects
on children. The model attempts to address these endpoints directly (annoyance, speech
interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced hearing impairment) through the DNL or
other exposure metrics, indirectly (performance effects and noise effects on children) by
using a metric for classroom/learning interference, or excludes them from the model
(non-auditory health effects) based on the reasoning that no studies have shown a
definitive causal and significant relationship between aircraft noise and health. Requiring
that “definitive causal and significant relationship” between aircraft noise and health is
demonstrated prior to including health outcomes within the model is an unreasonably
high standard that resulted in non-auditory health effects being excluded from the model.
In our summary of the literature (attached), we found evidence of multiple non-auditory
effects that may be attributed to noise exposure, including: annoyance, sleep
disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. Biological
mechanisms of the non-auditory effects of noise exposure require further study.
Research to date indicates that adverse health effects are initiated by chronic stress
and/or sleep disturbance. Recent studies also suggest that noise-induced annoyance is
associated with a stress response, which can affect cardiovascular health. In the review
of the literature provided in the DEIS, odds ratio values are provided without confidence
intervals, which are critical to understanding the precision of the estimate and whether
the null is overlapped. To provide context of the odds ratios (OR), the DEIS indicates
(through citation) that an OR of 9.0 is needed for a strong relationship to exist between
an exposure and outcome. As such, an OR of 3.5 provides for a moderate relationship
and the OR values of 1.5 are weak. If an odds ratio is shown to be statistically significant,
it needs to be considered further. Once determined that an odds ratio is statistically
significant, the strength of association can be discussed in terms of the percentage of the
population that could be affected. In addition, even if the effect size is small, a statistically
significant odds ratio from a well-defined study that has adjusted for possible confounding
may indicate that a sensitive population is being affected and this would need to be
evaluated and discussed. A multitude of examples exist within the literature in which an
odds ratio has a small effect size but is found to be statistically significant, and because
of the size of the at-risk population this represents an exposure of considerable public
health consequence. Another issue of note is that this short review was confined to
effects from noise originating with aircraft. There is increasing evidence that noise
exposure, as defined from multiple sources including commercial aircraft, is associated
with numerous adverse health effects. There are likely nuances associated with noise
exposures specific to military aircraft that are not thoroughly understood. However, noise
levels similar to those reported from NAS Whidbey Island Complex described in all recent
reports pose a threat to public health. It would seem prudent to include the effects from
other noise sources as there are limited data on effects from noise originating with
non-commercial aircraft. Recommendation Three: Conduct a Health Impact Assessment.
Current scientific literature suggests that noise at levels similar to those reported on
Whidbey Island is associated with annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment,
and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. However, whether people on Whidbey Island are
actually experiencing these outcomes as a result of their exposure to aircraft noise is a
question beyond the scope of a literature review. Therefore, we recommend that the
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Navy conduct a Health Impact Assessment to better understand the potential impact of
the planned activities on the health of the community. Groups that have been described
as potentially susceptible to the effects of noise include smokers, children, the elderly,
shift-workers, and individuals with sleep disorders, mental disorders, and physical
illnesses. In our summary of the literature, we see increasing evidence that noise
exposure, as defined from multiple sources including commercial aircraft, is associated
with numerous adverse health effects. There are likely nuances associated with noise
exposures specific to military aircraft that are not thoroughly understood. However, noise
levels similar to those reported from NAS Whidbey Island Complex pose the following
threats to public health: « Annoyance: The scientific literature provides evidence that
noise exposure leads to annoyance, which causes a decrease in quality of life. While
definitively quantifying annoyance and its effect on the population is challenging, there is
strong evidence that feeling annoyed has negative impacts on mental health and
cardiovascular endpoints. * Sleep Disturbance: A variety of measurement techniques
have been used to study sleep disturbance. There is general agreement that noise is
associated with sleep disturbance and if the disturbance is severe and frequent, it can
lead to negative health consequences. « Cognitive Impairment: Studies of noise effects
on children’s cognition reveal an increasing trend that noise exposure results in impaired
reading skills. One of the largest studies to date found that reading comprehension falls
below average when children are exposed to aircraft noise that is above 55 dB LAeq16 at
school. « Cardiovascular Disease: The extent and underlying mechanisms for the
relationship between noise exposure and cardiovascular health are still poorly
understood. However, the scientific literature has provided increasing evidence of a
positive association. Health Impact Assessment is a rapidly emerging practice among
local, state, and federal jurisdictions that helps assess how a proposed decision will affect
the health of a population and whether vulnerable populations are more likely to be
impacted. The goal of a Health Impact Assessment is to provide recommendations during
the decision-making process that will protect health and reduce health inequities. A
Health Impact Assessment brings potential positive and negative public health impacts
and considerations to the decision-making process for plans, projects, and policies that
fall outside traditional public health arenas, such as military aircraft use and associated
noise. A Health Impact Assessment can engage community members and stakeholders
to provide practical recommendations to increase positive health effects while minimizing
negative ones. If you have any questions, please contact Lauren Jenks at (360)
236-3325 or lauren.jenks@doh.wa.gov. Sincerely, Clark Halvorson Assistant Secretary
Attachment Attachment A A Summary of the Association Between Noise and Health
Authors: Julie Fox, PhD, MHS, Environmental Epidemiologist, Washington State
Department of Health Lillian Morris, PhD, Spatial Epidemiologist, Washington State
Department of Health EXECUTIVE SUMMARY The objective of this document is to
summarize recent literature exploring the health effects of noise exposure, and compare
our findings to reported noise levels originating from the Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey
Island Complex. The relationship between noise exposure and health has been studied
extensively, and the body of knowledge on this topic is rapidly increasing. We described
noise measurements taken on Whidbey Island and summarized literature on five of the
most studied health outcomes associated with noise: noise induced hearing loss and
tinnitus, annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and cardiovascular
disease, in addition to a discussion of susceptible populations. While we found that
noise-induced hearing loss is typically not associated with aircraft noise, there is
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increasing evidence that noise exposure is associated with annoyance, sleep
disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. Groups that
have been described as particularly susceptible to the effects of noise include: smokers,
children, the elderly, shift-workers, and individuals with sleep disorders, mental disorders,
and physical ilinesses. There were limitations associated with this summary including
gaps of knowledge related to exact exposure-response relationships and underlying
pathways for some health endpoints. In addition, there have been minimal studies
specific to health effects associated with military aircraft noise exposure. More research
is needed to understand differences in risk attributed to susceptible groups compared to
the general population. Despite these limitations, the current body of scientific literature
suggests that noise levels similar to those reported from the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex pose a threat to public health. INTRODUCTION This report was written by the
Washington State Department of Health at the request of the Washington State Board of
Health and Island County Public Health Department to summarize recently published
epidemiological literature about the health effects of noise exposure. Noise is being
evaluated in response to community concerns on Whidbey Island and the surrounding
area over air traffic noise levels originating from the NAS Whidbey Island Complex.
These concerns are related to historical and current noise in addition to proposed
increases in naval air traffic. Our specific objectives were to summarize recent literature
on the most pertinent health effects of noise exposure and relate our findings to noise
exposure on Whidbey Island. Noise and Health Noise is generally defined as unwanted
sound. This definition of noise recognizes the psychological role of the impact of noise.
Auditory effects of noise exposure, specifically noise-induced hearing loss and tinnitus,
have been well-established for decades.1 Multiple non-auditory effects may be attributed
to noise exposure, including: hypertension, cardiovascular disease and events, diabetes,
obesity, reduced cognitive functioning, declines in performance, and birth defects.1-5
Biological mechanisms of the non-auditory effects of noise exposure require further
study. Research to date indicates that adverse health effects are initiated by chronic
stress and/or sleep disturbance.1,6,7 Recent studies also suggest that noise-induced
annoyance is associated with a stress response, which can affect cardiovascular
health.6,8,9 Noise Measurements Sound is the fluctuation of pressure through a medium,
such as air or water. Sound level is measured in decibels (dB) on a scale that is based on
human hearing, where 0 dB is barely audible and a turbojet engine is approximately 160
dB.10 Because decibels are based on a logarithmic scale, when two sounds are
combined the total sound level is much less than simply adding the two sound levels
together. For example, if there are two sources that each produce 80 dB of noise at a
single location, the resulting sound level is 83 dB (not 160 dB). In addition to pressure
differences that determine sound level, sound has varying frequencies measured in hertz
(Hz) that are heard as pitch. The human ear is less sensitive to hearing extremely low
and high frequencies. One way of adjusting sound levels to incorporate the varying
sensitivity and perceived loudness across frequencies is to apply an A-, B-, or
C-weighted scale. The A-weighted scale was derived from an equal-loudness contour for
pure tones.11 Studies indicate that the A-weighted scale provides a better estimate of
human hearing threat than the other weightings and it is the most commonly used among
human noise impact studies.10 However, there is some concern that the A-weighted
scale underestimates the perceived loudness of low frequency noise.11,12 While there
are over 20 different metrics of sound, a few are typically used in studies of health
effects. The highest sound level measured is often reported as an A-weighted Maximum
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Sound Level (LAmax) or a Peak Sound Pressure Level (Lpk), both of which may occur in
less than a second. The sound exposure level (SEL) is the total energy of noise
measured over a specified time period, often one second or a single noise event. Longer
term measurement of noise is often reported as the Equivalent Sound Level-A-Weighted
(LAeq), which is the A-weighted average sound level based on the equivalent-continuous
sound level over a specified time period. The Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn or
DNL) is an average sound level over a 24-hour period that incorporates a 10-dB penalty
for sound events at night. In studies that focus on sound only during the night, Lnight is
typically used, and similarly Lday is typically used for only daytime noise. Thus, the
duration of sound exposure measurements can range from an instantaneous event to a
year. The selection of the sound metric used in studies depends on characteristics of the
noise and the type of health effect being studied. Uncertainty remains in terms of
understanding the measurement of noise, such as the number of events or the peak
sound level, that is most relevant for health.13 Noise from Military and Commercial
Aircraft The majority of literature investigating the relationship between health effects and
noise from aircraft is based on commercial aircraft rather than military aircraft.14-21 The
main factors that affect ground-level noise from aircraft are: (1) the type of aircraft and
engine including the thrust, flap, and airspeed management procedures, and (2) factors
that affect sound propagation, such as distance to the point of concern (e.g., the
receptor), topography, and weather.22 Noise from aircraft is predominately low frequency
(approximately 10 to 250 Hz).11,23 High frequency is generally defined as up to 5,000 or
10,000 Hz.11 People may perceive low frequency sounds either with their ears or by
sensing vibrations.24 Different types of aircraft have different acoustic signatures, which
makes it possible to distinguish noise measured from military and commercial aircraft.25
Itis likely that different flight activities (e.g., takeoffs, field carrier landing practice,
low-flying) and aircraft types alter noise in ways that are determinants of health
outcomes. However, these distinctions are not evaluated in this summary because of the
paucity of published research on military aircraft noise. METHODS We described noise
measurements from three publications to understand the noise levels on Whidbey Island.
These data included recent measurements by JGL Acoustics Inc.26,27 and the National
Park Service Natural Resource Stewardship and Science Office, 25 and modeled noise
levels presented in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the
United States Department of the Navy.28 There is an extensive body of scientific
literature on noise-related health effects. We summarized literature about commercial
aircraft noise, as well as noise from other sources, because of the limited peer-reviewed
literature on noise from military aircraft. Due to time constraints we primarily focused on
peer-reviewed literature reviews with an emphasis on articles published since 2012. This
summary includes a detailed description of noise-induced hearing loss and tinnitus,
annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and cardiovascular disease. These
effects impact welfare, social, mental and physical health, and have been the most
thoroughly investigated to date.2 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island Complex Noise Noise levels originating from the NAS Whidbey Island
Complex have recently been measured by JGL Acoustics Inc.26,27 and the National
Park Service Natural Resource Stewardship and Science Office.25 Modeled noise levels
are presented in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the United
States Department of the Navy.28 There are discrepancies in reported noise levels
across these three reports due, at least in part, to differences in measurement methods
and sample locations. There are limitations to each approach and challenges to directly
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comparing the reported measurements that will not be addressed in this summary. The
objective here is not to comprehensively evaluate the three existing reports, but to
provide a useful reference for gauging possible noise exposure levels under various
conditions on Whidbey Island. JGL Acoustics Inc. measured noise originating from
military aircraft operations on May 7, 2013, at five locations in close proximity to one of
two landing strips at NAS Whidbey Island Complex.26,27 Among other measures, they
reported 24-hr LAeq noise measurements ranging from 64.1 dBA to 75.0 dBA, and Max
LAeq ranging from 81.1 dBA to 119.2 dBA across the sampled sites. The National Park
Service took noise measurements at Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, which
is located five miles south of NAS Whidbey Island Complex.25 They took multiple
measurements for ~735 continuous hours from two locations. For example, they reported
Ldn levels of 73.6 dBA and 54.7 dBA at the two locations with LAmax levels of ~114 dBA
and ~85 dBA. They also found that levels of LAmax 70 dBA were exceeded by 281 and
125 military aircraft events at the two locations over 31 days. The EIS estimated noise
levels for the area surrounding NAS Whidbey Island Complex using NOISEMAP
modeling software.28 Their models were based on multiple scenarios of predicted flight
activity in the year 2021, which accounts for the proposed increases in flight activity and
estimated changes in population. They estimated that in an average year 3,875 people
across 7,299 acres will live within a 65 to 75 dBA Ldn noise contour. In addition, they
estimated LAmax levels at multiple points of interest. The highest LAmax at a residential
point of interest was 114 dBA with 267 annual events. The highest LAmax at a school
point of interest was 94 dBA with 178 annual events. The highest LAmax at a park point
of interest was 106 dBA with 267 annual events. Noise Induced Hearing Loss & Tinnitus
Noise-Induced hearing loss is defined as an increase in hearing threshold level sufficient
to affect daily living.4 Hearing loss has more specifically been defined as a 10 dB shift
from baseline hearing involving multiple frequencies in the same ear.29 Noise-induced
hearing loss can be caused by long-term exposure to steady state sound, or one-time
exposure to an intense impulse sound.2 Long-term exposures cause ongoing
degeneration of sensory cells in the inner ear, which are irreversible and progressive.2,30
The progression of hearing loss is also affected by the frequency, intensity, and duration
of the noise exposure.31 There is some debate about the sound pressure range that can
cause hearing loss. The permissible exposure limit set by the United States Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) is 90 dBA over 8 hours as a time-weighted
average. The National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommends
an exposure limit of 85 dBA for 8 hours31,32 as a time-weighted average. Research
suggests that an exposure limit of >70 dBA LAeq over a 24 hour period from
environmental and leisure noise could pose a risk of hearing impairment.4 Instantaneous
peak sound pressure levels of 140 dBA can cause mechanical damage to the middle and
inner ear, and this level of exposure is likely applicable to occupational and
environmental exposures.4 Noise-induced hearing loss is generally from exposures to
higher noise frequencies ranging from 3,000 to 6,000 Hz,4,33 which are above
frequencies normally associated with aircraft. However, there is potentially a risk of
adverse auditory effects from exposure to low flying aircraft noise characterized by rapid
noise level increases at noise levels exceeding 115 dBA.34 Hearing loss can affect
cognitive performance, attention, and social interactions, and has been associated with
accidents and falls.2 Tinnitus has broadly been defined as the inability to perceive
silence, 35 its expression, etiology, and effect on patients is highly variable.36 Tinnitus
can be caused by excessive noise exposure and is sometimes associated with
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noise-induced hearing loss, but it may also be experienced in the absence of
measureable hearing l0ss.35 An observed adverse effect level for noise-induced tinnitus
has not been established in the literature, but protective levels for noise-induced hearing
loss have been applied to tinnitus.35 Tinnitus can have a significant impact on quality of
life and can cause sleep disturbance, cognitive effects, anxiety, hearing problems,
irritability, and an inability to work.2 Annoyance Exposure to environmental noise causes
subjective discomfort, which is referred to as noise annoyance. 8,37 The relationship
between noise exposure and annoyance is generally quantified by linking the results of
noise annoyance surveys, summarized by the percentage of the population highly
annoyed, and Ldn noise exposure estimates. Measuring a subjective outcome is complex
and individual annoyance reactions to the same noise exposure can be highly variable.38
The specific wording in a questionnaire and how the study is administered can influence
how participants rate annoyance.39,40 Documented non-acoustic factors that affect how
individuals report noise annoyance include demographics, personal, social, and
situational conditions.39,41 For example, attitudes towards the noise source or perceived
malfeasance related to the noise source can strongly influence survey results.42 Despite
these complexities, exposure response curves have increasingly found that the degree of
annoyance rises with increasing noise levels from transportation noise.35,43 Noise
annoyance is one of the most prevalent effects of environmental noise and can cause
feelings of anger, exhaustion, and displeasure.35,37,44 There is also evidence of a link
between noise annoyance and neurologic symptoms such as headaches and difficulties
concentrating.24 Multiple studies have recently analyzed the association between noise
annoyance and depression. While the statistical significance of the associations reported
in these studies have been inconsistent,45 there is growing evidence that noise
annoyance could increase the risk of depression.45-48 There is also evidence that
individuals with higher noise sensitivity are at greater risk of noise-related psychological
disorders.37 Noise annoyance, and specifically the associated stress response, is
frequently cited as a modifier in the association between noise and cardiovascular
health.6,8,9 Sleep Disturbance Sleep disturbance is a deviation, either measured or
perceived, from an individual's habitual or desired sleep behavior.49 It is characterized in
several different ways including: awakenings, sleep quality, medication to control sleep,
total sleep time, time spent in slow wave sleep, sleep stage changes, and arousals.49
Sleep disturbance measurement techniques include: polysomnography (the gold
standard that measures brain, eye, and muscle activity), seismosomnography or
actigraphy (both measure body movement), questionnaires, and push button
responses.50 The effects of noise on sleep are commonly measured using field studies
where participants sleep in their homes with natural noise exposures, and laboratory
studies where noise is controlled and participant noise exposures are consistent.51,52 In
field studies, another layer of complexity is added by the need to distinguish indoor
noises from outdoor noises.51 On the other hand, typical habituation to noise may not be
reflected in studies where participants sleep in a laboratory51-53 or where sleep
disturbance is predicted from exposure-response models.54 A limitation that affects both
field and laboratory studies is the difficulty of distinguishing sleep disturbances that would
have occurred without the noise event, referred to as spontaneous awakenings.50 Sleep
is generally thought to play a role in recuperation and restoration of the body.50,55,56
There is increasing evidence that chronic sleep loss is associated with obesity,
hypertension, diabetes, psychological changes, and increased mortality, as well as
impairment in immune, endocrine, and cardiovascular function.49,55,57 Low levels of
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noise lead to minor sleep fragmentation, such as shifts to lighter sleep and movement.58
There is broad agreement that noise exposure, and specifically noise from aircraft, is
related to sleep disturbance and can lead to serious impacts on physical and mental
health if the disturbance is severe and frequent enough.50,58 All nine moderate to high
quality studies considered in a recent review found that sleep disturbance was linked to
aircraft noise events.49 The estimated degree of sleep disturbance that occurs with
different levels of sound is not certain.54 For example, the indoor sound exposure
level—at which 5 percent of the population is estimated to awaken—ranged between
approximately 55 and 85 dB across four different studies that estimated
exposure-response curves.50 One study estimated the effect level well above 85 dB.50
Cognitive Impairment Cognitive impairment is typically measured as the ability to perform
a task that is assessed with neurobehavioral tests, written questionnaires, or interviews.
Daytime studies of children and adults performing the same tasks have found that the
relative impact of acute noise on performance is similar between adults and children.59
In adults, there is evidence of chronic noise being associated with impaired attention and
short-term memory.60,61 However, there is particular concern about impairment in
children because of the importance of early learning and development, and the effects
these have on subsequent adult health.13,62,63 With respect to noise exposure, more
information exists for cognitive impairment in children than for other health effects.
Recent research focused on cognitive impairment from chronic noise exposures in
children indicates that noise does not affect all aspects of cognitive function.13 An
increasing trend has emerged for an association between noise exposure in children and
impaired reading skills and memory, and a less consistent association with
attention.13,61 It has been postulated that noise exposure leads to communication
difficulties, impaired attention, increased arousal, learned helplessness, frustration, noise
annoyance, sleep disturbance, and/or psychological stress, all of which can result in
impaired cognition.44 In the Road-traffic and Aircraft Noise Exposure and Children’s
Cognition and Health (RANCH) Study, the most comprehensive study of noise and
cognitive impairment in children to date, a linear exposure-effect relationship was
established between aircraft noise and decreased reading comprehension.61 Findings of
the RANCH study, which incorporated adjustment for several confounding factors,
indicate that reading comprehension falls below average with aircraft noise above 55 dB
LAeq16.13 Further, an increase of 5 dB LAeq16 noise exposure to aircraft at school was
associated with a 2-month delay in reading age in the United Kingdom and a 1-month
delay in reading age in the Netherlands.13 Cardiovascular Disease There is a growing
body of literature describing the association between cardiovascular disease and noise
exposure. Environmental epidemiological studies are most commonly used to investigate
the relationship between environmental noise and cardiovascular health effects, and
include retrospective, cohort, cross sectional, case-control, and meta-analyses. The
relationship between environmental noise and cardiovascular disease is complex. This
complexity has contributed to epidemiological studies reaching inconsistent conclusions
related to the strength and significance of associations. There are a number of variables
that potentially influence study outcomes such as source of noise,44 selection of noise
metric,64 time of day,35,65 characteristics of the study population,66 and study design.
The relationship between noise exposure and cardiovascular health is also often
confounded by air pollution, and adjusting for this poses a challenge.67,68 Despite these
complexities, recent studies have presented increasing evidence of a positive association
between noise exposure and cardiovascular health effects.35,44,65,69,70 Acute noise
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exposure is associated with increased systolic and diastolic blood pressure, changes in
heart rate, and stress hormone release.44 Long-term environmental noise exposure can
affect the cardiovascular system and manifest diseases including hypertension, ischemic
heart diseases, and stroke.44,64,65 For example, recent meta analyses assessing
exposure-response relationships between transportation noise (road traffic and aircraft)
and cardiovascular effects (hypertension and ischemic heart diseases) revealed a 6-8
percent increase in risk per increase Ldn, with effects starting at noise levels as low as 50
dB.69,71 The Hypertension and Exposure to Noise near Airports (HYENA) cohort
study72-77 found a general positive association between aircraft noise and
hypertension, but the significance of their findings varied by day verses night noise,
country, and gender.66 There is also increasing evidence that nighttime noise is more
relevant to cardiovascular effects than daytime noise,65 and men might be at greater risk
than women from noise-related cardiovascular disease.66 Susceptible Populations Some
population groups within the general public are likely at greater risk of developing health
effects from noise exposure. However, there are few published studies designed to
compare noise susceptibility of a particular subgroup to the general population.63 More
often, studies report effects of varying noise exposure within a population that is thought
to be at greater risk without comparison to another population, or cite that a group is
more susceptible based on plausibility. Susceptibility may be impacted by numerous
traits including behavior, individual circumstances (e.g., location of residence), physical
and mental characteristics, and developmental phase. For auditory effects, smokers may
represent a more susceptible population.78 Children, the elderly, shift-workers, and
individuals with sleep disorders, mental disorders, and physical illnesses are often cited
as being more susceptible to non-auditory effects of noise.55,56,63 « There is evidence
of an association between cigarette smoking and hearing loss.78,79 Co-exposures to
cigarette smoke have been found to increase the risk of noise-induced hearing loss in
occupational settings.1 « Children are thought to be at greater risk from the effects of
noise exposure because they are still developing both physically and mentally.13,63
There is substantial evidence that noise impairs children’s cognitive function.13 There are
inconsistent findings reported for an association between prenatal noise exposures and
low birthweight in two systematic reviews,5,80 and there is some indication that children
exposed in utero to elevated noise have elevated systolic blood pressure and stress
hormone levels.80 « The proposed vulnerability to noise in shift-workers, the elderly, and
people with sleep disorders may occur through sleep disturbance.55,56 In shift-workers
both daytime and nighttime noise pose a problem.55 Sleep patterns also change with
age, and the elderly are generally more prone to waking up.81 « There is evidence that
mental health status and personality traits are determinants of noise perception, which is
potentially linked to sleep disturbance and subsequent health effects. For example,
neuroticism has been associated with increased noise sensitivity and annoyance.60 More
generally, attitude toward noise, sleep sensitivity, and personality traits seem to modify
noise impacts on sleep disturbance.52 ¢ Individuals with physical illness have been cited
as a population potentially more susceptible to noise exposure.41,59,63 For instance,
people with a prevalent chronic disease could be at an increased risk of heart diseases
associated with noise exposure.82 Pre-existing disease has also been described as a
potential effect modifier in the association between noise annoyance and ischemic heart
disease, as individuals with chronic illness were more likely to report higher annoyance
levels.70 More research is needed to compare particularly susceptible population groups
to the general population, and the degree to which these groups are more at-risk to
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harmful effects of noise exposure. CONCLUSION The primary findings considered in this
review are summarized below. ¢ Noise-Induced Hearing Loss and Tinnitus: There is a
risk of hearing impairment from long-term exposure to steady state noise levels greater
than 85 dBA for an 8-hour period, and greater than 70 dBA LAeq for a 24-hour period at
frequencies ranging from 3,000 Hz to 6,000 Hz. This type of noise exposure is generally
not associated with aircraft noise. « Annoyance: The scientific literature provides
evidence that noise exposure leads to annoyance, which causes a decrease in quality of
life. While definitively quantifying annoyance and its effect on the population is
challenging, there is strong evidence that feeling annoyed has negative impacts on
mental health and cardiovascular endpoints. * Sleep Disturbance: A variety of
measurement techniques have been used to study sleep disturbance. There is general
agreement that noise is associated with sleep disturbance and if the disturbance is
severe and frequent, it can lead to negative health consequences. ¢ Cognitive
Impairment: Studies of noise effects on children’s cognition reveal an increasing trend
that noise exposure results in impaired reading skills. One of the largest studies to date
found that reading comprehension falls below average when children are exposed to
aircraft noise that is above 55 dB LAeq. * Cardiovascular Disease: The extent and
underlying mechanisms for the relationship between noise exposure and cardiovascular
health are still poorly understood. However, the scientific literature has provided
increasing evidence of a positive association. ¢« Susceptible Populations: Groups that
have been described as potentially more susceptible to the effects of noise include
smokers, children, the elderly, shift-workers, and individuals with sleep disorders, mental
disorders, and physical illnesses. However, more research is needed to understand
differences in risk in these groups compared to the general population. The relationship
between noise exposure and health has been studied extensively, and the body of
knowledge on this topic is rapidly increasing. However, there are gaps of knowledge to
consider. For instance, additional research is needed to thoroughly understand the
specific exposure-response relationship and underlying pathways for some health
endpoints. There are also complexities related to selecting the most appropriate noise
measurement for assessing health outcomes. For example, the Ldn metric is commonly
used to quantify aircraft noise exposure levels, yet this metric does not account for
infrequent loud events, which could have impacts on health effects such as sleep
disturbance.23 Different measurements might be more appropriate for specific noise
sources or health outcomes, and future work parsing out these relationships will greatly
enhance our understanding of the association between specific noise characteristics and
health. In general, there is increasing evidence that noise exposure, as defined from
multiple sources including commercial aircraft, is associated with numerous adverse
health effects. There are likely nuances associated with noise exposures specific to
military aircraft that are not thoroughly understood. However, noise levels similar to those
reported from NAS Whidbey Island Complex described in all recent reports25,26,28 pose
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PUBLIC HEALTH
PO Box 47820 Olympiua, ”u\'/lj;g‘g(u// 98504-7820)
(360) 236-3000+ TTY Relay Service: (800) 533-6388

