1.a. Thank You

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

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

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

YOURINPUT MATTERS
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1.a. Thank You

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form 10.a. Biological Resources Study Area
e : ; 10.b. Biological Resources Impacts
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex 10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.k. Aircraft-Wildlife Strike and Hazing/Lethal Control of Wildlife
10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017 12.d. Population Impacts
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx 12.e. Agriculture Analysis
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S 12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values
12.1. Community Service Impacts
1. Name 12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2, Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military) 2.k. Range of Alternatives
i A ¢ 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
r WA ‘(}Q UAM SW Py’ 3.e. Field Carrier Landing Practice Patterns

// LUA 3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

3. Address U ile 3.i. Runway Operating Hours and Flight Schedules
QLA3Y 4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.  Email 4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and 5.a. Accident Potential Zones
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden 5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear. 5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
l 7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
l 7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports

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

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

l /ﬂ/ Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

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

| A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)
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1.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations
Victoria, British Columbia V8P3C2 4.h. C-Weighted Noise, Low Frequency Noise, and Vibrations

The rumbling from jets is disruptively loud, shakes our house and even sets off car
alarms. Please route the jets so they do not fly over Victoria BC.
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l.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
, WA 98133 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

TO Whom It may concern: | strongly discourage the navy from adding 36 more growlers
to the Whidbey fleet. The noise pollution is damaging for animals and humans. | say NO
MORE!! -A Seattle Resident



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

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

2, Last Name
3. Organization/Affiliation ThA~stiem  \ores ( Sedno
4. City, State, ZIP Lorez { Scang  (na G261

s.eman [

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



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

January, 2017 Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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10.

11.

12.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Add your own comments here:

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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Oak Harbor, WA 98277

the Navy has not addressed these issue in the EIS. 1. Water contamination to the
aquifers around the base that are peoples sole sources of water. 2. Actual Noise
Measurements were not made. Noise modeling is outdated and noise averaging is
inappropriate. Individual measurements made by the National parks services shows
noise levels far in excess of that of the predicted by average modeling. 3. Alternatives to
using coupeville OLF were not adequately addressed. as their are much better suited
location for these fighter/high performance jets that have millions of acres. 4. Jet Noise
and Pollution reductions were not thoroughly addressed. 5. Crash frequency and impacts
to local emergency services were not addressed. 6.Impacts on our children is not
adequately addressed: Childhood learning disability's & hearing damage, impacts on
students at all schools and parks in the flight area of these EA-18G fighter /high
performance jet. 7. Economic impact on tourism and u-pick farm business, property value
loss, declines of the civilian population and loss of business is not addressed adequately.
8. Impact to natural resources is not addressed: bird migration and animal habitat;
impacts on Ebay's landing National Historic reserve & Deception Pass State Park and all
aspects of outdoor recreation . 9. Frequency and effects of fuel dumping is not
addressed.

LANALOOO1

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.d. Population Impacts

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.t. Noise Mitigation

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

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
6.f. Fuel Dumping

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve



Providence, Rl 02906

I lived many years in the Pacific Northwest and have dear friends who live on Whidbey
Island. Their lives have been dramatically affected by the Growler jets present on the
island, and that is w/o the proposed build-up! The noise level of these jets makes it
impossible for residents on the island - many who have been there for generations - to be
able to live in a healthy and sustainable way. | would hope that the well-being of civilians
would be THE top priority of the Army/Navy of the U.S., resulting in the removal of
Growler operations from the island. | mean, why protect the country and destroy the
health and quality of life of U.S. civilians in the process! This includes children, who are
affected developmentally by the noise levels. The final EIS needs to address the potential
impact on Coupeville Middle and High School. Also, The EIS noise study needs to
include actual sound measurements with appropriate sound measurement equipment. A
DOD commissioned study found that the DEIS uses an outdated noise simulation model
that is not appropriate for Growler engines. Please include a 60 day comment period after
the final EIS is completed. This is an important opportunity for citizens to reply to the final
EIS!

LANDEOOO1

1.a. Thank You

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments

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

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

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
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1.a. Thank You

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
Victoria, British Columbia V8T1S7

These jets area extremely disruptive and unsettling. My children and | have been
suffering from sever anxiety, paranoia, insomnia, persistent reoccurring migraines, and
depression ever since we've fallen subject to these horrible loud machines. The extreme
increase in activities this past month are becoming unbearable.



Coupeville, WA 98239

The two most dangerous aspects of flying are the approach, landing and takeoff -- in
other words most of the OLFC flight path. The risks are significant (a) because of
significant encroachment problems, (b) because OLFC is about 49,000 acres below and
the runway about 3000 feet short of standard for Growlers, (c) because the pilots are
mostly students flying the F-18 airframe which is 5.5 times more likely to crash than its
EA-6B (Prowler) predecessor, and (d) FCLP operations occur at low elevations that
increase likelihood of bird strikes with the significant shoreline bird population. These
risks cannot be mitigated other than by moving the FCLPs off a suitable 21st century
off-Whidbey site. With a large portion of the State of Nevada owned and used by the
United States Military forces, | believe it would be adventages for the FCLP's to relocate
to the State of Nevada for the safety of the citizens of Whidbey Island and the growing
population in the area. With the toxic polluting of ground waters in the area the citizens of
Whidbey Island have endured enough. Respectfully,

LANMOO001

1.a. Thank You

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.k. Aircraft-Wildlife Strike and Hazing/Lethal Control of Wildlife
11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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



EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager 1/24/)20)7
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic '

6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attention: Code EV21/SS

Dear Project Manager,

I am writing to you regarding the Draft EIS for the EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex, December 2016,

to provide comments to be considered & addressed in preparing the Final EIS.
My comments include; purpose, routes, noise, chaff, electromagnetic radiation,
groundwater, & a conclusion. The grave implications of the Navy’s proposal
warrants much greater “intellect & decent purpose” for our security & liberty
than the DEIS or these comments possess at this time. Thank you for
welcoming public comments, with the extension to February 24,2017.

Sincerely,

B o Townsend, WA 98368

I
1. PURPOSE

*The Navy’s NEPA process should have made absolutely clear that electronic
warfare training in potentially populated areas is their intent, and the public
should have had the opportunity to be heard on the full scope of activity. The
hard work of civilians who have for decades strived to make and keep the
Olympic Peninsula a great place with « robust ftourism economy as well as
special designations such as World Heritage Site, Biosphere Reserve, National
Marine Sanctuary, and Wild Olympics, now fear seeing our forests irradiated,
our species extirpated, our silence disrupted, our seas blown up, our main bridge
to the mainland closed unpredictably disrupting access to health facilities, our
swimming, fishing, boating, hiking, natural habitat & residential areas used for
military training exercises, and our drinking water, soil and air polluted.

LANPAOOO1

1.a. Thank You

1.b. Best Available Science and Data

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.n. Quality of Life

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

2.a. Purpose and Need

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

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.c. Military Training Routes

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

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

6.9. Chaff

7.f. Impacts to Wilderness Areas

8.a. Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

9.a. Consideration of Tribes



##Our neighborhood hears the rumble of touch & go's across the water from
both Whidbey Island airfields, Ault & OLF, and the roar of fight tracks
transiting directly over us, burning 1304 gallons of fuel per hour; 21 gallons of
Juel per minute over our heads, into our aiv, water, and land. What can be a
quiet sanctuary of decibels in the 20's is now increasing to over 100 db,
significantly impacting our health & all that live here.