February 24, 2017

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

Subject: Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G Growler Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the
proposed expansion of EA-18G Growler airfield operations at the Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
complex. As the state health department, we are interested in the impact this project will have on the
health and well-being of people in Washington State.

As noted in the DEIS, this project may result in negative impacts to the public’s health from changes in
noise, air quality, use of hazardous materials, and increasing greenhouse gases. This project may also
impact social determinants of health such as employment, education, and transportation. Though these
potential impacts are all important to the overall health of the public, our comments will focus on the
potential for non-auditory community health impacts from noise associated with the aircraft. We have
chosen this focus for our comments because we have received multiple inquiries, complaints, and
requests for assistance from local community groups concerned about potential health impacts from
aircraft noise. Current scientific literature suggests that noise at levels similar to those reported on
Whidbey Island is associated with annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse
cardiovascular outcomes (see Appendix A). We have provided recommendations for better
understanding the potential impact of the planned activities on the health of this community. They are
summarized here and explained in more detail below. Please contact us if you have any questions or if
you would like to collaborate on solutions.

Summary of Recommendations
1. Provide evidence to assure NOISEMAP model estimates are applicable for use at Naval Air
Station Whidbey. Although the NOISEMAP model has been previously validated based on
information obtained from other locations, evidence was not provided to indicate that the
model accurately predicts actual exposure to noise under conditions at Naval Air Station
Whidbey. It is also not clear how NOISEMAP has been updated to reflect recent research
findings.
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2. Improve description of current state of science around noise and public health; specifically
non-auditory health effects.

a. Describe and conduct a comprehensive review of the literature. At the request of the
Washington State Board of Health and island County Public Health Department, we
prepared a summary of recently published epidemiological literature about the health
effects of noise exposure. We have attached this review (Appendix A), which references
a significant number of directly relevant articles that were not included in the DEIS.

b. Do not require a “definitive causal and significant relationship” between aircraft noise
and health prior to including the health outcome in the model. This standard is
unreasonably high and resulted in non-auditory health effects being excluded from the
model.