**How many people are affected....over 120,000 living just on the peninsula...
over 4 million visitors per year,
What is the navy's definition of "unpopulated" and does that make a difference

in where they fly?
The map shows the part of Port Townsend where I live as being "unpopulated’'.
(ELS Fig. 3 map)

The Olympic Peninsula is home to over 120,000 people, full of natural
wonders;many tourists and locals visit the Qlympic National Park which attracts
over 3 million visitors per year. The region’s 200 miles of coastline have fostered
the maritime and fishing industries. The labor market continues to develop,
benefiting from the region’s natural resources. The San Juan islands are
spectacularly scenic and is a popular tourism destination. Today, tourism-related
industries and retirement communities are a strong economic base on the Olympic
Peninsula. In addition, Island County is home to 80,000 residents, with several
state parks & protected areas.  State of Washington, U.S. Census Bureau

**What are the true consequences of adding more growlers? I object to the EIS
stated purpose, as the navy is already conducting fraining & testing activities; 36
more or I more or 100 more doesn'tf insure that the navy meets its mission. But
"more" does mean that it will cost more on many different levels, from monetary
fo quality of life & life itself. How is the land, water, air, wildlife, & humanity
affected? The ELS does not consider the full impact of the cumulative
consequences.

Military-Industrial Complex Speech, Dwight D. Eisenhower:
“This conjunction of an immense military establishment and a large arms industry

is new in the American experience. The total influence -- economic, political, even
spiritual -- is feit in every city, every State house, every office of the

LANPAOOO1



Federal government. We recognize the imperative need for this development. Yet
we must not fail to comprehend its grave implications. Our toil, resources and
livelihood are all involved; so is the very structure of our society. In the councils of
government, we must gnard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence,
whether sought or unsought, by the military industrial complex. The potential for
the disastrous rise of mispiaced power exists and will persist. We must never let the
weight of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes. We
should take nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable citizenry can
compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial and military machinery of
defense with our peaceful methods and goals, so that security and liberty may
prosper together. Disarmament, with mutual honor and confidence, is a continuing
imperative. Together we must learn how to compose differences, not with arms, but
with intellect and decent purpose. Because this need is so sharp and apparent I
confess that I lay down my official responsibilities in this field with a definite sense
of disappointment. As one who has witnessed the horror and the lingering sadness
of war -- as one who knows that another war could utterly destroy this civilization
which has been so slowly and painfully built over thousands of years -- [ wish I
could say tonight that a lasting peace is in sight. The worst to be feared and the best
to be expected can be simply stated. The worst is atomic war, The best would be
this: a life of perpetual fear and tension; a burden of arms draining the wealth and
the labor of all peoples; a wasting of strength that defies the American system or
the Soviet system or any system to achieve true abundance and happiness for the
peoples of this earth. Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every
rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not
fed, those who are cold and are not clothed. This world in arms is not spending
money alone. It is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scientists, the
hopes of its children. The cost of one modern heavy bomber is this: a modern brick
school in more than 30 cities. It is two electric power plants, each serving a town
of 60,000 population. It is two fine, fully equipped hospitals. It is some 50 miles of
concrete highway. We pay for a single fighter with a half million bushels of wheat.
We pay for a single destroyer with new homes that could have housed more than
8,000 people. This, I repeat, is the best way of life to be found on the road the
world has been taking. This is not a way of life at all, in any true sense. Under the
cloud of threatening war, it is humanity hanging from a cross of iron..

The jet plane that roars over your head costs three quarter of a million dollars. That

LANPAOOO1



is more money than a man earning ten thousand dollars every year is going to
make in his lifetime. What world can afford this sort of thing for long? We are in
an armaments race. Where will it lead us? At worst to atomic warfare. At best, to
robbing every people and nation on earth of the fruits of their own toil. Now, there
could be another road before us—the road of disarmament. What does this mean?
It means for everybody in the world: bread, butter, clothes, homes, hospitals,
schools—all the good and necessary things for decent living. ...He noted that in
addition to military dangers, an arms race would place a domestic burden on both
countries. Eisenhower talked of future peace and goals to unify Germany,
removing occupying forces in Austria and minimizing what both sides would lose
when spending so much of their wealth on armaments. He spoke of the
consequences of putting so much effort into building weapons when that same
effort could be put to better use feeding people. As a former general, he was
supportive of a strong national defense, but he also hoped to reduce military
spending so there could be an increase in funding for domestic programs.”

DEIS: Navy PROPOSED ACTION
The U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) proposes to:

*continue and expand existing EA-18G Growler operations at the NAS
Whidbey Island complex, which includes FCLP by Growler aircraft that occurs
at Ault Field and OLF Coupeville

*increase electronic attack capabilities by adding 35 or 36 aircraft to support
an expanded DoD mission for identifying, tracking, and targeting in a
complex electronic warfare environment

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

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

The purpose of the proposed action is to conduct training and testing activities to
ensure that the Navy meets its mission, which is to maintain, train, and equip
combat-ready naval forces capable of winning wars, deterring aggression, and
maintaining freedom of the seas. In its request for consultation, the Navy
characterized the termn of the proposed action as the “foreseeable future.” For

LANPAOOO1



purposes of this biological opinion, we are defining “reasonably foreseeable
future” based on climate-change modeling horizons that are likely to occur, It is
our best professional judgment, based on a review of that science, that an analysis
period of 20 years is the maximum duration for which we can provide a reasoned
analysis. 7/16 nwtt ..fish & wildlife

2. ROUTES
**Where are your military training routes?
The DEIS does not show the routes, & when I asked for more info in an email
to the navy, I was referred to navy documents of 2005 & 2010 which also
didn't show the routes, & was told that I could defermine the routes by looking
at the destinations. So the 2016 DEIS statement about avoiding noise
sensitive & wilderness areas cannot not be really true. The navy does not
need to avoid these areas because the exceptions listed describe the entire
flight; ie. "..no less than 3,000 feet except when in compliance an approved
traffic or approach pattern, military training route, or within Special Use

Airspace." Where is the noise data from all areas the navy is impacting?
Where is a map that shows the flights path training exercise beyond arrival &

departure? (EIS figure 3.1-3)

Where are these established flight corridors? The navy can't even establish
this for the marbled murrelets or for the people.

The routes have not been identified on the EIS.

LANPAOOO1
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Figure 3.1-3 Aircraft Arrival and Departure Flight Tracks at NAS Whidbey Island

Email correspondence, December 2016:

Sent: Sunday, December 11, 2016 11:59 PM
To: NAS Whidbey Is PAO
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] flight tracks arrival & departure map

Dear Public Affairs Officer Mike Welding, | am looking at the December 2016 EIS |, Flight
tracks arrival & departure map, & would like to know if you could send me a map that
shows the complete flight tracks from Whidbey Island, extending beyond this partial
view.

Thank you,

LANPAOOO1
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On Dec 12, 2018, at 8:34 AM, "Welding, Mike T CIV NAS Whidbey Is, NO1P"
<michael.welding@navy.mil> wrote:

ws. (D,

I'm not sure exactly how far and which direction(s) you are concerned with, but there are
some robust maps in our Airfield Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) Study available here.

http://www.cnic.navy.mil/content/chic/cnic_hg/regions/cnrnw/installations/
nas_whidbey_island/om/environmental support/_jer_content/pari/pdfdownload_1/
file.res/INAS%20Whidbey%20Island%20AICUZ. pdf

Dear Public Affairs Officer Mike Welding,

The file you have sent me contains over one hundred pages from a 2005 study.

The map i have a question about is from the 2016 EIS; Aircraft Arrival & Departure Flight
Tracks.

I would like to see beyond the arrival & departure area, to include the entire flight track area; an
extension of the map below.

Also, would you know the average speed & time from departure to when the aircraft are
transiting the Port Townsend area?

Thank you,

----- Original Message-----

From

Sent: Monday, December 19, 2016 8:00 AM

To: Welding, Mike T CIV NAS Whidbey Is, NO1P

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] flight tracks arrival & departure map

Thanks for the AICUZ 2010 study, Mike.