¢. Expand review to include studies examining the health effects of noise from sources
other than aircraft. It is unclear why literature from other noise sources which can
result in similar effects were not considered, especially since there are limited data on
effects from noise originating with non-commercial aircraft.

3. Conduct a Health impact Assessment. Current scientific literature suggests that noise at levels
similar to those reported on Whidbey Island is associated with annoyance, sleep disturbance,
cognitive impairment, and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. However, whether people on
Whidbey Island are actually experiencing these cutcomes as a result of their exposure to aircraft
noise is a question beyond the scope of a literature review. Therefore, we recommend that the
Navy conducts a Health Impact Assessment to better understand the potential impact of the
planned activities on the health of the community.

Recommendation One: Provide evidence to assure NOISEMAP model estimates are applicable for use at
Naval Air Station Whidbey.

Estimates of noise exposure, from noise associated with aircraft operations, to the residents within the
surrounding communities were derived from Department of Defense computer modeling software
entitled NOISEMAP. The major metric for estimating noise exposure was the Day-Night Average Seund
Level (DNL), but depending on outcome being investigated other metrics were used, For example, to
investigate noise effects on recreation, a metric which estimates the number of noise events per
daytime hour above a maximum A-weighted sound level of 65 dB was used (NA65 Lnay). For sleep
disturbance, the metric was a sound exposure level {SEL) that combines the intensity of a sound with its
duration. The SEL was estimated for an cutdoor environment and converted to an indoor level. A third
example is the use of an Ly, for indoor speech interference as this metric used within the model
identifies the estimated number of events per daytime hour that exceed an instantaneous maximum
sound level of 50 dB (50 dB Lmay). There are several additional metrics used to evaluate various effects
from noise {e.g., annoyance, classroom/iearning interference, etc.).

The NOISEMAP model has been previously validated based on information obtained from other
locations but has not been validated for this naval air station. Due to the complexities involved in
validating this model along with the cost and time requirements, there is no expectation of efforts to
validate this model at the locations addressed in this DEIS. However, there is an expectation that
evidence be provided to determine if the modet is predictive by comparing the modeled estimates to
observed measurements at locations of concern. While the authors of the DEIS dismissed the very
limited sound pressure data that have been provided by outside sources for select locations within the
area to be impacted, no effort was made to indicate that their modeling efforts are predictive of
estimates provided. It is unclear why efforts were not made to test the multiple estimates provided for
the various metrics.
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Each metric for exposure used for an outcome should be measured under appropriate conditions
(scenarios) and the model estimates need to be compared against these actual values to identify the
model’s predictive nature, If there are shortcomings, these need to be identified and addressed. With
many models, such as those attempting to identify pollutant dissemination characteristics within ground
water, surface water, or air, this can be a difficult, costly, and frequently impossible task. However, in
this case, there are ongoing operations so these metrics can be measured in a timely manner that is not
cost-prohibitive. Without such data there is no means by which to suggest that the model is reflective of
actual exposures and accordingly brings the predicted outcomes into question.

In addition, the DEIS should provide greater detail on how this modeling software has been updated to
address ongoing findings, suich as within the health outcomes arena, as the text indicates the most
recent citation for this frequently updated model to be 1992, Also, in 1980 it was determined that 87
percent of the population was not annoyed by sound pressure levels (A weighted) below 65dB. Detail
needs to be provided to indicate that no information has been identified in the last 35 years to support
or question the use of 65dB within the model as the lowest range when investigating impacts from
noise. A discussion also needs to be included pertaining to the remaining (not insignificant) 13 percent
of the population that do find these levels annoying and how this portion of the population was
addressed within the model.

Recommendation Two. Improve description of current state of science around noise and public health;
specifically non-guditory health effects.

In addressing the effects from noise on those impacted, the document divided effects into the
categories: annoyance, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced hearing impairment, non-
auditory health effects, performance effects, and noise effects on children. The model attempts to
address these endpoints directly (annoyance, speech interference, sleep disturbance, noise-induced
hearing impairment) through the DNL or other exposure metrics, indirectly (performance effects and
noise effects on children) by using a metric for classroom/learning interference, or excludes them from
the model {non-auditory health effecis) based on the reasoning that no studies have shown a definitive
causal and significant relationship between aircraft noise and health,

Requiring that “definitive causal and significant refationship” between aircraft noise and health is
demonstrated prior to including health outcomes within the model is an unreasonably high standard
that resulted in non-auditory health effects being excluded from the model.

in our summary of the literature {attached), we found evidence of muitiple non-auditory effects that
may be attributed to noise exposure, including: annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment,
and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. Biological mechanisms of the non-auditory effects of noise
exposure require further study. Research to date indicates that adverse health effects are initiated by
chronic stress and/or sleep disturbance. Recent studies also suggest that noise-induced annoyance is
associated with a stress response, which can affect cardiovascular health.

In the review of the literature provided in the DEIS, odds ratio vatues are provided without confidence
intervals, which are critical to understanding the precision of the estimate and whether the nullis
overlapped. To provide context of the odds ratios (OR}, the DEIS indicates {through citation) that an OR
of 9.0 is needed for a strong relationship to exist between an exposure and outcome. As such, an OR of
3.5 provides for a moderate relationship and the OR values of 1.5 are weak. If an odds ratio is shown to
be statistically significant, it needs to be considered further. Once determined that an odds ratio is
statistically significant, the strength of association can be discussed in terms of the percentage of the

02_WADOH-05



poputation that could be affected. In addition, even if the effect size is small, a statistically significant
odds ratio from a well-defined study that has adjusted for possible confounding may indicate that a
sensitive population is being affected and this would need to be evaluated and discussed. A multitude of
examples exist within the literature in which an odds ratio has a small effect size but is found to be
statistically significant, and because of the size of the at-risk population this represents an exposure of
considerable public health consequence.

Another issue of note is that this short review was confined to effects from noise originating with
aircraft. There is increasing evidence that noise exposure, as defined from multiple sources including
commercial aircraft, is associated with numerous adverse health effects. There are likely nuances
associated with noise exposures specific to military aircraft that are not thoraughly understood.
However, noise levels similar to those reported from NAS Whidbey Island Complex described in all
recent reports pose a threat to public health. It would seem prudent to include the effects from other
noise sources as there are limited data on effects from noise originating with non-commercial aircraft.

Recommendation Three: Conduct a Health Impact Assessment.

Current scientific literature suggests that noise at levels similar to those reported on Whidbey Island is
associated with annoyance, sleep disturbance, cognitive impairment, and adverse cardiovascular
outcomes. However, whether people on Whidbey Island are actually experiencing these outcomes as a
result of their exposure to aircraft noise is a question beyond the scope of a literature review. Therefore
we recommend that the Navy conduct a Health impact Assessment to better understand the potential
impact of the planned activities on the health of the community. Groups that have been described as
potentially susceptible to the effects of noise include smokers, children, the elderly, shift-workers, and
individuals with sleep disorders, mental disorders, and physical ilinesses.

’

In our summary of the literature, we see increasing evidence that noise exposure, as defined from
multiple sources including commercial aircraft, is associated with numerous adverse health effects.
There are likely nuances associated with noise expasures specific to military aircraft that are not
thoroughly understood. However, noise levels similar to those reported from NAS Whidbey Island
Complex pose the following threats to public health:

* Annoyance: The scientific literature provides evidence that noise exposure leads to annoyance,
which causes a decrease in quality of life. While definitively quantifying annoyance and its effect
an the population is challenging, there is strong evidence that feeling annoyed has negative
impacts on mental heaith and cardiovascular endpoints.

* Sleep Disturbance: A variety of measurement techniques have been used to study sleep
disturbance. There is general agreement that noise is associated with sleep disturbance and if
the disturbance is severe and frequent, it can lead to negative health consequences.

*  Cognitive Impairment: Studies of noise effects on children’s cognition reveal an increasing trend
that noise exposure results in impaired reading skills. One of the largest studies to date found
that reading comprehension falis below average when children are exposed to aircraft noise
that is above 55 dB Lacqss at school. ‘

» Cardiovascular bisease: The extent and underlying mechanisms for the relationship between
noise expasure and cardiovascular health are stilt poorly understood. However, the scientific
literature has provided increasing evidence of a positive association.

Health Impact Assessment is a rapidly emerging practice among Iocal, state, and federal jurisdictions
that helps assess how a proposed decision will affect the health of a population and whether vulnerable
populations are more likely to be impacted. The goal of a Health Impact Assessment is to provide
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recommendations during the decision-making process that will protect health and reduce health
inequities. A Health Impact Assessment brings potential positive and negative public health impacts and
considerations to the decision-making process for plans, projects, and policies that fall outside
traditional public health arenas, such as military aircraft use and associated noise. A Health Impact
Assessment can engage community members and stakeholders to provide practical recommendations

" toincrease positive health effects while minimizing negative ones.

If you have any questions, please contact Lauren Jenks at (360) 236-3325 or lauren.jenks@doh.wa.gov.

Sincerely,

ot d A
Clark Halvorson

Assistant Secretary

Attachment

02_WADOH-05



Attachment A
A Summary of the Association Between Noise and Health

Authors: Julie Fox, PhD, MHS, Environmental Epidemiologist, Washington State Department of Health
Lillian Morris, PhD, Spatial Epidemiologist, Washington State Department of Health

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of this document is to summarize recent literature exploring the health effects of noise
exposure, and compare our findings to reported noise levels originating from the Naval Air Station (NAS)
Whidbey Istand Complex. The relationship between noise exposure and health has been studied
extensively, and the body of knowledge on this topic is rapidly increasing. We described noise
measurements taken on Whidbey Island and summarized literature on five of the most studied health
outcomes associated with noise: noise induced hearing loss and tinnitus, annoyance, sleep disturbance,
cognitive impairment, and cardiovascular disease, in addition to a discussion of susceptible populations.
While we found that noise-induced hearing loss is typically not associated with aircraft noise, there is
increasing evidence that noise exposure is associated with annoyance, steep disturbance, cognitive
impairment, and adverse cardiovascular outcomes. Groups that have been described as particularly
susceptible to the effects of noise include: smokers, children, the elderly, shift-workers, and individuals
with sleep disorders, mental disorders, and physical illnesses. There were limitations associated with this
summary including gaps of knowledge related to exact exposure-response refationships and underlying
pathways for some health endpoints. In addition, there have heen minimal studies specific to health
effects associated with military aircraft noise exposure. More research is needed to understand
differences in risk attributed to susceptible groups compared to the general population. Despite these
limitations, the current body of scientific literature suggests that noise {evels similar to those reported
from the NAS Whidbey Island Complex pose a threat to public health.

INTRODUCTION

This report was written by the Washington State Department of Heaith at the request of the
Washington State Board of Heaith and Island County Public Health Department to summarize recently
published epidemiological literature about the health effects of noise exposure. Noise is heing evaluated
in response to community concerns on Whidbey island and the surrounding area over air traffic noise
levels originating from the NAS Whidbey Island Complex. These concerns are related to historical and
current nolse in addition to proposed increases in naval air traffic. Our specific objectives were to
summarize recent literature on the most pertinent health effects of noise exposure and relate our
findings to noise exposure on Whidbey Island.

Noise and Health

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. This definition of noise recognizes the psychological role
of the impact of noise. Auditory effects of noise exposure, specifically noise-induced hearing loss and
tinnitus, have been well-established for decades.! Multiple non-auditory effects may be attributed to
noise exposure, including: hypertension, cardiovascular disease and events, diabetes, obesity, reduced
cognitive functioning, declines in performance, and birth defects.™
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Biological mechanisms of the non-auditory effects of noise exposure require further study. Research to
date indicates that adverse health effects are Initiated by chronic stress and/or sleep disturbance.57
Recent studies also suggest that noise-induced annoyance is associated with a stress response, which
can affect cardiovascular health.5%?

Noise Measurements

Sound is the fluctuation of pressure through a medium, such as air or water. Sound level is measured in
decibels (dB) on a scale that is based on human hearing, where 0 dB is barely audible and a turbojet
engine is approximately 160 dB." Because decibels are based on a logarithmic scale, when two sounds
are combined the total sound level is much less than simply adding the two sound levels together. For
example, if there are two sources that each produce 80 dB of noise at a single location, the resulting
sound level is 83 dB (not 160 dB).

In addition to pressure differences that determine sound level, sound has varying frequencies measured
in hertz (Hz) that are heard as pitch. The human ear is less sensitive to hearing extremely low and high
frequencies. One way of adjusting sound levels to incorporate the varying sensitivity and perceived
loudness across frequencies is to apply an A-, B-, or C-weighted scale. The A-weighted scale was derived
from an equal-loudness contour for pure tones.! Studies indicate that the A-weighted scale provides a
better estimate of human hearing threat than the other weightings and it is the most commonly used
among human noise impact studies.!® However, there is some concern that the A-weighted scale
underestimates the perceived loudness of low frequency noise.!"!?

While there are over 20 different metrics of sound, a few are typically used in studies of health effects.
The highest sound level measured is often reported as an A-weighted Maximum Sound Level {Lamax) OF @
Peak Sound Pressure Level {Ly), both of which may occur in less than a second. The sound exposure
level (SEL} is the total energy of noise measured over a specified time period, often one second or a
single noise event. Longer term measurement of noise is often reported as the Equivalent Sound Level-
A-Weighted (Lacq), which is the A-weighted average sound jevel based on the equivalent-continuous
sound level over a specified time period. The Day-Night Average Sound Levei {Lg, or DNL}is an average
sound level over a 24-hour period that incorporates a 10-d8 penalty for sound events at night. In studies
that focus on sound only during the night, Lugn is typically used, and similarly Laay is typically used for
only daytime noise. Thus, the duration of sound exposure measurements can range from an
instantaneous event to a year.

The selection of the sound metric used in studies depends on characteristics of the noise and the type of
health effect being studied. Uncertainty remains in terms of understanding the measurement of noise,
such as the number of events or the peak sound level, that is most relevant for health.'

Noise from Military and Commercial Aircraft

The majority of literature investigating the relationship between health effects and noise from aircraft is
based on commerciat aircraft rather than military aircraft. 2! The main factors that affect ground-level
noise from aircraft are: (1) the type of aircraft and engine including the thrust, flap, and airspeed
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management procedures, and (2) factors that affect sound propagation, such as distance to the point of
concern (e.g., the receptor), topography, and weather. 22

Noise from aircraft is predominately low frequency (approximately 10 to 250 Hz}).**#* High frequency is
generally defined as up to 5,000 or 10,000 Hz.!! People may perceive low frequency sounds either with
their ears or by sensing vibrations.”

Different types of aircraft have different acoustic signatures, which makes it possible to distinguish noise
measured from military and commercial aircraft.”® It is likely that different flight activities (e.g., takeoffs,
field carrier landing practice, low-flying) and aircraft types alter noise in ways that are determinants of
health outcomes. However, these distinctions are not evaluated in this summary because of the paucity
of published research on military aircraft noise.