What I'm looking for are maps that show flight data (tracks, elevations, other data) over
areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI, for example, when those flight paths
go west, southwest and northwest off the edges of your maps, where do they go?
Specifically, | would like maps of flight paths for areas for which noise modeling has
been done, such as in the West End, over the horth side of the Olympic Peninsula, and
over the south coast of Vancouver Island. If noise modeling has not been done thete,
the maps would still be helpful.

Welding, Mike T CIV NAS Whidbey Is, NO1P <michael.welding@navy.mil>
To

RE: [Non-DoD Source] flight tracks arrival & departure map

Security: Signed (WELDING.MICHAEL.T.1139875210)



I'm unaware of noise modeling in those areas. Noise modeling is typically done around
airports and is considered the naticnal standard. You could ask the National Park
Service for noise monitoring they have done in the National Park.

Regarding you request about flight track information away from the base, you can check
the Northwest Training and Testing Environmental Statement available here hitp:/

two primary areas to the west. That's where NAS Whidbey island aircraft go to when
they leave the base here.

The military accounts for less than 40 percent of all aviation traffic over the Olympic
Peninsula, an area used for such training for decades. To gain a complete
understanding of flights routes in this region the agency that has oversight is the FAA.

The United States does not conduct noise modeling or measurement on the south coast
of Vancouver Island; perhaps the regional Canadian government has as it's their
sovereign territory.

Hope that helps.

Mike

3. NOISE

* Jet noise outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is
not being evaluated, yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is
affecting communities far outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey
Island, yet the only area the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6 to 10 miles of the corners of
runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels (dB), use these
runways to get airborne and to land; therefore, what happens outside the study
area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all flight operations are
Junctionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only takeoff and
landing noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying I'ield (OLF)
Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected
impacts caused by naval flight operations. By failing to consider the
interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot proceed without takeoffs and
landings, as well as their impuacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate cumulative effects.

Eleven milifary mobile signal emitter vehicles will drive to eleven different sites
on the Olympic Peninsula 260 days per year & stay there from 8-16 hours per

LANPAOOO1



day involving 1,558 jet flyovers of an average time in air of 100 minutes each
Jfor Electronic Warfare activities and Air Combat Maneuvers!!! And what about

the people, wildlife & environment?

*The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor considered direct, indirect or
cumulative effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of
NASWI runways. Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere.
However, computer inodeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise
Environment” around Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the
year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore
it makes no sense to fail to measure or model highly impacted areas such as the
West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very different terrain and weather
conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather forecasts for each
region, For example, the Hol River is surrounded by steep-sloped mountains
that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from
the Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its
south. Yet no noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas.

*There are no alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This
violates NEPA §1506.1, which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall
be taken which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the cloice
of reasonable alternatives.” According to a memo from the President’s Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal agencies, “Reasonable
alternatives inciude those that are practical or feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable
Jrom the standpoint of the applicant.” (hitips:/lenergv.govisites/prod/files/G-

CEQ-40Questions pdf} The three alternatives presented by the Navy are merely
shell game of choices among the same number of flights, but for different
percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against each other, as
the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among these
communities.
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**We live in an area surrounded by water and mountains where sound fravels
Jurther and the noise generated is amplified, which is not considered in the EIS.

If the air above the ealth is warmer than that at the surface, sound will

be bent back downward toward the surface by refraction,
Warmer ajr,
faster sound

| Speed |
Caol air,
slower sound
Source o speecf Listener

Sound propagates in all directions from a point source. Normally, only
that which is initially directed toward the listener can be heard, but
refraction can bend sound downward. Normally, only the direct sound
is received. But refraction can add some additional sound, effectively
amplifying the sound. Natural amplifiers can occur over cool lakes.

W 4,
\ \\\\ \ Addmoraal sounc{ / //
\\\ path as a result of ////
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\\\\ ///
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http://hyperphysics.phy-astr.gsu.edu/hbase/Sound/refrac html#c2

That’s why sound travels further over water: less is lost up into the air, meaning
more of it ends up in your ears — or your neighbors. Sedeer; Physics

DEIS: Noise Conclusion, Alternatives 1 through 3:



The Proposed Action and alternatives would have a significant impact on the
noise environment as it relates te aircraft operations at Ault Field and OLF
Coupeville. The number of persons exposed to noise levels 65 dB and above
would increase under all alternatives and scenarios.

The maximum number of aircraft in the FCLP flight pattern is five. This is so
the FCLP pattern stays within the 5-mile radius of the class “Charlie”
airspace, aircraft do not get extended creating additional noise impacts, and
allowances may be made for non-FCLP aircraft to operate concurrently.

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.
EIS: Table 45. Proposed annual training missions for EA-18G jets over the
Olympic Military Operations Areas

Name/Identifier

# Alircraft Flights / Year 1558 entry exit

Avg time in air 100 min. power setting 80 % speed 265

Specific locations for the 11 sites on Forest Service lands are provided in Table 6
and shown in Figure 1. Each site consists of an existing pull-outs or turnarounds
which have already been cleared or have natural features (e.g., a cliff or ridgeline)
that provide an unobstructed line of sight to the west. The MEWTS will not be
parked at training sites overnight, but travel to sites each day from Naval Station
Everett Annex Pacific Beach using existing roads. Once on sites, MEWTS will
operate between 8 and 16 hours each day for 260 days each year (Navy 2014).
Emitters are expected to be energized, emitting signals at 90-300 watts, about 45
minutes of every hour that the MEWTS are on sites (Mosher, pers. comm. 2015;
Navy 2014). 7/16 nwtt fish & wildlife

6.3 Olympic Military Operations Areas Subunit

The Olympic MOAs Subunit includes the Pacific Northwest EW Range located on
Navy, Forest Service, and Washington State Department of Natural Resources
lands in the Olympic Peninsula (Figure 2). Activities include the use of mobile
signal emitter vehicles at designated sites located along existing logging roads on
Forest Service lands within the Olympic MOA. There will also be overflights for

Electronic Warfare activities and Air Combat Maneuvers. 7/16 nwit f&w
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Marbled murrelets will not be exposed to high amplitude aircraft sounds by every
aircraft flight, but only those where the aircraft are sufficiently close to habitat.
Without knowing the location and flight pattern of each training flight, we assumed
that the training flights will be evenly distributed throughout the Olympic MOAs.
We also assumed that the propottion of the time that aircraft will disturb habitat is
equal to the proportion of the training area that is habitat. 7/16 nwtt f&w

*58o0... the 2016 DEIS statement about avoiding noise sensitive & wilderness
areas cannot not be really true. The navy does not need to avoid these areas
because the "exceptions" listed describe the entire flight; i.e. "when in
compliance an approved traffic or approach paitern, military training route, or
within Special Use Airspace."

#%So...another way to say this is that marbled murrelets WILL BE EXPOSED to
high amplitude aircraft sounds where the aircraft are close to habitat!!! I object
to the navy's circle of words & assumptions used to downplay their impact on
endangered species. There will be 1,558 flights per year in the Olympics at an
average of 100 minutes each at a power setting of 80% traveling 265 mph. This
Is a huge impact to endangered species! Eleven military mobile signal emitter

vehicles will drive to eleven different sites on the Olympic Peninsula 260 days per

year & stay there from 8-16 hours per day involving 1,558 jet flyovers of an
average time in air of 100 minutes each for Electronic Warfare activities and Air
Combat Maneuvers!