METHODS

We described noise measurements from three publications to understand the noise levels on Whidbey
Island. These data included recent measurements by JGL Acoustics Inc.2%?’ and the National Park Service
Natural Resource Stewardship and Science Office, ® and modeled noise levels presented in the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared by the United States Department of the Navy.?

There is an extensive body of scientific literature on noise-related health effects. We summarized
literature about commercial aircraft noise, as well as noise from other sources, because of the limited
peer-reviewed literature on noise from military aircraft. Due to time constraints we primarily focused on
peer-reviewed literature reviews with an emphasis on articles published since 2012. This summary
includes a detailed description of noise-induced hearing loss and tinnitus, annoyance, sleep disturbance,
cognitive impairment, and cardiovascular disease. These effects impact welfare, social, mental and
physica!l heaith, and have been the most thoroughly investigated to date.?

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex Noise

Noise levels originating from the NAS Whidbey Island Complex have recently been measured by JGL
Acoustics Inc.%®27 and the National Park Service Natural Resource Stewardship and Science Office.2
Modeled noise levels are presented in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EiS) prepared by the
United States Department of the Navy.”® There are discrepancies in reported noise levels across these
three reports due, at least in part, to differences in measurement methods and sample locations. There
are limitations to each approach and challenges to directly comparing the reported measurements that
will not be addressed in this summary. The objective here is not to comprehensively evaluate the three
existing reports, but to provide a useful reference for gauging possible noise exposure levels under
various conditions on Whidbey Island.

JGL Acoustics Inc. measured noise originating from military aircraft operations on May 7, 2013, at five
locations in close proximity to one of two landing strips at NAS Whidbey Island Complex.?¥ Among
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other measures, they reported 24-hr Laeq noise measurements ranging from 64.1 d8A to 75.0 dBA, and
Max Laeq ranging from 81.1 dBA to 119.2 dBA across the sampled sites.

The National Park Service took noise measurements at Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, which
is located five miles south of NAS Whidbey Island Complex.? They took multiple measurements for ~735
continuous hours from two locations. For example, they reported Ly, levels of 73.6 dBA and 54.7 dBA at
the two locations with Lama levels of ~114 dBA and ~85 dBA. They also found that levels of Lamsx 70 dBA
were exceeded by 281 and 125 military aircraft events at the two locations over 31 days.

The EIS estimated noise levels for the area surrounding NAS Whidbey Island Complex using NOISEMAP
modeling software.” Their models were based on multiple scenarios of predicted flight activity in the
year 2021, which accounts for the proposed increases in flight activity and estimated changes in
population. They estimated that in an average year 3,875 people across 7,299 acres will iive within a 65
to <70 dBA Ly, noise contour, 3,165 people across 6,211 acres will live within a 70 to <75 dBA Lg, noise
contour, and 3,993 people across 6,423 acres will live within a >75 dBA La, noise contour. In addition,
they estimated Lamax levels at multiple points of interest. The highest Lamex at a residential peint of
interest was 114 dBA with 267 annual events. The highest Lamax at a school point of interest was 94 dBA
with 178 annual events. The highest Lamax at a park point of interest was 106 dBA with 267 annual
events.

Noise Induced Hearing Loss & Tinnitus

Noise-Induced hearing loss is defined as an increase in hearing threshold level sufficient to affect daily
living.* Hearing loss has more specifically been defined as a 10 dB shift from baseline hearing involving
multiple frequencies in the same ear.” Noise-induced hearing loss can be caused by long-term exposure
to steady state sound, or one-time exposure to an intense impulse sound.? Long-term exposures cause
ongoing degeneration of sensory cells in the inner ear, which are irreversible and progressive.?* The
progression of hearing loss is also affected by the frequency, intensity, and duration of the noise
exposure*!

There is some debate about the sound pressure range that can cause hearing loss. The permissible
exposure limit set by the United States Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA} is 90 dBA
over 8 hours as a time-weighted average. The National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) recommends an exposure limit of 85 dBA for 8 hours®* as a time-weighted average. Research
suggests that an exposure limit of >70 dBA Laeq over a 24 hour period from environmental and leisure
noise could pose a risk of hearing impairment.* Instantaneous peak sound pressure levels of 140 dBA
can cause mechanical damage to the middle and inner ear, and this level of exposure is likely applicable
to occupational and environmental exposures.”

Noise-induced hearing loss is generally from exposures to higher noise frequencies ranging from 3,000
to 6,000 Hz,*** which are above frequencies normally associated with aircraft. However, there is
potentially a risk of adverse auditory effects from exposure to low flying aircraft noise characterized by
rapid noise level increases at noise levels exceeding 115 dBA.** Hearing loss can affect cognitive
performance, attention, and social interactions, and has been associated with accidents and falls.?
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Tinnitus has broadly been defined as the inability to perceive silence,* its expression, etiology, and
effect on patients is highly variable.® Tinnitus can be caused by excessive noise exposure and is
sometimes associated with noise-induced hearing loss, but it may also be experienced in the absence of
measureable hearing loss.3® An observed adverse effect level for noise-induced tinnitus has not been
established in the literature, but protective levels for noise-induced hearing loss have been applied to
tinnitus.® Tinnitus can have a significant impact on quality of life and can cause sleep disturbance,
cognitive effects, anxiety, hearing problems, irritability, and an inability to work.?

Annoyance

Exposure to environmental noise causes subjective discomfort, which is referred to as noise annoyance.
837 The relationship between noise exposure and annoyance is generally quantified by linking the results
of noise annoyance surveys, summarized by the percentage of the population highly annoyed, and Ly,
noise exposure estimates, Measuring a subjective outcome is complex and individual annoyance
reactions to the same noise exposure can be highly variable.3® The specific wording in a questionnaire
and how the study is administered can influence how participants rate annoyance.**° Documented
non-acoustic factors that affect how individuals report noise annoyance include demographics,
personal, social, and situational conditions.*** For example, attitudes towards the noise source or
perceived malfeasance related to the noise source can strongly influence survey results.*? Despite these
complexities, exposure response curves have increasingly found that the degree of annoyance rises with
increasing noise levels from transportation noise **%

Noise annoyance is one of the most prevalent effects of environmental noise and can cause feelings of
anger, exhaustion, and displeasure.® ¥4 There is also evidence of a link between noise annoyance and
neuralogic symptoms such as headaches and difficulties concentrating.?* Multiple studies have recently
analyzed the association between noise annoyance and depression. While the statistical significance of
the associations reported in these studies have been inconsistent,* there is growing evidence that noise
annoyance could increase the risk of depression.*® There is also evidence that individuals with higher
noise sensitivity are at greater risk of noise-related psychological disorders.>’ Noise annoyance, and
specifically the associated stress response, is frequently cited as a modifier in the association between
noise and cardiovascular health,5%°

Sleep Disturbance

Sleep disturbance is a deviation, either measured or perceived, from an individual's habitual or desired
sleep behavior.® It is characterized in severat different ways including: awakenings, sleep quality,
medication to control sleep, total sleep time, time spent in stow wave sieep, sleep stage changes, and
arousals.® Sleep disturbance measurement technigues include: polysomnography (the gold standard
that measures brain, eye, and muscle activity), seismosomnography or actigraphy {both measure body
movement), questionnaires, and push button responses.*® The effects of noise on sleep are commonly
measured using field studies where participants sleep in their homes with natural noise exposures, and
laboratory studies where noise is controlled and participant noise exposures are consistent.>»** In field
studies, another layer of complexity is added by the need to distinguish indoor noises from outdoor
noises.** On the other hand, typical habituation to noise may not be reflected in studies where
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participants sleep in a laboratory®'"** or where sleep disturbance is predicted from exposure-response
models.> A limitation that affects both field and laboratory studies is the difficulty of distinguishing
sleep disturbances that would have occurred without the noise event, referred to as spontaneous
awakenings.’®

Sleep is generally thought to play a role in recuperation and restoration of the body.**55% There is
increasing evidence that chronic sleep foss is associated with obesity, hypertension, diabetes,
psychological changes, and increased mortality, as well as impairment in immune, endocrine, and
cardiovascular function.**%*5 Low levels of noise lead to minor sleep fragmentation, such as shifts to
lighter sleep and movement.* There is broad agreement that noise exposure, and specifically noise
from aircraft, is related to sleep disturbance and can lead to serious impacts on physical and mental
health if the disturbance is severe and frequent enough.5%*® All nine moderate to high quality studies
considered in a recent review found that sleep disturbance was linked to aircraft noise events.*® The
estimated degree of sleep disturbance that occurs with different levels of sound is not certain.>* For
example, the indoor sound exposure level—at which 5 percent of the population is estimated to
awaken—ranged between approximately 55 and 85 dB across four different studies that estimated
exposure-response curves.’® One study estimated the effect level well above 85 dB.%®

Cognitive Impairment

Cognitive impairment is typically measured as the ability to perform a task that is assessed with
neurobehavioral tests, written questionnaires, or interviews. Daytime studies of children and adults
performing the same tasks have found that the relative impact of acute noise on performance is similar
between adults and children.® In adults, there is evidence of chronic noise being associated with
impaired attention and short-term memory.®#! However, there is particular concern about impairment
in children because of the importance of early fearning and development, and the effects these have on
subsequent adult health, %52

With respect to noise exposure, more information exists for cognitive impairment in children than for
other health effects. Recent research focused on cognitive impairment from chronic noise exposures in
children indicates that noise does not affect all aspects of cognitive function.! An increasing trend has
emerged for an association between noise exposure in children and impaired reading skills and memory,
and a less consistent association with attention."*®" It has been postulated that noise exposure leads to
communication difficulties, impaired attention, increased arousal, learned helplessness, frustration,
noise annoyance, sleep disturbance, and/or psychological stress, all of which can result in impaired
cognition.™

I the Road-traffic and Aircraft Noise Exposure and Children’s Cognition and Health (RANCH) Study, the
most comprehensive study of noise and cognitive impairment in children to date, a linear exposure-
effect relationship was established between aircraft noise and decreased reading comprehension.®!
Findings of the RANCH study, which incorporated adjustment for several confounding factors, indicate
that reading comprehension falls below average with aircraft noise above 55 d8 Laeqis.”® Further, an
increase of 5 dB Laeqis Noise exposure to aircraft at school was associated with a 2-month delay in
reading age in the United Kingdom and a 1-month delay in reading age in the Netherlands.??

i1
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Cardiovascular Disease

There is a growing body of literature describing the association between cardiovascular disease and
noise exposure. Environmental epidemiological studies are most commonly used to investigate the
relationship between environmental noise and cardiovascular health effects, and include retrospective,
cohort, cross sectional, case-control, and meta-analyses. The relationship between environmental noise
and cardiovascular disease is complex. This complexity has contributed to epidemiological studies
reaching inconsistent conclusions related to the strength and significance of associations. There are a
number of variables that potentially influence study outcomes such as source of noise,** selection of
noise metric,% time of day,**® characteristics of the study population,®® and study design. The
relationship between noise exposure and cardiovascular health is also often confounded by air
pollution, and adjusting for this poses a challenge 576

Despite these complexities, recent studies have presented increasing evidence of a positive association
between noise exposure and cardiovascular health effects.35#8583.70 acute noise exposure is associated
with increased systolic and diastolic blood pressure, changes in heart rate, and stress hormone release %
Long-term environmental noise exposure can affect the cardiovascular system and manifest diseases
including hypertension, ischemic heart diseases, and stroke.*&%5 For example, recent meta analyses
assessing exposure-response relationships between transportation noise (road traffic and aircraft) and
cardiovascular effects (hypertension and ischemic heart diseases) revealed a 6-8 percent increase in risk
per increase L4n, with effects starting at noise levels as low as 50 dB.*>" The Hypertension and Exposure
to Noise near Airports (HYENA) cohort study’> 7 found a general positive association between aircraft
noise and hypertension, but the significance of their findings varied by day verses night noise, country,
and gender.® There is also increasing evidence that nighttime noise is more relevant to cardiovascutar
effects than daytime noise,® and men might be at greater risk than women from noise-related
cardiovascular disease.%

Susceptible Populations

Some population groups within the general pubiic are likely at greater risk of developing health effects
from noise exposure. However, there are few published studies designed to compare noise susceptibility
of a particular subgroup to the general population.® More often, studies report effects of varying noise
exposure within a population that is thought to be at greater risk without comparison to another
population, or cite that a group is more susceptible based on plausibility. Susceptibility may be impacted
by numerous traits including behavior, individual circumstances (e.g., location of residence), physical
and mental characteristics, and developmental phase. For auditory effects, smokers may represent a
more susceptible population.” Children, the elderly, shift-workers, and individuals with sleep disorders,
mental disorders, and physical illnesses are often cited as being more susceptible to non-auditory effects
of noise.$**663

o There is evidence of an association between cigarette smoking and hearing loss.”®™ Co-
exposures to cigarette smoke have been found to increase the risk of noise-induced hearing loss
in occupational settings.*
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e Children are thought to be at greater risk from the effects of noise exposure because they are
still developing both physically and mentally.?*® There is substantial evidence that noise impairs
children’s cognitive function.’® There are inconsistent findings reported for an association
between prenatal noise exposures and low birthweight in two systematic reviews,>® and there
is some indication that children exposed in utero to elevated noise have elevated systolic blood
pressure and stress hormone levels,*

¢ The proposed vulnerability to noise in shift-workers, the elderly, and people with sleep disorders
may occur through sleep disturbance.>>¢ In shift-workers both daytime and nighttime noise
pose a problem.” Sleep patterns also change with age, and the elderly are generally more prone
to waking up.®

* There is evidence that mental health status and personality traits are determinants of noise
perception, which is potentially linked to sleep disturbance and subsequent health effects. For
example, neuroticism has been associated with increased noise sensitivity and annoyance.®
More generally, attitude toward noise, sleep sensitivity, and personality traits seem to modify
noise impacts on sleep disturbance.>

e Individuals with physical illness have been cited as a poputation potentially more susceptible to
noise exposure.***% For instance, people with a prevalent chrenic disease could be at an
increased risk of heart diseases associated with noise exposure ® Pre-existing disease has also
been described as a potential effect modifier in the association between noise annoyance and
ischemic heart disease, as individuals with chronic illness were more likely to report higher
annoyance levels.’

More research is needed to compare particularly susceptible population groups to the general
population, and the degree to which these groups are more at-risk to harmful effects of noise exposure.

CONCLUSION
The primary findings considered in this review are summarized below.

¢ Noise-Induced Hearing Loss and Tinnitus: There is a risk of hearing impairment from long-term
exposure to steady state noise levels greater than 85 dBA for an 8-hour period, and greater than
70 dBA Laeq for a 24-hour period at frequencies ranging from 3,000 Hz to 6,000 Hz. This type of
noise exposure is generally not assaciated with aircraft noise.