**And what about the people, wildlife & environment?

LANPAOOO1



T b H s irors
T B Tradving Range:

7
davat St f
Cardsinok Division Defatmmient -

Puget Souind

Huoreact Coaryad
FOL Trainieg Raage,

a
e

ot Bray
Somiplan D

Maval Base Kidsap, Bangar -—

byt -
(.g«nns 5 10 75
o 4 Y oo bat Haw A sfuiea i |
edildsry redstiation T TR £ Pilles i

: fral 1 Beatick

1y g6 Colgde P PTRO

st it At

Ll Iled .
Hayal Windwvias p Aoefais Cee

2
CSHINE bk l
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6.2.1 Air Space

Restricted Area 6701 (R-6701, Admiralty Bay) is a restricted area over Admiralty Bay,
Washington, with a lower limit at the ocean surface and an upper limit of 5,000 ft MSL.. This
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airspace covers a total area of 56 nm2. Chinook A and B MOAs are 56 nm2 of airspace south and
west of Admiralty Bay. The Chinook MOAs extend from 300 ft to 5,000 ft MSL. The sea and
undersea area below R-6701 is categorized as Navy 7 (Figure 3).

NUMBER OF FLIGHTS & NOISE

Existing Growler aircraft that are transiting from Ault Field’s Class C
controlled airspace to nearby military training areas (Olympic, Okanogan,
Roosevelt, and NWSTF Boardman) fly at altitudes between 14,000 feet and
16,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL).

Growler aircraft operating at these transit altitudes would create a sound exposure
level (SEL) at ground level between 69 and 84 decibels (dB) and an Lmax of 54 to
72 dB, comparable to the sound level of a passing automobile.

*#This statement in the DELS says that above 14,000 feet the noise level is 69-84
db. Anything LESS than an altitude of 14,000 feet would create MORE than “69
to 84 decibels”. According to another map from Figure3.1-2, and another
statement in the EIS, the Growlers are flying at much lower altitudes to the
Olympics, “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.”

*Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy has
repeatedly told the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a
minimum of 6,000 feet above sea level, the DEIS quoftes guidance from the
Aircraft Environmental Support Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid towits
and populated areas by 1 nin (nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above
ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nnt or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This
guidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may not be
operated closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this
official guidance directs Growlers fto fly at such low alfitudes, why did the Navy
not disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an aircraft capable of
150 decibels at takeoff, this new information represents a significant new level of
noise impacts that have been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed.

#Sound levels for these low flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2, titled
“Representative Sound Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on page 3-6,
does not show sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or

LANPAOOO1



1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in the official guidance. Why has this important
information been omitted? The public needs fo know how much actual noise
exposure there will be, along with the threats posed fo public and environmental
health. This, therefore, is significant new information about impacts that were
not disclosed in the DEIS, and requires either that a Supplemental ELS be
prepared, or that a public comment period of adequate length be provided on the
Final EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the Navy must revise its
guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler jels are currently
allowed to fly over towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and
structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far
too dangerous a proximity to supersonic Growler jets.

EIS: Noise metrics are outlined in Section 3.2. The public would hear noise from
aircraft overflights if they are in the vicinity of an event. However, these effects
would occur on a temporary and intermittent basis. All flight activity within 10
miles of the NAS Whidbey Island complex is analyzed in more detail in Section
42.

There is a net increase of 35 Growler aireraft; total annual airfield operations for
the NAS Whidbey Island complex would increase to approximately 130,000, a 47-
percent increase.

During an average year, total airfield operations at Ault Field would result in
an increase of 12,300 projected operations under Scenario A, when 20
percent of all FCLPs would be conducted at Ault Field, to an increase of
38,700 projected operations under Scenario C, when 80 percent of all FCLPs
would be conducted at Ault Field (Table 4.1-2)

##([30,000 divided by 365 days = 356 per day divided by 24 hours = 14.8 flights
per hour)

#There are no alternafives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This
violates NEPA §1506.1, which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall
be taken which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the choice
of reasonable alternatives.” According to a memo from the President’s Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal agencies, “Reasonable
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alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable
Jrom the standpoint of the applicant.” (htips:/lenergy.govisites/prod/files/G-
CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives presenfed by the Navy are merely «
shell game of choices among the same number of flights, but for different
percentages of activity at runways. This pits commaunities against each other, as
the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among these
cominunities.

DEIS: The noise levels analyzed and described within this study are from
computer- medeled noise and not actual noise measurements at Ault Field or OLF
Coupeville. As discussed in Section 3.2.2, computer modeling provides a tool to
assess potential noise impacts.

The national average of time spent indoors is approximately 87 percent (or almost
21 hours of the day) (Klepeis et al., n.d.). With intermittent aircraft operations and
the time most people spend indoors, it is very unlikely that individuals would
experience noise exposure that would result in hearing loss.

Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) noise contours are generated by a
computer model that draws from a library of actual aircraft noise measurements.
Noise contours produced by the model allow a comparison of existing conditions
and proposed changes or alternative actions that do not currently exist or operate at
the installation. For these reasons, on-site noise monitoring is seldom used at
military air installations, especially when the aircraft mix and operational tempo
are not uniform

DNL represents noise exposure events over a 24-hour period.

1t is the areas within the 65, 70, and 75 DNL noise contours that the FAA considers
to be the most impacted by aircraft generated noise. Beyond the 65 DNL noise
contour, noise is most noticeable in areas below established flight corridors. You
can view the latest noise contour map at http://www .broward.org/images/airport/
noisemonitorlocations.jpg.

(server couldn't find this http site)
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**Where are these estublished flight corridors? Recorded flyover sound at our
home duration is over 2 minutes. We are "the public that would hear noise from
aircraft overflights in the vicinity of an event." What is an "event"??? We hear
Jets continuously throughout the duy; the continuous take off's & landings and
the continuous flyovers. We do not "fit" info any of your noise models, or your
national average of time spent indoorsioutdoors, & our ears & bodies don't
average noise info according to your DNL model.

*The Navy’s claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do
not exceed noise standards is suspect, first because the standards used by the
Navy are unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or modeled
noise in these areas, and third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise the
basis for the Navy’s computer modeling is not available for public inspection.
The Navy uses the less realistic Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) rather
than the Effective Perceived Noise Level, as provided in Federal Aviation
Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel measurement, which
means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to come up with
a 65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and un-
modeled communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the
constant average with quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is
unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to
noise do not apply when that noise is sporadic and intense.

* Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets because
commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat
maneuvers, do not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short
they can only be used for emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of
Growlers, and do not have weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest
hum with electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of the inore
accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor are local
Jurisdictions prevented from setting a lower threshold of compatibility for new
land-use developments. FAA policy allows for supplemental or alternative
ineasurements. So, the continued use of DNL may be to the Navy’s benefit, but
does not benefit the public.
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* The Navy’s noise analysis does not allow for peak noise experiences, nor does
the DNL method they use take into account low-frequency noise, which is
produced at tremendous levels by Growlers.

% The NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated,
and a report from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise
measurements using this software “...do not properly account for the complex
operational and noise characteristics of the new aircraft.” This report concluded
that current computer models could be legally indefensible. (https://www.serdp-
estep.orgl Program- AreasiWeapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-and-
Emissions/Noise/ WP-1304)

#The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it.
Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event” remain
unknown, and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a
result of leaving out vast geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and
are occurring now), the DEIS eliminates far too many direct, indirect and
cumulative effects to be considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the
scope like this amounts fo a segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s
ability to comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has the right to
address the full scope of impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them.

NOISE

By air, land, & sea we are facing an onslaught of noise that threatens to make our
world unlivable. As a society we have chosen to make a tradeoff. We've been
willing to tolerate a certain amount of noise for the sake of having what we see as
benefits: things like motorized travel, labor-saving machines, and amplified sound
at community events. We have essentially granted ourselves the right to make
noise. But along with rights, as is so often said, come responsibilities. Have we
developed a sense of acoustic responsibility in our society? The evidence suggests
that we have not. It's widely accepted that we have responsibility for our garbage.
Drop a candy wrapper on the ground and you are potentially liable to a stiff fine.
Noise is garbage, and it is a particularly insidious form of garbage. It destroys
community life, pursues us into our homes, keeps us from sleeping, and is a cause
of many stress-related illnesses as well as hearing loss. The current destruction of
silence in our world is an environmental catastrophe. The soundscape, our acoustic
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environment, has been described as a "commons" -- something that belongs to all
of us. Everyone has the right to use it, but no one has the right to abuse it. Let's
start using it responsibly. Acoustic Responsibility: A Concept Whose Time Has
Come by Peter Donnelly August 1997

*Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequaiely considered. The Navy
so narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic
resources that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State
Historic Preservation Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the
Navy. (http:liwestcoastactionalliance.orglwp-content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO-
Letter- 102214-23-USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and
historic properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but
additional portions of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity
and the San Juan Islands are also within noise areas that will receive h armful
levels of sound and vibration from Growler activity. The US Department of
Housing and Urban Development posted noise abatement and control standards
that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy as “normally unacceptable”
and above 75 as being “unacceptable.” (hitps://www.hudexchange infol
programsienyvironmental-review/noise- abatement-and-controll) Residents in
these outlying areas, who live inany miles from these runways, have recorded
noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by failing to include these areas, this
DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

4. CHAFF

**I attended the Navy's Open House meeting in Port Townsend on Dec. 16,
2016. Iam concerned about the navy's use of it in chaff being released into our
air, land, & water. I asked several navy representatives about the navy's practice
of releasing chaff and also the navy's practice of dumping fuel. One flight
officer said he releases chaff during flights “at times” in the Olympic Peninsula
area. Another officer told me that the navy only uses it at the Idaho location,
and he has released it there. Another officer referred me to Laurie Kutina, who
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was representing the Air Pollution display. I wrote down exactly what LK. said
to ine at that time; "...never heard of the navy releasing chaff" & "..fuel
dunping is not done on «a regular basis".

**Laurie Kutina should know what she is talking about as she was listed as «
reference in the NAS Whidbey Island Complex Growler DEIS, Volume

1 November 2016 Laurie S. Kutina, CEM, REM, Aér Quality Specialist, B.S.,
Physics, M.A. Architecture, M.A. Business Administration

NORTHWEST TRAINING RANGE COMPLEX E[S/OEIS 2010:

3.3.2.2.10 Aviation Fuel and Other Propellants

Under the No Action Alternative, a total of 7,586 sorties would be flown by
fixed-wing aircraft, helicopters, and unmanned aerial vehicles (Table 3.3-23).

Table 3.3-23: Aircraft Sorties per Year — No Action Alternative

Issues associated with aviation fuel arise with the need to jettison fuel from a
manned aircraft or with the loss of an unmanned aircraft. Both situations are
infrequent and occur only in emergency situations. Aircraft with offshore in-
flight emergencies that require the craft to weigh less will jettison stores, not
fuel. Aircraft operating from an aircraft carrier that experience in-flight
emergencies prefer to divert to a land-based airfield rather than a carrier
landing. Fuel that is jettisoned is discarded above 8,000 feet (2,500 m) over
water west of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island just prior to landing. At that
elevation, the fuel dissipates in the air before any liquid reaches the ground.
Given the small number of such incidents and the wide area across which
they might occur, neither issue would have more than a negligible impact on
the environment.

**[ere is what I found about chaff from the NWTT 7/16.... that chaff is used
Sor air combat maneuvers & electronic warfare in 110 "events" per year with 2
to 4 aircraft per event, above land & water. This usage of chaff is ¢ documented
to be of great concern in the environment, which is not noted on this current
DEIS.
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48 WHEREAS each cylinder contains millions of heavy metal-coated glass
fibers called

49 “Chaff”; chaff is small enough to be inhaled or swallowed and is
dangerous to human

50 health — a 72% increase in chaff release is expected according to the
NWTT EIS; san juan county democrats 9/16

Current DOD'Chaff Use Policy and Initiatives:

Currently, DOD severely restricts the use of chaff in training in order to
reduce polution of the environment and to protect civilian airspace. At the
height of the Cold War, training with RF chaff was permissible at all military
training ranges and MOAs within the United States. Since 1990, the DOD
has attempted to balance the chaff training needs of the Armed Services with
concerns of the public and government for the possible negative impacts of
chaff use on the environment. In 1998, the Joint Chiefs of Staff issued a
directive incorporating chaff use policies of each of the Armed Forces and
placed significant restrictions on the use of chaff for training in the United
States (CJCSM, 1998). As a result, the number of training sites where chaff
training is permitted has been reduced to approximately 50 selected ranges
and MOAs in and around the US (see Fig. 2). Additionally, flight rules were
changed and now stipulate that chaff should not be released below certain
altitudes during training to ensure chaff plumes are widely dispersed and
dipole ground level concentrations are very low. Likewise, DOD policy for
chaff operations requires that every effort be made to conduct chaff drops
away from major air routes and air route hubs and to avoid frequent dispersal
over the same ground points. DOD policy also specifies that all planned chaff
releases and training flight plans be reported to the Federal Aviation
Administration and local environmental agencies. http:/
www.globalresearch.ca/chemtrails-the-consequences-of-toxic-metals-and-
chemical-aerosols-on-human-health/19047
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What happens to aluminum when it enters the environment?

1 Aluminum cannot be destroyed in the environment, it can only change its
form,

2 Inthe air, aluminum binds to small particles, which can stay suspended for
many days.

3 Under most conditions, a small amount of aluminum will dissolve in lakes,
streams, and rivers.

4 It can be taken up by some plants from soil.

http://www.atsdr.cde.gov/toxtags/tf.asp?id=190&tid=34 6/2/2012

Though it was impossible to know where the whales had been, Payne said
the contamination was embedded in the blubber of males formed in the
frigid polar regions, indicating that the animals had ingested the metals far
from where they were emitted.

"When you're working with a synthetic chemical which never existed in
nature before and you find it in a whale which came from the Arctic or
Antarctic, it tells you that was made by people and it got into the whale," he
said.

How that happened is unclear, but the contaminants likely were carried by
wind or ocean currents, or were eaten by the sperm whales' prey.

Chromium, an industrial pollutant that causes cancer in humans, was found
in all but two of the 361 sperm whale samples that were tested for it. Those
findings were published last year in the scientific journal Chemosphere.

"The biggest surprise was chromium,” Payne said. "That's an absolute
shocker. Nobody was even looking for it."

The corrosion-resistant metal is used in stainless steel, paints, dyes and
the tanning of leather. It can cause lung cancer in people who work in
industries where it is commonly used, and was the focus of the California
environmental lawsuit that gained fame in the movie "Erin Brockovich."
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Wise found that the concentration of chromium found in whales was
several times higher than the level required to kill healthy cells in a Petri
dish, Payne said.

He said another surprise was the high concentrations of aluminum.

The consequences of the metals could be horrific for both whale and man,
he said.

"l don't see any future for whale species except extinction," Payne said.
"This is not on anybody's radar, no government's radar anywhere, and |
think it should be."

http:/news.vahoo.com/s/ap/20100624/ap_on_sc/whaling/
print;_ylt=AgOQiH_F440C.Kynl... 6/25/2010

Print Story: Report: Toxins found in whales bode ill for humans

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH HAZARD ASSESSMENT SAFE
DRINKING WATER AND TOXIC ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1986

CHEMICALS KNOWN TO THE STATE TO CAUSE CANCER OR
REPRODUCTIVE TOXICITY FEBRUARY 17, 2012: CHROMIUM.