* Annoyance: The scientific literature provides evidence that noise exposure leads to annoyance,
which causes a decrease in quality of life. While definitively quantifying annoyance and its effect
on the population is challenging, there is strong evidence that feeling annoyed has negative
impacts on mental health and cardiovascular endpoints.

+ Sleep Disturbance: A variety of measurement technigues have been used to study sleep
disturbance. There is general agreement that noise is associated with sleep disturbance and if
the disturbance is severe and frequent, it can fead to negative health conseguences.

» Cognitive Impairment: Studies of noise effects on children’s cognition reveal an increasing trend
that noise exposure results in impaired reading skills. One of the largest studies to date found
that reading comprehension falls below average when children are exposed to aircraft noise
that is above 55 dB Lacq.
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« Cardiovascular Disease: The extent and underlying mechanisms for the rélationship between
noise exposure and cardiovascular health are still poorly understood. However, the scientific
literature has provided increasing evidence of a positive association.

¢ Susceptible Populations: Groups that have been described as potentially more susceptible to
the effects of noise include smokers, children, the elderly, shift-workers, and individuals with
sleep disorders, mental disorders, and physical ilinesses. However, more research is needed to
understand differences in risk in these groups compared to the general population.

The relationship between noise exposure and health has been studied extensively, and the body of
knowledge on this topic is rapidly increasing. However, there are gaps of knowledge to consider. For
instance, additional research is needed to thoroughly understand the specific exposure-response
relationship and underlying pathways for some health endpoints. There are also complexities related to
selecting the most appropriate noise measurement for assessing health outcomes. For example, the Lga
metric is commonly used to quantify aircraft noise exposure levels, yet this metric does not account for
infrequent loud events, which could have impacts on health effects such as sleep disturbance.?
Different measurements might be more appropriate for specific neise sources or heaith outcomes, and
future work parsing out these relationships will greatly enhance our understanding of the association
between specific noise characteristics and health.

In general, there is increasing evidence that noise exposure, as defined from multiple sources including
commercial aircraft, is associated with numerous adverse health effects. There are likely nuances
associated with noise exposures specific to military aircraft that are not thoroughly understood.
However, noise levels similar to those reported frem NAS Whidbey Island Complex described in all
recent reports?>2528 pose a threat to public health.
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Jay Inslee
Governor
State of Washington

January 3, 2017

Lisa Padgett

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

ATTN: Code EV21/SS

Dear Ms. Padgett:

There is a great deal of interest in the Navy’s proposed expansion of Growler Airfield Operations
at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island. The draft Environmental Impact Statement (EILS)
for the EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island was released November
10, 2016. Thank you for providing such a comprehensive and thorough document.

Given the volume of the document, at more than 700 pages, and the technical nature of its
content, some local jurisdictions and citizens have expressed concerns about comprehending the
document and providing a response within the current public comment period. While the Navy
established an extended public comment period of 75 days, given the complex nature of the
topic, additional time is necessary to prepare a response. Thus, I ask that you please extend the
public comment period an additional 45 days to provide sufficient time for citizens and local
jurisdictions to provide comment.

I will provide further comment on the draft EIS for the EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at
NAS Whidbey Island Complex in subsequent correspondence.

Very truly yours,

Legislative Building ® Olympia, Washington 98504-0002 e (360) 902-4111

B ol as0 12

1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
2.f. Use of Public Comments

02_WAGOV-01



JAY INSLEE
Governor

STATE OF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

P.0. Box 40002 » Olympia, Washington 98504-0002 « (360) 902-4111 « www.governor.wa.gov

February 23,2017

Ms. Lisa Padgett

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

ATTN: Code EV21/SS

Dear Ms. Padgett:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
Complex. This letter contains my response to the potential impacts of the proposed actions. Detailed
comments from several state agencies under the authority of the governor will be submitted through
separate correspondence.

The capabilities provided by the aircraft stationed at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) are
an integral component of our national defense strategy. We recognize that the United States Navy
requires additional EA-18G Growler aircraft and that any of the proposed alternatives would bring an
additional 35 or 36 aircraft to NASWI. These proposed alternatives will result in a predicted 30
percent increase in activity along training routes and a 45 percent increase in activity at Ault Field
and Outlying Landing Field (OLF) Coupeville. The increase from 82 Growlers to a possible 117 or
118 aircraft will have an impact on the surrounding community and necessitates comment:

L. We commend the Department of Defense for evaluating thirty off-station points of interest to
assess the aircraft noise impact to residential areas, schools, parks and recreational areas in the
surrounding community, The potential effects of noise on sleep, classroom learning, and
recreation is one of the principal concerns of the proposed action.

The noise exposure analysis presented in the draft EIS was computed with the Department of
Defense (DOD) NOISEMAP suite of computer programs that can account for the effect of
ground elevation and impedance on the propagation of sound. While computer modeling is a
viable method of determining noise impacts, actual sampling with acoustic measuring devices
at the 30 points of interest measuting sound over an extended period of time to better
understand the effects of routine flight operations on the community is preferred. Please
conduct a more thorough sound study using actual acoustic measuring devices.

2. Washington is experiencing a tremendous rate of growth, both to our economy and to our
population. By Office of Financial Management (OFM) estimates, Island County experienced a

02_WAGOV-02
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Lisa Padgett
February 23, 2017
Page 2

2.87 percent population growth between 2015 and 2016. NASWI has been a part of this growth
with the arrival of six squadrons of the P8 Poseidon aircraft. The proposed action to increase
the number of EA-18G Growlers would continue this growth trend. This growth necessitates
planning and capital investments to expand infrastructure.

We request the Navy through the Office of Economic Adjustment provide technical assistance
to counties and local jurisdictions to analyze the full impact to affordable housing, public
education, emergency services, transportation, and sewer and water systems. Any decision to
proceed with the proposed alternatives must include the requisite federal funding for capital
investment and ongoing operating costs.

3. Asidentified in the draft EIS, the proposed action will have an effect on the surrounding
community. A principal concern is that the proposed action will result in both an increase in the
frequency of flight operations as well as an expansion of the area exposed to noise. We request
the Navy consult with local officials and subject matter experts on sound mitigation to develop
and implement a strategy to alleviate the impact of airfield operations based on associated
levels of risk.

I appreciate your consideration of these comments and those from state agencies and members of the
surrounding community as part of the public comment period for the draft EIS. My staff and our state
agencies are available should you require any further assistance on these items of concern. Qur state
is proud of and looks forward to continuing to host installations for our Armed Forces. Washington is
honored to support our military communities and the nation’s defense.

Very truly yours,

JW

Ggvernor

02_WAGOV-02



Don Measamer
City of Anacortes

Anacortes, WA 98221

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, the City of Anacortes has reviewed the
alternatives related to the Growler EIS, alternative 1, 2 and 3 and determined that
Alternative 1, would have the least impact on the community. Again, thank you for the
opportunity to comment and if you have any questions please feel free to contact me at
360-293-1942. Best regards, Don Measamer

03_ANACORTES_City-01
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Edward Hartin la. Thapk You '
Central Whidbey Island Fire & Rescue 5.a. Accident Potential Zones

Coupeville, WA 98239

Establishment of an APZ1 for Runway 14 as illustrated Figure 4.3-2 Existing 2005 AICUZ
Clear Zones and Conceptual APZs for OLF Coupeville, Option 2 placed Central Whidbey
Island Fire & Rescue Station 53 at (and within) the boundary of the APZ1. The District
has concern that this change, if it occurs, may negatively impact the District's ability to
serve the needs of the District from this station due to changes in zoning restrictions
related to fire and rescue service facilities.



January 3, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager .

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

6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

RE: Navy EIS comments
To whom it may concern,

We are elected community leaders in the region impacted by operations at NAS-WI who have
come together to respond to the request for comments about the proposed increased number of
Growler EA-18 jets. Our primary purpose is to work with the Navy and use accurate, useful data
so that adequate mitigation can be implemented for the current and future noise impacts of
Growler flights. The importance of the Navy’s presence in our region is well understood. The
base brings jobs, economic stability, emergency response resources and a multitude of assets to
our communities. We support the strategic mission of the base, its importance to national
security, and understand the critical need for safe and proper training for new pilots heading into
harm’s way to defend our country around the world.

Our region is one of the most beautiful and scenic in the world. People are drawn here for the
high quality of life offered here. It is important to acknowledge that a fundamental change began
with the Navy base’s platform shift from Prowlers to Growlers, and then the subsequent
consolidation of these planes on Whidbey Island. For many years the practice flights necessary
for fleet preparedness could be described as an annoyance to community members. With the
change of platform, and the number of FCLPs significantly increased, the local experience
changed under the low-level flight paths from both Whidbey Island air fields. The noise
generated from these FCLPs currently impact our neighborhoods, our businesses and overall
quality of life across the region.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement does not accurately reflect the noise impacts to the
regional quality of life with existing operations in the No-Action Alternative, and thus cannot
reflect the proposed impacts and overall measurements for dramatically increased air traffic. For
example, the noise contour maps of current operations impact a broader area than shown. Data
collected in Jefferson and San Juan Counties depict a larger population experiencing frequent
disturbance caused by low level aircraft flights over their neighborhoods.

Also of concern, the measurement of the noise created by the FCLP’s depends upon computer
modeling and not the reverberations caused by these low level flights, as well as the frequency,
unpredictability and the intense nature of the sound created by the Growlers. By using the
industry standard of a daily average, the community impacts are not adequately reflected in the
report. The recent National Park Service sound study in Ebey’s Reserve includes pictures of the
differences between sound waves generated by commercial aircraft (which is what the standard
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Navy EIS comments
Page 2

protocols were designed to measure) and the sound waves generated by the Growlers. The
contrast is clearly significant.

For these reasons, we the undersigned are concerned that the Navy’s EIS does not adequately
reflect the current and potential local community noise impacts of the five-fold proposed
increase in low-level Growler flights. Good data is needed for good decisions to be made about
dramatically increasing FCLPs in our area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Kt leen - /\Q L
The Honorable Jefferson County Commissioner Kathleen Kler

L7 rzay ey

Y
_The Honorable San Jua‘( County Commissioner Jamie Stephens

The Honorable Skagit County Commissioner Ron Wesen

The Honorable Island County Commissioner Helen Price Johnson




Kathleen Kler
Board of County Commissioners, Chair

Jefferson County, WA 98368

In response to the Naval Air Station Whidbey Island’s request for comments regarding
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Growler Operations, the Jefferson County
Board of County Commissioners submits the following for your consideration. In our
weekly public meetings, as well as via email, phone calls and conversations with
constituents, there are many East and West Jefferson County residents expressing
concern about the impacts to their well-being as a result of Growler noise. These impacts
include (but are not limited to): ¢ loss of sleep; ¢ inability to hold a conversation
uninterrupted; « complaints from customers at hospitality businesses; ¢ concern for
well-being of domestic and farm animals as well as marine mammals; ¢ loss of quality of
life benefits from time spent recreating outdoors; « fear of declining property values from
increased Growler activity. These residents have also expressed their dissatisfaction in
the EIS to adequately address the severity of those impacts at current levels of operation.
For example, the lack of data collected locally versus projections generated from noise
modelling leads many of us to ask whether these projections are accurate, whether they
account for the variability in how noise and reverberations affect a diverse population,
and whether the Navy is a concerned enough neighbor to invest in collecting data locally.
Similarly, the use of daily averages does not capture the full effect of noise that occurs in
short, intense periods. This way of measuring sound is not relevant to analyzing impacts
to our residents. There is also concern that flight paths and elevations are not accurately
represented in the EIS or in the Navy’s responses to complaints. A Navy veteran reports
seeing jets flying as low as 1000’ over Marrowstone Island. Cape George residents report
increased noise from the Growler’s “afterburner” technology. Neither of these impacts are
acknowledged in the noise contour maps in the EIS, again causing concerns that impacts
are not being measured or accurately reflected. We are also hearing significant concern
in the public process. Residents are confused by needing to submit separate comments
for Growlers than for Electromagnetic Warfare, and that comments on the latter may only
submitted by those who submitted them previously. Similarly, cumulative impacts of land
and water-based operations should be considered to assess the full impact to our
County. Having a clear process, with a long timeline (particularly around the holidays)
seems essential to build trust in the transparency of any public agency. While we
recognize the Navy as an important and beneficial neighbor and partner to Jefferson
County in myriad ways (Emergency Preparedness efforts, the Hood Canal Joint Land
Use Study and REPI funds for land conservation, for example), we are concerned that
the EIS is not accurately reflecting the impacts to the quality of life of some Jefferson
County residents. An increase in growler activity will create further negative impacts here,
and as such we request that more localized study be completed and data be assessed
before any decisions on expansion are made. We appreciate the opportunity to work with
you in maintaining this as one of the most beautiful, serene and safe corners of the world.
We encourage continued, transparent dialogue with the many neighboring jurisdictions
and residents to find solutions that meet the needs of our rural region.
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Town of Coupeville

4 NESeventh = PO Box 725 = Coupeville WA 98239
360.678.4461 = 360.678.3299 Fax = www.townofcoupeville.org

EA-18G Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
Attn: Code EV21/SS

6506 Hampton Blvd

Norfolk, VA 23508

February 22, 2017

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for increased EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.

Dear EA-18G Project Manager,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
regarding increased Growler operations at OLF Coupeville. The Town’s comments are conveyed along
with our sincere appreciation for the mission of Navy Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) and our
respect for the dedicated service men and women who work and train every day to protect our country.
We acknowledge achieving preparedness for duty comes with consequences we all must share—and we
expect to continue to share—and the importance of Outlying Field Coupeville (OLF) in the training of
flight crews. It is not our desire to close OLF Coupeville. At the same time, however, we must speak for
the residents, property owners, and businesses of Coupeville whose lives, investments, and incomes
may be significantly affected by the outcome of this process. For our constituents, as well as for the
validity of the process, our comments are offered in the spirit of promoting a rigorous environmental
analysis and an informed decision that takes reasonable consideration of local impacts.

That said, we are very concerned by language in the DEIS that suggests a policy decision on where such
consequences will fall has already been made, and that much of the extensive environmental work is
intended to provide justification for the formal decision. As a community whose quality of life and
economy appear to be under threat, we aspire to have faith in the system established to provide a full
accounting of the impacts. We also hope that the analysis will allow a conclusion that one community
not receive most of the advantages while another is disproportionately burdened with the negative
effects. Based on a sincere desire to balance the operational needs of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
(NASWI) with the quality of life needs of our local residents who have called Coupeville home for
generations, we respectfully submit the following comments on the DEIS for the EA-18G “Growler”
Airfield Operations at NASWI for your careful consideration.
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Island Communities of Oak Harbor and Coupeville

Oak Harbor has been home to NASWI1 and Ault Field since the base was built in 1942, Although its
residents bear the negative impacts of the majority of NASWI flight operatians, Oak Harbor also enjoys
the lion’s share of economic benefits of being home to a large number of military personnel and civilian
support staff. Such benefits include jobs, school funding, sales tax, real estate value, large-scale retail,
and public amenities built by, and for, their military families as well as their residents. The economy and
culture of Oak Harbor has been and continues to be significantly linked to the presence of Ault Field.