The report addresses the potential biological effects of chaff on wildlife due to
inhalation, ingestion, and direct contact as well as the effects of chaff on
vegetation and aquatic life of chaff decomposing in soil or water. The Air Force
reported no adverse impacts from chaff and said that chaff is generally nontoxic.
However, few studies of the effects of chaff on wildlife have been conducted, and
the report found no data on chaff's decomposition process under different
environmental conditions (arid, alkaline, wet, acidic) or inside the digestive
systems of animals. The study includes a literature review, field studies, and
laboratory analyses of soil samples taken at Nellis and Townsend, the two military
range areas studied. The report cites a 1972 Canada Department of Agriculture
study that found no health hazards to farm animals. The Air Force study also cited
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a previous report on the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem that found no impacts on the
six marine organisms studied \7

The Air Force study reports the following:

Animals can inhale chaff particles, but the particles do not
penetrate far into the respiratory system and can be easily
cleared out. Chaff disperses over large areas of land, limiting
exposure of grazing animals.Little chaff accumulated on the
surface of standing water bodies. Surface-feeding & bottom-
feeding animals and fish may ingest chaff, but this only affects
a few individual animals and has a low impact on

species populations except in the case of protected species.
Chaff disintegrates on land. It decomposes slowly inarid area
and has no adverse effects on soil chemistry and plant growth.
Chaff interference with wildlife is expected to be negligible
based on chaff use, characteristics, and observed
accumulations. Chaff decomposing in water has no adverse
impacts on water chemistry and aquatic life. 1In wet areas,
chaff is covered by plant growth and dead leaves. Chaff
decomposes more rapidly in wet acidic environments, but when
doing so it releases only minute amounts of chemicals. http://
www.fas.org/man/gao/nsiad-98-219.htm 5/31/2009

The following article by the late Dr. Ilya Perlingueri was first
published by Global Research in May 2010:

For decades, we have known that heavy metals and chemicals can
cause grave physical harm. Going back to Rachel Carson’s “Silent
Spring,” we have known and been amply warned of the serious
consequences of using or being exposed to these poisons in our
daily activities. Thousands of these are well-documented
carcinogens.

Aluminum has a history of damaging brain function. Independent
researchers and labs continue to show off-the-scale levels of
these poisons. A few “anonymous” officials have acknowledged
this on-going aerosol spraying.(5) Numerous tests have been done
to verify that these poisons are off the scale in their
toxicity. They are documented in our water, in our soil, and in
our air. For more than 10 years, researcher Clifford Carnicom
has been valiantly and systematically reporting on the various
detrimental aspects of these aerosols —and what they are doing
to our entire environment, as well as our blood.(6) Variocus “sky
watch” groups also have been carefully documenting and
diligently reporting about these daily assaults.(7) With all
these poisons surrounding our every breath, it is not surprising
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to see a dramatic increase in illnesses. There are numerous
reports of the increase in cardiac deaths and upper respiratory
illnesses (asthma, chronic bronchitis, lung cancer, and often
multiple chronic illnesses). Chemtrails toxicity has already
dramatically affected our deteriorating ”collective health.” The
significant increasing heart disease and various upper
respiratory illnesses has been linked to a vast increase in
“particulate matter” in our air.

Dr. Kiburn’s research clearly shows that chemicals do affect and
seriously harm the brain [and, thereby, cognitive function].
Chemicals —especially a daily onslaught of toxic chemicals over
many years— can damage our ability to think clearly. Even if we
find this hard to believe, the evidence is there. Dr. Kilburn
has expanded this essay into the first book to research this:
“Chemical Brain Injury” (published in 1998). Dr. Kilburn notes:
The brain’s preservation represents the only possibility of
survival for mankind. To find in many parts of the country and
in many individual patients that its function is eroded
seriously by chemicals, chemicals that have been introduced into
the environment basically in the last 50 years, is bad news
indeed. www.neuro-test.com/aboutKilburn/

aboutKilburn.html

Wilderness Watch 1/14/17

The DDN and EA Inadequately Analyze Impacts to Wilderness in Violation of the
National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act

The EA does not discuss the impacts of this proposal on the Olympic Wilderness
(Olympic National Park), the Colonel Bob Wilderness, Washington Islands
Wilderness, the Lake Chelan-Sawtooth Wilderness or the Pasayten Wilderness. All
five of these Wildernesses are within, or partially within, the MOAs outlined in the
EA (see figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2).

Furthermore, the EA does not analyze whether flight paths would go outside of the
MOAs. Given the location of the bases, the flights would have to go outside the
MOAs. Thus, additional Wildernesses would likely be affected. The Stephen
Mather, Glacier Peak, Mount Baker, Noisy Diobsud, Boulder River, Henry M
Jackson, Wild Sky, Alpine Lakes and San Juan Tslands Wildernesses could be
affected.
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The EA only says this about the topic:

Noise-sensitive areas are those areas where noise interferes with normal activities
associated with its use. Normally, noise-sensitive areas include residential,
educational, health, religious structures and sites, parks, recreational areas
(including areas with wilderness characteristics), wildlife refuges, and cultural and
historical sites. In the context of facilities and equipment, noise-sensitive arecas may
include such sites in the immediate vicinity of operations, pursuant to the Noise
Control Act of 1972. Users of designated recreational areas are considered
sensitive receptors.

There is no site-specific analysis of noise or any other impacts, either from the
planes and how they may operate differently for this project, or from the emitters,
some of which would be stationed near Wilderness. The oniy mention is of
recreation areas which may have wilderness characteristics. Even if this is an
erroneous conflation of recreational areas with Wilderness, it is not an analysis the
impacts to Wilderness or wilderness character. Indeed, the Wildernesses affected in
the MOAs are not even mentioned by name. The EA contains no analysis of
Wilderness. Thus, the EA fails to comply with the Wilderness Act and NEPA.

The wilderness analysis (including impacts to wilderness character) in the BA is
not even an afterthought. The word wilderness is only mentioned 3 times in the
EA: 1) page 3.2-13, the Salmon Priest Wilderness which is in northeastern
Washington in context of caribou, 2) page 3.3- 3 in context of areas with
wilderness characteristics (see our comment quoted above), and 3) wilderness
protection plans in context of a coalition in northeastern Washington. Nowhere is it
recognized the Colonel Bob Wilderness is within the MOA.. The document is
inadequate. Not only is that a serious omission in terms of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis, the EA and DDN fail to recognize the
Forest Service’s duty to protect Wilderness. The first sentence of Section 2(a) of
the 1964 Act describes the purpose of the Act:

In order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding
settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas
within the United States and its possessions, leaving no lands designated for
preservation and protection in their natural condition, it is hereby declared to be the
policy of the Congress to secure for the American people of present and future
generations the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness. FFor this purpose
there is hereby established a National Wilderness Preservation System to be
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composed of federally owned areas designated by Congress as "wilderness areas",
and these shall be administered for the use and enjoyment of the American people
in such manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as
wilderness, and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation
of their wilderness character, and for the gathering and dissemination of
information regarding their use and enjoyment as wilderness; and no Federal lands
shall be designated as "wilderness areas" except as provided for in this Act or by a
subsequent Act.

In brief that purpose is to keep some areas unoccupied and unmodified. And this
protection is for present and future generations--for all time--in perpetuity.
Congress identified a new resource--the resource of wilderness.

Further Congress defined wilderness in section 2(c) as a place "in contrast" to areas
where humans and their works dominate, "where the earth and community of life
are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain."
Thus, there is a clear intention that Wilderness must remain in contrast to modern
civilization, its technologies, conventions, and contrivances. Indeed, there is the
mandate to preserve wilderness in perpetuity.