Coupeville and central Whidbey’s economy, history, environment, and culture are different. Together
with the military families who choose to live in and around Coupeville, we are a community of fifth
generation farmers, active retirees, and many families who have been here for several generations and
are happy to be raising their children here. Our economy is heavily dependent on tourism and small-
farm agriculture. Our historic commercial district includes retail, arts, restaurants, and lodging. As the
second ofdest town in Washington State, we promote our maritime and agricultural history, our historic
buildings, the shoreline, outdoor recreation, and our place at the heart of Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve. We depend on pristine Penn Cove and the open fields, forests, and waterfront when
promoting event venues, outdoor cultural activities, vacations, and local cuisine. The whole of central
Whidbey contributes to both our residents’ quality of life and our visitors’ experiences.

The residents and businesses in the Town and central Whidbey Island overali have endured and proudly
accepted a wide range of aircraft equipment and an inconsistent number of flight operations at OLF for
the past 70 years. As indicated on DEIS Page 1-6, for almost 20 years—evidently since delivery of the
last Prowlter—flight operations have generally stayed similar to the level experienced today (6,200). For
a generation, financial and locational decisions by residents and businesses have been based on the
expectation that this level of impact will continue but not increase. A 250 percent to almost 500 percent
increase to the number of currently approved Growler operations is inconsistent with and clearly
adverse to everything we have worked for in Coupeville and central Whidbey. It is incompatible with
our economy, history, and culture,

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve was created by Congress in 1978 as the first reserve of its
kind in the nation. The purpose of the Reserve is to “preserve and protect a rural community which
provides an unbroken historical record from nineteenth century exploration and settlement in Puget
Sound to the present time.” The Town of Coupeville, Island County, State Parks and the National Park
Service have all worked together to assure growth and land use in the Reserve is appropriate and
deliberate. Individual land owners, especially our pioneer farming families, have demanstrated their
commitment to preservation and protection by selling their development rights to ensure the
agricultural fand is protected for farming for generations to come. The State of Washington recognized
Town of Coupeville’s commitment to preserving a landscape and cultural fabric by granting an exclusive
exemption to mandated urban growth under the Growth Management Act. We now find it sadly ironic
that the characteristics we have worked so hard to protect and preserve (farm land, forests, shoreline,
low density residential development and small populations) are the very same characteristics being used
to justify increased flight operations at OLF Coupeville.
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Cumulative Siting Actions

We are concerned about the Department of Defense’s {DOD) decision to site all EA-18G Growlers at
NASW!I, and how this decision has been made. It is not clear whether all of the steps had the benefit of
environmental review and the attendant public process. Continuing today, this apparent ramp-up is
unveiled in increments that don’t seem to convey a complete and transparent plan for NASWI. In 2006
the Growlers were introduced to NASWI. However, the Navy contended there would be no impact
because they were replacing 82 Prowlers with 57 Growlers. A 2010 EIS reaffirmed the level at 57
Growlers. In 2012, that number was raised back up to 82 Growlers. During the 2013 scoping process for
this EIS, when we were being asked to consider the alternatives for adding between 18 and 35 new
Growlers, DOD made the decision to single-site all Growlers at NASWI, and we were informed that 35-36
new jets would be stationed here. Now, as the decision of the number of jets and the number of
operations needed to support this level of inventory has already been made, we are given three
alternatives whose main focus is the split of FCLP operations between OLF Coupeville and Ault Field. As
we try to work our way through this seemingly predestined decision, we discover the DOD has already
ordered 42 additional Growtlers for a total of 160. We do not second-guess Congress’s and the DOD’s
decisions on materiel allocations necessary for the Navy's mission. However, we are concerned that, as
soon as the Navy gets through this EIS process, additional jets and new squadrons may be brought
online.

General Comments

1. Sections 1.3 and 1.4 of the DEIS provides detailed information in support of the Navy’s need to
increase the electronic attack capabilities and provide more air¢raft per squadron to enable the
Navy to meet Title 10, USC Section 5062. However, the purpose statement makes the project a self-
fulfilling action (the purpose is to take the action at NASWI specifically, rather than to generically
take the action, with NASWI being found through an alternatives analysis to be the most effective
and efficient location). The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should remove “NAS
Whidbey Island” from the purpose statement.

2. Section 2.2 identifies the approach used to develop the range of prudent and feasible alternatives
considered in the EIS process. Page 2-2 identifies the key considerations that framed the
consideration of alternatives. Such considerations effectively serve as screening criteria for the
development and consideration of alternatives. The first consideration states, “The NAS Whidbey
Island complex is home to the Navy’s Growler mission, including the training squadron, all U.S.-
based squadrons, and substantial infrastructure and training ranges that have been established
during the past 40-plus years and as supported by previous NEPA analysis regarding Growler
operations.” This consideration, combined with the purpose statement, could be viewed as
prejudicial and seff-fulfilling as drafted, as it ensures that all prudent and feasible alternatives are
associated with NAS Whidbey Island. The need statement addressed above does not require the
need to be satisfied at NAS Whidbey Island but the purpose statement drives the alternatives to NAS
Whidbey Island. In the FEIS, the first screening criterion on Page 2-2 of the DEIS should be removed
from the text and from consideration.
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3. Three factors required in the formulation of the alternatives are inadequately addressed in the DEIS
and should be corrected in the FEIS, including: a) the description of the criteria for selecting
alternatives, b) sufficient details in describing alternatives, and c) the identification of mitigation
measures either within alternatives or in addition to them.

4. While a few alternative sites are described as unsuitable on pages 2-15 to 2-19 in response to
comments, there is no systematic demonstration that all Naval Air Stations or installations on the
west coast and Alaska, or elsewhere in the US, were evaluated according to the criteria in Section
2.2. The semi-qualitative statements on the referenced pages identify some of the criteria such as
mean sea level but often address other factors not listed in the criteria, such as costs. There is no
comparative chart against the criteria in the DEIS nor a comparison of other implicit criteria on
pages 2-15 to 2-19, such as the costs of the proposed alternatives at the Whidbey NAS in relation to
costs of relocation elsewhere. For example, are there other sites that meet a majority of criteria
except for one or two — and could those criteria that are unmet be addressed reasonably since NEPA
indicates the Navy should “[r)igorously explore and objectively evaluate the environmental impacts
of all reasonable alternatives, particularly those that might enhance environmental quality or avoid
some or all adverse environmental effects” including those “not within the existing authority of the
agency”? The Town requests that the FEIS show its work in comparing other sites to the criteria in
Section 2.2 in the subsection “Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward for Further
Analysis.”

5. The DEIS appears to state that OLF Coupeville is the most physically suitable for the Field Carrier
Landing Practice (FCLP) operations (Page 2-6), but because of potential noise impacts to the
community the Navy chose to study up to 80% of FCLP operations maximum at OLF Coupeville.
Apart from describing that 100% was desired but less is being studied, there is no discussion of why
80%, 50%, and 20% were selected as scenario thresholds. The DEIS seems to be impiicitly identifying
that their preferred alternative would be Scenario A, a 449 to 475 percent increase in operations at
OLF, without stating such. Additionally, the Navy is not committing to a particular split, and
operations may fall within that range. The FEIS should clarify the text regarding the rationale for the
percentage splits in FCLP operations.

6. Several statements in the DEIS indicate that alternatives would return airfield operation levels to
levels observed between the 1970s and 1990s per the graph on Page 1-6. This may be true for FCLP
levels in total between Ault Field and OLF Coupeville, but considering OLF Coupevilie alone, Scenario
A, under all three scenarios, appears to exceed the maximum years on record for FCLP operations,
Scenario B appears to exceed all ten years of the past 40, and Scenario C is more similar to, but in
excess of, annual FCLPs over the last 20 years. The relevance of circumstances of past decades
relative to the existing condition and whether such operational increases were subject to prior NEPA
review should be clarified in the FEIS. The FEIS should clearly identify the magnitude of the change
of operations at OLF in relation to today’s condition in order to create an accurate understanding of
impacts and needed mitigation.
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7. The DEIS discusses increasing FCLPs during a “high tempo FCLP year.” The term is only generally
defined. To allow stakeholders to better understand its implications, “high tempo FCLP year” should
be defined in terms of how often it may oceur and under what circumstances. if a high tempo year
can be declared to be operationally necessary in consecutive years or on an ongoing basis, the flight
operation assumptions in Scenarios A, B, and C are essentially meaningless.

Housing

1. The Town understands that NAS Whidbey Island has recently finished an updated housing survey
and that a new housing report is anticipated to be issued within the next several months. According
to the data cited on page 4-232, the DEIS housing analysis is evidently based, at least in part, on
outdated information. The FEIS housing section should incorporate the more current data that will
be available in the updated housing study and should clarify the assumpticns used in the analysis,
including the forecast conditions in 2021.

2. The FEIS should correct the housing analysis to identify the impacts without the supply of Navy
housing, since the DEIS states that new personnel will live in non-Navy housing.

3. The analysis should identify how the new personnel and dependents’ housing needs, incomes, and
housing allowances would match the forecast housing supply and costs, with rental and ownership
housing disaggregated.

4. The DEIS appears to consider all units within the study area as equal in meeting the demand,
irrespective of distance and travel time from Ault Field. The FEIS should address the basis of the
assumptions in the 2015 Study (or its successor) and match unit supply to expected locations.

5. The FEIS should provide an accurate accounting of the stock of adequate units forecast for the
target year, with consideration of the effect of rental units committed to seasonal rentals and the
potential change in the supply of housing units due to changes in noise contours.

6. The FEIS should evaluate the potential impacts of the alternatives on rental costs and property
values in the study area from the standpoint of increased demand. Page 4-232 states, “. .. if recent
real estate market trends continue and fewer housing units are offered for sale or lease, Navy
personnel may find it more difficult to acquire or lease housing.” Similarly, existing residents,
particularly those at the lower end of the economic spectrum, may find it difficult to find housing
with the influx of personnel and dependents in the Action Alternatives. The analysis should address
potential for disptacement and affordability impacts to existing residents in the study area due to
competition for rental units in the private market and the housing market’s response to increased
demand. The analysis should be based on updated current and forecast conditions and the
assumption that 77 percent of new NASWI households (DEIS Page 4-229) will reside in Island
County.

7. With a revised analysis containing the elements described above, the conclusion of no impact
should be re-evaluated and a discussion of reasonable mitigation measures provided, as applicable.
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8.

Current housing capacity and other baseline information was not available during the comment
period for the DEIS. Per Environmental Readiness Program Manual, Page 10-63 and 10-64, section
(2)(a)1, the Navy is required to ensure there is sufficient information and baseline data to support
the conclusions reached. The Town requests a 60-day comment period following issuance of the
FEIS to evaluate the information on which the conclusions of the DEIS are based. The ability to
ascertain that the supply of housing available to Navy personnel is currently adequate and will
remain so in the future is crucial to the conclusion that there is no impact.

Noise

1.

The results of the noise analysis should be presented in the FEIS by political jurisdiction, rather than
aggregated, to make them more meaningful to stakeholders.

The noise contour maps in the DEIS are impossible to read and interpret at their printed scale in the
document. For legibility, contour maps in the FEIS should be prepared following the presentation
style adopted by the Federal Aviation Administration for noise exposure maps.

Figure 3.1-4, Interfacility and FCLP Flight Tracks, appears to show a flight route to enter the OLF
pattern that crosses over or near the northeast portion of the town. This appears to be represented
in the noise contours in Figure 3.2-5, No Action Environment for OLF Coupeville, but is not shown on
the noise contour figures for the Action Alternatives. The Town is quite aware of noise complaints
from property owners under this approach path. An explanation of the operational changes
resulting in the distinctions between the No Action and Action Alternative noise contour maps, apart
from those changes based entirely on the volume of operations, would be valuable for stakeholders
in understanding the changes proposed under the Action Alternatives.

In the supplemental noise analysis in the DEIS, action-related noise effects were evaluated at only
one noise sensitive use or area in the Town, the elementary school {S03). The Town requests that
the FEIS include the high school/middle school as a point of interest and other points of interest on
the north side of HWY 20, including the hospital, the Town Green, the NE Pennington Loop
neighborhood, and the NE Burnham Place neighborhood.

Substitution of year 2021 conditions-for existing conditions in the Affected Environment Chapter
does not allow a clear identification of how conditions would change in the future with or without
the proposed action. Rather, the use of the 2021 scenario is more appropriate to the cumulative
impact discussion and the Future No Action. Since the 2021 condition has been approved in a prior
NEPA document, it is reasonable to assume the Future No Action for purposes of identifying action-
related effects. Its use as the existing condition in the Affected Environment is not appropriate
unless the full transition has occurred five years ahead of schedule. The FEIS should provide a
description of the true existing conditions or clarify how this 2021 condition evaluated in a prior
NEPA decision document differs from actual current year conditions.
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6.

10.

i1,

12

Section 4.2.1 Noise, No Action Alternative, states, “Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed
Action would not occur, and the Navy would not operate additional Growler aircraft (see Section
2.4.2.4) [sic]. Consequently, implementing the No Action Alternative, or taking no action, means the
annual Growler airfield operations would be consistent with levels identified in the 2005 and 2012
transition Environmental Assessments (EAs). The transition of the P-3 to the P-8A aircraft would still
take place as itis a separate, ongoing action. Therefore, the DNL noise contours presented in
Section 3.2.4, Noise Affected Environment, were modeled based upon the anticipated aircraft
operating levels for Calendar Year 2021 (CV21). “Implementation of the No Action Alternative
would, by default, result in the same acreage and population coverage as noted under the affected
environment (see Table 3.2.2).” As the affected environment is described as the same as the year
2021 No Action Alternative, it is not possible to determine whether “no significant impacts to the
noise environment would occur with implementation of the No Action Alternative” as stated in this
section. In fact, this conclusion seems highly unlikely.

Page 4-1 states, “The year 2021 is the end-state used in this analysis, which represents full
implementation of the Proposed Action.” While the end-state is a standard evaluation, NEPA
documents often identify impacts in subsequent years that are deemed reasonably foreseeable.
The end-state plus five years is often evaluated. The FEIS should explain effects in the years beyond
the end-state that are reasonably foreseeable.

Tables presenting the area and population within the noise contours, e.g., Table 4.2-1, assume an
average density of population throughout a reference census block. This unsupported assumption
of homogeneity within census blocks calls into question the validity of the conclusions for
determining relative impacts to populations. The Town encourages the Navy to use easily available
aerial photography or windshield surveys to confirm the data in these tables.

Given the importance of housing in evaluating noise and land use compatibility of actions, the Town
encourages the FEIS to include the number of dwellings/houses by political jurisdiction and the
noise contour bands,

The Town encourages that the FEIS note the noise sensitive uses (schools, hospitals, nursing homes,
libraries, etc.) that are located within each contour, in addition to the dwellings noted above.

While the DEIS notes that all action alternatives and scenarios would have a significant noise effect,
the criteria for what changes make these effects significant are not defined. Thus, it is not clear how
or if the various mitigation measures discussed would alleviate the significant effects. The FEIS
should clarify the criteria applied to reach the conclusion of significant effect.

. The FEIS should identify specific mitigation measures that would reduce the significant effects

acknowledged by the DEIS. A connection between the effects and how and where the mitigation
measures would reduce action-related effects should be made for the decision maker’s
consideration. Otherwise, the benefits of the mitigation individually and collectively cannot be
understood. Mitigation measures should be considered as operational measures of the Navy and its
aircraft as well as preventive and corrective land use measures for residual noise effects.
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13. The DEIS uses aircraft noise exposure for purposes of considering effects to public health and to the
socio-economic fabric of the action area. Although the DEIS identifies a significant action-related
noise effect, the effects on public health and safety and various socio-economic conditions are
determined to be not significant. The FEIS should explain how this determination was made.

14. The DEIS discusses the results of research concerning the effect of noise impacts on property values.
However, there is no quantification of project-related effect or determination as to significance. The
FEIS should explain how a significant noise effect of the action would translate into property value
effects considering the report’s summary of research showing a noise effect on property values.

15, While sleep disturbance is evaluated at 19 points of interest, the DEIS is not clear about the
methodology used. Reference is made to the DNWG guidance document, but not to the SEL or
number of events used to identify the percentage of the public likely awakened. The FEIS should
explain the methodology used to reach the conclusions.

16, All the alternatives would increase potential hearing loss due to the number of additional people
that would reside within higher noise exposure areas that might have the potential to experience a
noise induced permanent threshold shift, However, given the quality of the maps and summary
nature of the tables, the portion of the population within the town who may be so affected is not
identified. As noted for other metrics, this metric should he specific to each political jurisdiction.

17. In the evaluation of Environmental and Safety Risks to Children, the focus is on identifying the
number of children who reside in the 65 DNL and greater contour. All alternatives/scenarios would
increase the number of children in the 65 DNL relative to the No Action Alternative. The DEIS does
not deem these increases significant, despite the significant increase in noise. The FEIS should
clarify why the significant noise effects do not translate into significant effects to children.

18. The analysis of Classroom/Learning Interference at nine points of interest is the principal tool used
to consider action effects on education. Two metrics were used to evaluate effects on classrooms.
First, the Leq during school hours was caiculated. Then the number of events that could interfere
with hearing classroom lessons (events with noise exceeding Lmax of 50 dB) was identified. The FEIS
should provide an additional metric showing the number of minutes each day that speech
communications would experience interference.

19. The DNL maps appear to show Scenario A DNL contours of 65 and 70 dB extending well into the
corporate limits of the Town and into established residential neighborhoods. (DEIS Volume II, Page
A-67, e.g.) DOD document number 4165.57, effective March 12, 2015, regarding Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones {AICUZ) provides a table (Table 2, Page 23) of land uses suggested for
compatibility with DNL zones. Residential uses are listed as not compatible with 65-69 and 70-74
DNL zones. The notes associated with Table 2 state:

“Although local conditions regarding the need for housing may require residential use in these
zones, residential use is discouraged in DNL 65-69 and strongly discouraged in DNL 70-74. The
absence of viable alternative development options should be determined and an evaluation should
be conducted locally prior to local approvals indicating that a demonstrated community need for the
residential use would not be met if development were prohibited in these zones. Existing
residential development is considered as pre-existing incompatible land uses.” {emphasis original}
(Page 27)
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Where new development is aliowed in these zones, the notes provide noise attenuation
requirements to be incorporated in building codes. The DEIS evaluates scenarios where the 65 DNL
and 70 DNL are expanded into existing neighborhoods within the Town. The FEIS should evaluate
the Action Alternatives and associated scenarios in the context of creating circumstances that are
“discouraged” and “strongly discouraged” by the DOD's AICUZ guidance. Further, the FEIS should
identify mitigation measures to lessen or avoid these impacts.

Accident Potential Zones/Land Use

According 1o DEIS Table 4.3-1 on Page 4-119, the number of proposed FCLP operations represented by
Scenarios A and B would require the delineation of Accident Potential Zones {APZ). The size of these
zones could include hundreds of acres in Ebey’s Reserve and potentially a portion of the Town of
Coupeville. We also understand that once these APZ's are established, Island County and possibly the
Town of Coupeville, will be required to establish land use regulations that will limit future use of
property and potentially severely reduce the property value of many existing homes. The DEIS does not
adequately address the location and size of such APZ’s, the economic effect they will have in central
Whidbey and the Town of Coupeville, potential land use changes, or related safety issues. We request
that the FEIS include all of this information in more detail for each alternative and the steps necessary to
mitigate these effects.

Water

The Town understands that existence of PFOA and PFOS as a contaminant in the groundwater, aquifer,'
and public and private wells is not addressed in the DEIS. The Town and surrounding property owners
and water associations depend on a sole source aquifer for potable water. Currently, there are no
alternative water sources to weils. The Town also understands that further study is needed on the
extent of the contamination before mitigation can be considered and that this issue is being managed by
Navy Region Northwest. The Town understands that this contamination happened in the past, likely
due to the use of Aqueous Film Forming Foam (AFFF) a firefighting foam, and is not directly related to
increased operations proposed in the DEIS. However, the Action Alternatives propose to increase flight
operations, which would result in an increased potential for accidents, including fire emergencies on or
in the vicinity of the airfields. Therefore, the Town requests that the final EIS include a commitment
from the Navy that existing stocks of toxic AFFF’s will not be maintained or used at OLF Coupeville and
that only firefighting foams approved by the EPA or not containing constituents regulated by the EPA or
for which the EPA has not issued advisories will be used at OLF. If the use of available AFFF's remains a
potential response to aviation-related fires, the increase in its potential use as related to an increase in
aircraft operations should be evaluated as a potential impact and mitigation measures proposed.

Mitigation

After studying all alternatives, we find the mitigation proposals lack relevance and are not
commensurate to the multifaceted effects of increasing FCLP operations at OLF Coupeville by as much
as 500%. The engineering of chevrons to lower the decibels of the Growlers and the development of
Magic Carpet technology to reduce the number of FCLP required for each pilot, while interesting, may or
may not come to fruition. Continuing to acthere to the policies and procedures for safe operations of a
Growler should be in practice already and in no way mitigates the effects of increased operations at OLF
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Coupeville. It seems little effort was put into potential mitigation measures, especially, as we
commented at the start of this process, it seemed predestined to site all Growlers at NASWI. The Town
requests that the FEIS propose and evaluate mitigation measures on the full range of alternatives that
may reasonably meet the need for the proposed action as expressed in the DEIS. As noted elsewhere in
this letter, the mitigation measures considered in the FEIS should have a rational nexus to significant
impacts, provide a measurable improvement in the level of such impacts, and have a reasonable
potential for implementation at the time the impacts will occur. True mitigation alternatives that should
have been considered more closely include, but are not limited to, detachment squadrons, off site
training, not single-siting all Growlers at NASWI, and increased military housing.

Final Comment Period

We realize a comment period on the FEIS is not required. However, we are asking that the FEIS
incorporate and analyze a large quantity of new and more relevant information, examples would be:
current housing data, supplemental noise data, APZs and noise zones better defined and mapped,
explanations of criteria for alternatives (considered and not considered), a commitment to protect
groundwater, and an explanation of noise effects inconsistencies, Because of this, we strongly request
that you allow an additional 60-day comment period after publication and before a Notice of Decision is
issued.

We would like to end our comments to the DEIS as we began, with great respect and gratitude for all the
men and women in our military, specifically those sharing our Island at NASWI. It is not our desire to
close OLF Coupeville, but rather to come to an agreement on the number of operations we can support in
proportion to the economic, cultural, and lifestyle hardship that would result. We would like to suggest
that OLF Coupeville continue to support approximately 6,200 operations per year as an option within the
FEIS. We fervently believe there is a way to provide the Growler pilots the specialized training they need
to do their job safely, without significantly impacting the property owners, residents, business owners,
and visitors of Coupeville and central Whidbey Island. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Helen Price Johnson
District 1 Commissioner

Island County, WA 98239

February 24, 2017 EA-18G Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508 Attn: Code EV21/SS To Whom It
May Concern: The EA-18G practice flights are required for the safety of pilots in defense
of our nation. The shift of platforms from Prowlers to Growlers and then recent
consolidation of EA18G’s at NAS-W!I has generated a great number of comments from
my local constituents concerning military operations and civilian quality of life in our area.
Whidbey Island is one of the most beautiful and scenic areas in the world. People are
drawn here for the quality of life, rural character, and natural beauty. For years there have
consistently been 5000-6000 practice flights in the OLF area to support vital fleet
preparedness. This was a tolerable sacrifice for many community members. When the
change of platform, and the noise generated by the FCLPs significantly increased,
residents under the low-level flight paths from both Whidbey Island air fields, began to
voice their concerns to commissioners. They reported negative impacts to
neighborhoods, businesses and overall quality of life across the region. The FCLP activity
is generally described as loud, intense and unsettling for those under their practice flight
path. Many of these same people readily acknowledge their strong support for Navy
personnel and the strategic mission of NAS-WI. They confirm that they are willing to
make reasonable sacrifices to accommodate necessary FCLP training. However through
public testimony, numerous emails and phone calls Island County residents have
expressed concern to me about the impacts to their well-being during repeated, intense
periods of Growler noise. These impacts include: « loss of sleep; ¢ disruption of
agricultural activities; ¢ inability to hold a conversation or conduct business; « complaints
and loss of revenue from customers; « disruption of outdoor recreational activities; ¢
vulnerability of children and health-fragile individuals; « degradation of environmental
health These residents have also expressed their dissatisfaction that the EIS does not
adequately address the severity of these impacts at current levels of operation and that
the proposed increase in operations will significantly escalate each of these items. For
example, the use of noise modeling versus local data collections has many questioning
the accuracy of projections, whether they reflect the intense nature of low-level EA18G
flight patterns needed in touch-n -go practice. This is supported by a Department of
Defense Technical Bulletin (Dec 2009) which states “supplementing DNL or other
long-term total sound energy average metrics with additional noise exposure metrics
improves public understanding of noise exposure and decision makers’ ability to make
better informed decisions as and to maintain compatible land uses around installation.” In
scoping comments, | requested that the Navy review potential negative health effects of
low level EA-18 G Growler aircraft during FCLP’s (Versus high altitude, 24/7 flight
operations) through local noise monitoring. A recent review of the available literature by
the Washington State Department of Health (Feb 2017) is helpful here. They conclude,
“...there have been minimal studies specific to health effects associated with military
aircraft noise exposure. More research is needed to understand differences in risk
attributed to susceptible groups compared to the general population. Despite these
limitations, the current body of scientific literature suggests that the noise levels similar to
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those reported from the NAS Whidbey Island Complex pose a threat to public health.”
Further, OLF lies in Ebey’s Landing Historic Reserve, an area with a unique heritage and
recognized for its national significance. The National Park Service, the State of
Washington and the local community have all made substantial investments in the
preservation of this cultural landscape. The DEIS falls short in documenting impacts of
the noise generated by Growler activity to the agricultural, recreational, and historic
resources in the State Parks and Ebey’s Landing National Historic Reserve, an area of
environmental, cultural, and historical significance and an important wildlife and migratory
bird habitat. Further review is needed and adequate mitigation measures should be
proposed and evaluated in the Final EIS. Please incorporate and analyze additional
information on noise data, better mapping of noise zones, and noise effects on historic
resources as well as vulnerable populations. The men and women wearing the Navy
uniform, serving our country, deserve our support and respect. It is my goal to seek an
appropriate balance in the scheduling of FCLP’s which protects their safety as well as the
health and wellness of the communities impacted by Growler operations. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment. Sincerely, Helen Price Johnson Island County
Commissioner, District 1
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Helen Price Johnson
Island County

Coupeville, WA 98236

As an Island County Commissioner | am grateful for the opportunity to respond to the
Navy’s request for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) about
the proposed increased number of Growler EA-18 jets at NAS-WI. The importance of the
Navy’s presence in our region is significant, and appreciated. The base brings many jobs,
long term economic stability, vital emergency response resources and a multitude of
valuable assets to our island communities. We support the strategic mission of the base,
its importance to national security, and understand the critical need for safe and proper
training for pilots heading into harm’s way to defend our country around the world. The
primary purpose of our comments is to work with the Navy to obtain accurate, useful data
so that adequate local mitigation can be implemented for the current and future impacts
of necessary military operations. From the DEIS | understand that all of the alternatives
proposed, including the No-Action Alternative, will result in a federal recommendation to
Island County to create an Accident Potential Zone (APZ) and Noise Overlay zoning as
local mitigation measures in the Central Whidbey area surrounding the Outlying Field
(OLF). To understand the scope of this recommendation, some clarification of impacts is
needed. The DEIS maps do not align in describing the likely areas impacted by these
changes in land use. The Final EIS (FEIS) should include an accurate mapping and
description of the physical landscape and land mass affected by both the APZ and the
noisescapes of the recommended alternative. ¢ It is unclear that the 1986 NOISEMAP
modeling used in the DEIS reflects accurate noise exposure. A Department of Defense
Technical Bulletin (Dec 2009) states that “supplementing DNL or other long-term total
sound energy average metrics with additional noise exposure metrics improves public
understanding of noise exposure and decision makers’ ability to make better informed
decisions as and to maintain compatible land uses around installation.” « To ensure that
adequate measures are implemented, a proper delineation of the areas affected by the
current activity as defined by validated noise measurements are necessary for local
legislative action in mitigating impacts of increased Growler activities. ¢ It is important for
us as local decision-makers to better understand any changes to building code
requirements and disclosure rules in light of higher levels of noise and reverberation from
increased Growler activity. ¢ Island County would appreciate information from the Navy
on best practices from other installations for retrofitting existing structures or relocation
programs for businesses and residential properties impacted significantly by increased
Growler flight operations. « Several Island County facilities — Island County’s Solid Waste
Transfer Facility, Rhododendron Park, Coupeville Road Shop, Patmore Dog Park, as well
as various city, state and federal properties will likely be affected by the adoption of an
APZ around OLF. What is the obligation of the local legislative authority for relocation of
these facilities should their use be disallowed by following the Navy's recommendation? ¢
What impacts should our community anticipate from the APZ on private businesses and
residences existing within its boundaries? Is it likely that the Navy will recommend
relocation of private homes and businesses as happened in Oceana? | request that the
FEIS include information regarding these issues to aid Island County officials in
addressing the increased impacts to our community from the Navy operations on
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Whidbey Island. Respectfully submitted, Commissioner Helen Price Johnson Island
County, District 1
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EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard
Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

As an Island County Commissioner | am grateful for the opportunity to respond to the Navy's request for
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) about the proposed increased number
of Growler EA-18 jets at NAS-WI.