In response to our comments, there is simply the contention that the Navy in the
EA determined that it would have no impact on small w wilderness. On the face of
it, such a conclusion is absurd, given the fact the EA does not specifically analyze
the Colonel Bob Wilderness (or other wildernesses within other MOAs). In any
case, military jets flying at low elevations have a tremendous impact on the
Wilderness and those in it. There are two key points the EA and DDN fail to
address:

o The Navy has no authority over or expertise in wilderness
administration or wilderness stewardship. The deference given to this
conclusion in the Forest Service’s DDN suggests that agency had
littler no involvement in preparation of the EA.

o Even if he Forest Service was fully consulted and made the erroneous
and unsupported findings in the EA, the Forest Service knows full
well that artificial sounds have an impact on wilderness character. The
Forest Service’s own document, Keeping It Wild 2: An Updated
Interagency Strategy to Monitor Trends in Wilderness Character
Across the National Wilderness Preservation System (Landres et al.

LANPAOOO1



LANPAOOO1

2015, see Attachment 1) has an indicator of Remoteness from sights
and sounds of human activity outside the wilderness. Also,
wilderness.net, the website for agency wilderness professionals has
extensive documentation on the impact of sound on Wilderness http://
www.wilderness net/sound# There is a long history of the importance
of natural soundscapes in Wilderness documented in the Attachment 1
and on the wilderness.net website. There is also case law requiring the
Forest Service to evaluate the impact on Wilderness of a snowmobile
trail on the border of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness.

5. ELECTROMAGNETIC RADIATION

#The DEIS fails to discuss, describe or even mention any potential impacts
associated with electromagnetic radiation in devices employed by the Growlers in
locating and interacting with the ground transmitters. It fails to mention any
potential impacts associated with aircrew practicing using electromagnetic
weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014 statement that this
training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat-ready Electronic Attack
crews.”

“*War games would also test new electromagnetic weaponry, triggering
significant concerns about the potential health impacts and migratory patterns of
birds, amphibians and sea creatures, as well as plants, micro-fauna and human



beings. Several indigenous tribes call these lands home. A quick search on
Google Scholar for " Electromagnetic fields risk fo humans" produces over
63,000 results, most of which are published scientific studies that chronicle the
deleterious impact of eleciromagnetic fields. Health experts reported to be
associated with ELF and/or RF include childhood leukemia, brain tumors,
genotoxic effects, neurological effects and neurodegenerative diseases, immune
system deregulation, allergic and inflammatory responses, breast cancer,
miscarriage and some cardiovascular effects. The Biolnitiative Report concluded
that a reasonable suspicion of visk exists based on clear evidence of bioeffects at
environmentally relevant levels, which, with prolonged exposures may
reasonably be presumed to result in health impacts. Electromagnetic radiation's
impact on wildlife is very well documented, as thousands of peer-reviewed
scientific studies.

Table 5. Summary of mobile electromagnetic
emitters in electronic warfare training.

Traveling Wave 4-8 . 8.1 30.8m/101.1 ft
Tube Amplifier Cone degrees
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6.7-7.4 Wedge 9 degrees
horizonta

Magnetron I 8.9m/293 ft
27
degrees
vertical

[¢]

(Mosher, pers. comm. 2015; Navy 2014)

Electromagnetic Radiation B. Blake Levitt. Former New York Times journalist and
author of Electromagnetic Fields, A Consumer’s Guide to the Issues and How to
Protect Ourselves: Ambient man-made electromagnetic fields (EMFs), across a
range of frequencies, are a serious environmental issue. Yet most environmentalists
know little about it, perhaps because the subject has been the purview of physicists
and engineers for so long that biologists have lost touch with electromagnetism’s
fundamental inclusion in the biological paradigm. All living cells and indeed whole
living beings, no matter what genus or species, are dynamic coherent electrical
systems utterly reliant on bioelectricity for life’s most basic metabolic processes. It
turns out that most living things are fantastically sensitive to vanishingly small
EMF exposures. Living cells interpret such exposures as part of our normal cellular
activities (think heartbeats, brainwaves, cell division itself, etc.) The problem

is, man-made electromagnetic exposures aren’t “normal.” They are artificial
artifacts, with unusual intensities, signaling characteristics, pulsing patterns, and
wave forms, that don’t exist in nature. And they can misdirect cells in myriad
ways. Every aspect of the ecosystem may be affected, including all living species
from animals, humans, plants and even microorganisms in water and soil. We are
already seeing problems in sentinel species like birds, bats, and bees. Wildlife is
known to abandon areas when cell towers are placed. Radiofrequency radiation
(RF)—the part of the electromagnetic spectrum used in all-things-wireless today—
is a known immune system suppressor, among other things. RF is a form of
energetic air pollution and we need to understand it as such. Humans are not the
only species being affected. The health of our planet may be in jeopardy from this
newest environmental concern—added to all the others. Citizens need to call upon
government to fund appropriate research and to get industry influence out of the
dialogue. We ignore this at our own peril now.”
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Dr. Martin Pall
However the last quote sends us to Section 3.0.5.3.2.1 which has in it a section

entitled “Airborne Electromagnetic Energy” which states “Sources of airborne
clectromagnetic energy include aircraft on shipboard radar and communications
equipment and aircraft jamming systems. All of these systems are operated within
Federal Communication Commission-approved frequency ranges designed to
eliminate interference issues with common electronic systems used by the public.
These systems are also operated at power levels, altitudes and distances from
people and animals to ensure that energy received is well below levels that could
disrupt behavior or cause injury.” It is not clear here whether they are referring to
the electronic warfare that is the central issue with this EIS, or not. But what is
clear in the last quoted statement, is that they are assuming here that only energy
received (in other words heating effects) need be considered — something that the
Navy knew to be false 44 years ago.

This is the sum total that is provided in the EIS that relates in any way to
human health effects of the electromagnetic fields to be used for electronic
warfare testing and training. It is all based on an almost magical belief that
the Navy procedures will protect us from health effects while providing not
one iota of information on what those procedures are nor why we should
believe that they protect us from health and safety effects. It is all based on the
claim that only heating effects need be considered something that over 10,000
published studies plus vast scientific opinion literature shows to be false. It is
based, therefore, on a stunning ignorance of the scientific literature, such that
it is impossible to find anything in these parts of the EIS that give us any
confidence whatsoever in their claims.

Certainly, mammals of various sorts are likely to be affected by these EMFs much
like humans. But the VGCCs occur universally or almost universally among
animals including invertebrates and protozoa. Somewhat surprisingly, plants also
have calcium channels in their plasma membranes that are activated by EMF
exposures. Although they differ from the animal channels in important ways, they

have a very similar voltage sensor to that found on the animal voltage sensor and
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these appear to be the main target in plants of these EMFs (see, for example Plant,
Cell and Enviroment 2007; 30:834-844). It follows from this that there are likely to
be major effects on plants in both the National Forest and National Park if the
Navy gets its way. There are publications suggesting that migrating birds, amphibia
and bees are apparently particularly sensitive to such EMF exposures. Migrating
birds have apparently an additional target of EMFs, small magnetic particles which
help the birds migrate in accordance with the earth’s magnetic field so it is likely
that the Navy’s claims that birds are not likely to be affected is probably bogus. In
humans, one of the common neuropsychiatric consequences of EMF exposures
(see ref 2 in paper copied below) is what is called dysesthesia, disruption of
sensory function including visual, acoustic and olfactory function. So birds,
including eagles which depend on an extremely keen visual perception, may well
be visually affected by the Navy EMFs, quite possibly putting the Navy in
violation of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (discussed on p. 3.0-2 or the
EIS). There has been published evidence from Balmori’s laboratory, showing the
amphibia are very sensitive to these EMFs and it has been suggested that the
widespread effects of artificial EMFs may contribute to the world wide,
unexplained amphibian decline. In any case, it would be a mistake to assume no
effects Navy’s electronic warfare EMFs on amphibian populations without
experimental studies testing whether this is true or not. This brings us to another
point. In this entire EIS, the Navy has produced not a single study of biological
impacts of the EMFs it plans to unleash on the people, animals and plants of the
Olympic peninsula. Their entire argument for safety is based on a theory that only
thermal effects need be considered, a theory that the Navy itself knew to be bogus

44 years ago and is still widely known in the scientific community to be bogus.