The importance of the Navy’s presence in our region is significant, and appreciated. The base brings
many jobs, long term economic stability, vital emergency response resources and a multitude of
valuable assets to our island communities. | support the strategic mission of the base, its importance to
national security, and understand the critical need for safe and proper training for pilots heading into
harm’s way to defend our country around the world. The primary purpose of my comments is to work
with the Navy to obtain accurate, useful data so that adequate local mitigation can be implemented for
the current and future impacts of necessary military operations.

From the DEIS | see that all of the alternatives proposed, including the No-Action Alternative, will result
in a federal recommendation to Island County to create an Accident Potential Zone (APZ) and Noise
Overlay zoning as local mitigation measures in the Central Whidbey area surrounding the Outlying Field
(OLF).

To understand the scope of this recommendation, some clarification of impacts is needed. The DEIS
maps do not align in describing the likely areas impacted by these changes in land use. The Final EIS
(FEIS) should include an accurate mapping and description of the physical landscape and land mass
affected by both the APZ and the noisescapes of the recommended alternative,

e Itisunclear that the 1986 NOISEMAP modeling used in the DEIS reflects accurate noise
exposure. A Department of Defense Technical Bulletin (Dec 2009) states that
“supplementing DNL or other long-term total sound energy average metrics with
additional noise exposure metrics improves public understanding of noise exposure and



EA-18G Growler EIS
February 15, 2017
Page 2

decision makers’ ability to make better informed decisions as and to maintain
compatible land uses around installation.”

e To ensure that adequate measures are implemented, a proper delineation of the areas
affected by the current activity as defined by validated noise measurements are
necessary for local legislative action in mitigating impacts of increased Growler
activities.

e [tisimportant for me as a local decision-maker to better understand any changes to
building code requirements and disclosure rules in light of higher levels of noise and
reverberation from increased Growler activity.

e Information on best practices from other Navy air installations for retrofitting existing
structures or relocation programs for businesses and residential properties significantly
impacted by increased Growler flight operations is needed.

e Several Island County facilities — Island County’s Solid Waste Transfer Facility,
Rhododendron Park, Coupeville Road Shop, Patmore Dog Park, as well as various city,
state and federal properties will be affected by the adoption of an APZ around OLF.
What is the obligation of the local legislative authority for relocation of these facilities
should their use be disallowed by following the Navy’s recommendation?

e  What impacts should the community anticipate from the APZ on private businesses and
residences existing within its boundaries? Is it likely that the Navy will recommend
relocation of private homes and businesses as happened in Oceana?

| request that the FEIS include information regarding these issues to aid Island County officials in
addressing the impacts to the community from the Navy operations on Whidbey Island.

Respectfully submitted,

( JL& 1 P\«jﬂ—'\

Helen Price Johnson
Island County Commissioner, District 1

HPJ/vs
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February 21, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic — Attn: Code EV21/SS
6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

RE:  Growler Operations EIS — Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
Dear EIS Project Manager:

In response to the Naval Air Station Whidbey Island’s request for comments regarding the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on Growler Operations, the Jefferson County Board of
County Commissioners submits the following for your consideration.

In our weekly public meetings, as well as via email, phone calls and conversations with
constituents, there are many East and West Jefferson County residents expressing concern about
the impacts to their well-being as a result of Growler noise. These impacts include (but are not
limited to):

o loss of sleep;

e inability to hold a conversation uninterrupted;

e complaints from customers at hospitality businesses;

o concern for well-being of domestic and farm animals as well as marine mammals;

o loss of quality of life benefits from time spent recreating outdoors;

o fear of declining property values from increased Growler activity.

These residents have also expressed their dissatisfaction in the EIS to adequately address the
severity of those impacts at current levels of operation. For example, the lack of data collected
locally versus projections generated from noise modelling leads many of us to ask whether these
projections are accurate, whether they account for the variability in how noise and reverberations
affect a diverse population, and whether the Navy is a concerned enough neighbor to invest in
collecting data locally.

Similarly, the use of daily averages does not capture the full effect of noise that occurs in short,
intense periods. This way of measuring sound is not relevant to analyzing impacts to our
residents.

Phone (360) 385-9100 Fax (360) 385-9382 jeffbocc@co jefferson.wa.us
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There is also concern that flight paths and elevations are not accurately represented in the EIS or
in the Navy’s responses to complaints. A Navy veteran reports seeing jets flying as low as 1000’
over Marrowstone I[sland. Cape George residents report increased noise from the Growler’s
“afterburner” technology. Neither of these impacts are acknowledged in the noise contour maps
in the EIS, again causing concerns that impacts are not being measured or accurately reflected.

We are also hearing significant concern in the public process. Residents are confused by needing
to submit separate comments for Growlers than for Electromagnetic Warfare, and that comments
on the latter may only submitted by those who submitted them previously. Similarly, cumulative
impacts of land and water-based operations should be considered to assess the full impact to our
County. Having a clear process, with a long timeline (particularly around the holidays) seems
essential to build trust in the transparency of any public agency.

While we recognize the Navy as an important and beneficial neighbor and partner to Jefferson
County in myriad ways (Emergency Preparedness efforts, the Hood Canal Joint Land Use Study
and REPI funds for land conservation, for example), we are concerned that the EIS is not
accurately reflecting the impacts to the quality of life of some Jefferson County residents. An
increase in growler activity will create further negative impacts here, and as such we request that
more localized study be completed and data be assessed before any decisions on expansion are
made.

We appreciate the opportunity to work with you in maintaining this as one of the most beautiful,
serene and safe corners of the world. We encourage continued, transparent dialogue with the
many neighboring jurisdictions and residents to find solutions that meet the needs of our rural
region.

Singerely, > d

Kathleen Kler, Chair Kate Dean, Member David Sullivan, Member
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Lopez Island School District #144
86 School Road
Lopez Island, WA 98261
Phone 360-468-2202  Fax (360) 468-2212
www.lopezislandschool.org

Brian Auckland, Superintendent/Elementary Principal Dave Sather, Secondary Principal

February 15, 2017

To: EA-18 Growler EIS Project Manager
From: Lopez [sland School District, #144
Subject: Draft EIS Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

We have reviewed the draft EIS document and find a number of deficiencies and lack of
response to questions we have submitted previously into the EIS process. We have passed a
resolution supporting the contents of this letter and instructing that it be submitted as part of this
EIS public comment process (LISD Resolution #4, passed February 15, 2017).

Our concerns and requested actions:

1. The modeling of sound impacts on educational institutions “assumed to be indoors” all
educational activities (Page 4-37). Lopez Island School has a number of educational activities
that occur outside including: our extensive garden and food classes who meet out-of-doors or in
plastic sheeting-covered hoop houses and outdoor P.E. activities and sporting teams.

We request that noise impacts on schools be expanded to cover outdoor exposure and disruption
of outdoor educational activities. We also ask that the “Advanced Acoustic Model” be used
and that this model be validated with actual noise measurements at Lopez Schoo! and other
locations throughout the region for all the noise measurements being done for our school.

Moreover we ask that the impact of Growler ground rumble, or low frequency noise from
Growler engine run-ups and takeoffs be assessed as to its impact on our learning environment
and our students at home. The low frequency rumble impacts our school, students, and faculty.

2. The Draft EIS undertakes no analysis of noise event impact on our student’s home lives -- in
particular their overall health and their sleeping habits. Disruption of sleep can have a negative
impact on a student’s ability to learn. We ask that the EIS add an analysis of the impact of the
Growler noise on student health, sleep patterns, and subsequent learning impacts.

3. The Draft EIS makes no analysis of the potential negative impact of increased Growler
activity on enrollment levels at Lopez Island School. The ongoing operation of our school is
particular sensitive to drops in student enrollment. The EIS makes statements in the Community
Setvices assessment (page 5-26) regarding the impacts on enrollment in the Oak Harbor,
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Anacortes, and Coupeville School Districts. But the Draft EIS fails to assess the potential
enrollment impacts on Lopez Island School District.

In particular no assessment is made of the hypothesis that increased noise pollution and
degradation of the rural characteristics of Lopez Island will cause fewer families with school-
aged dependents to move to Lopez Island, and incrementally cause existing families and students
to move away. Even a small change in the school district’s student population could have a
significant impact on its finances and ability to continue to offer a K-12 educational program.
Subsequently such a cutback at Lopez School could have ripple effects across the Lopez Island
economy.

We ask that the EIS be expanded to assess the population impacts on Lopez Island and
enrollment levels in the Lopez Island School District. As a key part of that assessment, rather
than the regional economic assessment as done in the draft EIS (Long-term Employee Earnings
and Spending Impacts, page 5-26), we ask that the EIS specifically assess the differential impact
of Growler activities on the geographically-isolated economy of Lopez Island. The current
assessment without any support implies that there will not be an economic impact to the Lopez
Island economy. Only a Lopez-specific analysis can identify the impacts to the Lopez economy
as well as the impacts on the viability of the Lopez Island School District.

We appreciate your attention to these concerns and requests on behalf of the Lopez Island School
District — our students, faculty, families, and community.

Sincerely,

Lopez Island School Board,

/]

/ | 2 » b
Director Dixie Budke ) Lyl / JlHE
Director Del Guenther ﬂl/@ e -

( g / . e d =
Director John Helding .. ‘ / ZZ
Director Clive Prout M"

; o Chai 5 O . Z%Y ob
Director Carol Steckler Q@\ ALY ‘a,\»,lfbi, Q_ Xo)
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Andrew Weaver
MLA for Oak Bay-Gordon Head

Greater Victoria, British Columbia V8P 5P6

To whom it may concern, | am writing on behalf of a number of constituents who live in
Greater Victoria and have approached me with concerns regarding the NAS Whidbey
Island complex. They have expressed to me the considerable anxiety that the sounds of
the EA-18 Growlers causes them. They are worried about the effects of an expansion in
operations. | fully appreciate the importance of the activities which take place at the
facility. | recognize the critical role of the training, and the necessity for crews to practice
until they can perform from muscle memory alone. Clearly, no action should be taken that
would jeopardize this crucial preparation. However, as plans are made to expand
operations, | ask that you take the concerns of neighbouring communities into
consideration and that every effort is made to mitigate the noise for civilians living in the
surrounding area. Sincerely, Andrew Weaver Member of the Legislative Assembly Oak
Bay-Gordon Head
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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 foday'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) Wiite 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 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 hoxes 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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Robert Hallahan l.a. Thank Yqu
Oak Harbor School Board 12.m. Education Impacts

Oak Harbor, WA 98277

Regarding the additional E-18s' effects on Oak Harbor Schools, the Navy has
understated the impact when it comes to growth and failed to provide any solutions for
mitigation. Chapter 4 of the EIS noted that the Growler plus-up may have an impact on
our schools based on some disturbance events, but the most significant effect is the large
influx of new children beyond those that have already begun arriving with new P-8
squadrons. We in the community and the schools are happy to educate these additional
students. With 50% of Oak Harbor connected with the Navy, serving those who serve our
nation is a key part of our mission. 90% of the students connected with NAS Whidbey
families attend Oak Harbor schools. Furthermore, with 15% of Oak Harbor graduates
enlisting in the military, our schools are educating the new generation of military
personnel and leaders. However, with a reduced tax base due to the federal presence in
our district, we must discuss the local costs of this mission and the federal government’s
role. The large numbers of incoming military-dependent children require the purchase or
construction of additional classroom space, desks, and curricula materials, along with the
hiring of new teachers and support staff without a source of revenue to support this. In
fact, Oak Harbor schools have added 28 classrooms in the past three years alone to
address both civilian and military growth (along with lowered class sizes and full-day
kindergarten). The Oak Harbor community has consistently done its part in supporting its
schools by passing local levies for operating costs and passing bonds for school
construction. However, over half of the assessed value in the Oak Harbor School District
is non-taxable federal property. As early as 1821, regulations were passed to address
such issues by supporting the costs of schooling military-dependent children in local
communities where they are sent. By 1950, these regulations were codified into law and
have since become known as Impact Aid. As originally envisioned the program
reimbursed local districts for the additional costs borne by them to educate
federally-connected students, including both maintenance/operational and capital
(classroom construction) costs. Unfortunately, Impact Aid has become an underfunded
program, and has been since 1969. Now codified in Title VII of the Every Student
Succeeds Act, Impact Aid is currently administered by the Department of Education. The
program is annually-appropriated and discretionary, meaning that it is subject to
Congressional budgetary pressure and sequester. In 2016 the total Impact Aid approved
by Congress was $1.305B. Yet according to the law, the actual measured impact on local
districts nationally was approximately $2.0B (Source: National Association of
Federally-Impacted Schools), representing an underfunding of 35%. To put this in a local
context, Impact Aid in Oak Harbor was 60% higher just eight years ago with fewer
military-connected students. The Navy and Department of Defense have the power and
obligation to correct this situation on the Whidbey complex first by increasing DoD
Supplemental Impact Aid. This program is administered wholly within the DoD and is
intended to target Department of Education shortfalls where they occur, which they surely
are in the case of this E-18 plus-up. Second, Impact Aid funds for school construction
should be increased. The current appropriation for Impact Aid construction grants for the
entire nation is not even enough to build one school in one district. And third,



previously-funded DoD programs for school construction and facilities through the DoD’s
Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) should be restored and funds appropriated to
supply the additional facilities needed in Oak Harbor. Oak Harbor School District quality
and funding are matters important to national security. As a single-site community, E-18
crew members use NAS Whidbey Island as their only home base in the world. It is Oak
Harbor to which they will continually return during their careers for operational
assignments. As mid-career E-18 officers and maintainers consider whether to remain in
the service for a career or to leave for lucrative futures in civilian aviation, they will
consider the quality of schools that their kids will be attending. Therefore, as a major
driver of E-18 retention rates, the Growler community and the DoD have a great deal
riding on Oak Harbor schools. We urge the Navy and DoD to do what is fair for local
taxpayers and right for the nation as a whole by dramatically increasing DoD
Supplemental Impact Aid, supporting increased DoE Impact Aid construction grants,
reinstating previously funded DoD programs through OEA for school construction in
communities affected by base growth and/or providing new revenue streams and support
to address facility needs associated with growth. The Oak Harbor community has been a
very big supporter of the Navy over the decades, but the Navy cannot simply take this for
granted. As federal funds for schools have decreased, including DoD and DoE Impact
Aid in particular, our community has borne an increasingly inequitable share of the costs
when compared with neighboring districts. For the sake of our military and civilian
children alike, the adverse impact that the E-18 plus-up will have on Oak Harbor School
District facilities and finances must be addressed with real dollars. This official comment
has been approved unanimously and submitted to the U.S. Navy by the Oak Harbor
School Board: Corey Johnson, President Bob Hallahan, Vice President Peter Hunt,
Director & Legislative Liaison Christine Abbott, Direc<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>