This alone should be more than sufficient to throw out this entire EIS!

In summary, then, regarding human, animal or plant effects of the EMFs it plans to

use for electronic warfare:
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The Navy today is at least 2000 times less knowledgeable than the Navy was
44 years ago in 1971; the Navy today is also at least 10,000 times less
knowledgeable today than it should be. The Navy provides not a single
experimental study on biological effects of the EMFs it plans to use in the
Olympic Peninsula. It provides, therefore not an iota of biological evidence
to support any of its claims. It provides not even a single citation to the
scientific literature to support its claims. The Navy claims are based entirely
on the position that only thermal effects need be considered, a position that
the Navy knew to be false 44 years ago and a position contradicted by many
thousands of published scientific studies. That position is also contradicted
by widespread scientific opinion expressed continuously over the past 44
years. Low-intensity microwave frequency EMFs have been shown to
produce the following effects in humans and other mammals via non-
thermal mechanisms: Oxidative stress; genotoxicity including single and
double strand breaks in cellular DNA as well as 8-hydroxyguanine residues
in cellular DNA; these are thought, in turn to cause cancer when they occur
in the somatic cells of the body; these are thought to also cause germ line
mutations when they occur in germ cells, producing in turn deleterious
mutations in future generations; male and female infertility; massive damage
to the nervous system which in the brain produce widespread
neuropsychiatric effects — such widespread neuropsychiatric effects were
known to the Navy as shown in its 1971 report; breakdown of the blood
brain barrier; cardiac effects including tachycardia and also bradycardia
associated with arrhythmias and arrhythmias are known to often lead to
sudden cardiac death — such cardiac effects were already known to the Navy
as shown by its 1971 report; melatonin depletion and insomnia. The Navy
provides not one iota of evidence to show that each of these effects will not
be caused by the electronic warfare EMFs in the civilian population of the
Olympic Peninsula. It is also of great concern that similar effects may well

occur in the pilots of the F18 planes involved. It can be seen from 5 above,
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that low intensity EMFs attack each of the 4 things we most value as
individuals and as a species: Our health, our brain function, the integrity of
our genomes and our ability to produce healthy offspring. The EIS provides
not one iota of evidence that these 4 things will not be produced in civilians
of the Olympic Peninsula and in the F18 pilots by the electronic warfare
EMFs. Each of the biological effects listed in 5 and 6 above, can be
produced by what are called “downstream effects” of VGCC activation, the
predominant mechanism of action of low-intensity EMFs in the cells of our
bodies. None of this is considered in the EIS. The voltage sensor of the
VGCCs appears to be extraordinarily sensitive to low intensity EMFs based
on its physical structure and position in the plasma membrane of our cells.
These physical properties, based simply on physics, predict that the forces
placed on the voltage sensor by EMFs are about 7.2 million times higher
than the forces places on single charged groups found elsewhere in the cell.
This argues, therefore, that the acceptable levels of exposure of safety
standards/guidelines based only on thermal effects, are about 7.2 million
time too high and that much lower levels of exposure can cause major
biological effects. This entire area of science is completely ignored by the
EIS. The biological effects produced in 7 and 8 above are important and
widespread in many animals and also in plants. Certain species, including
birds (especially migrating birds and eagles), amphibia, bees, sharks and
salmon may be particularly susceptible. It seems likely that still additional
especially susceptible species may be discovered as such studies progress
further. There is, therefore, ample reason for great concern about the animals

and plants in and around the Olympic Peninsula.

In summary, cach of the 9 major flaws in the part of the EIS on biological effects of
EMPFs are individually sufficient, in my view, to reject the entire EIS and being

fatally flawed.
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Martin L. Pall, Professor Emeritus of Biochemistry and Basic Medical Sciences

Washington State University

6. GROUNDWATER

**I have been a vendor at the Coupeville Farmers Market for several years.
I am wondering how we can continue to have a viable farmers market as
more of the communily becomes aware of the pollutants contaminating the
groundwater and soil that grows our food.

*Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the
runways, due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS.
1t concludes, “No significant impacts related to hazardous waste and materials
would occur due to construction activities or from the addition and operation of
additional Growler aircraft.” While these chemicals have never been analyzed,
they have been used in conjunction with Growler training and other flight
operations for years; therefore, hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals
should not be excluded just because Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam
has been used for. It is irresponsible for the DEIS to content that there are no
significant impacts. As previously stated, with flights at OLF Coupeville alone

increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to as many as 35,100, no one can claim that a
1,000 percent flight increase in 7 years for which no groundwater or soil
contaminant analyses have been done is not significant.

*Navy knew about contamination in advance: It is clear that before the
November 10 publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of potential
problems with contamination of residential drinking water due to what if calls
“historic” use of fire suppressants for flight operations. In May 2016 the

USEPA issued drinking water health advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy
announced in June that it was in the process of “identifying and for removal and
destruction all legacy perfluorooctane sulfonate (and PFOA) containing AFFF
[aqueous film forming foam].” Yet the DEIS dismisses all concerns with an
incredible statement about actions that took place nearly 20 years ago:
“Remediation construction was completed in September 1997, human exposure
and contaminated groundwater exposures are under control, and the OUs at
Ault Field and the Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA,
2016¢).” The statement is ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it, Three
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days before the DEIS was published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent q leiter
to more than 100 private and public drinking water well owners expressing
concern that perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) found beneath the OLF had
spread beyond Navy property. Yet the word “perfluoroalkyl” or “PFAS” is not
mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor is it mentioned the 2005 or
2012 EAs. A Departiment of Defense publication makes it clear that there is no
current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contantinated with these chemicals, (littps:/dec.alaska, govispar/pprhazmat!

Chemical-&-Muaterigl-Emerging-Risk- Alert-for-AFFF.pdf)

*No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: It confines its
discussion to soil compression and compaction effects from new construction,
and concludes there will be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to
consider that while extensive evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials
were included in the October 2015 Northnwest Training and Testing Final EILS,
why would the Navy onit such confaminants as the ones mentioned above, from
the Growler DEIS? This is the equivalent of a doctor refusing to look at an EKG
that clearly shows a heart attack, and diagnosing the patient with anxiety. The
Navy needs to include this information in a public NEPA process as an impact of
its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for this contamination, and
pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of water for
affected residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created by
unwitting consumption of Navy-contaminated wafer.

7. CONCLUSION

**The Navy needs to know that they have a significant & serious impact in
Northwest Washington where I have lived iny entire life; raised my 3 children,
am a public school teacher and a commercial fisherinan, and am shocked by the
disruption & destruction that the navy has brought to this area.

1t doesn't make any sense to PRACTICE strafegies to PROTECT potential
outside threats to national security, while at the same time DESTROYING the
health & well being of all living things within this area.

Manry vital points are summarized in the following lines submitted by the San
Juan County Democrats:
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Impacts of Navy Expansion and Training 2 in Northwestern Washington State

3

Submitted by the San Juan County Democrats. (Date Submitted 9/2/2016)

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

4 WHEREAS Northwest Washington, is home to pristine natural
environments

5 including: marine protected areas, National Monuments, Parks, Forests,
and Wildlife

6 Refuges, State Parks, the Olympic Coast National Marine Sanctuary, the
Olympic

7 Mountains, and the Cascade Mountains;

9 WHEREAS Northwest Washington’s natural environment and wildlife
provide

10 immeasurable public benefits through sustainable economic and public
health activity,

11 including: agriculture, outdoor recreation options, and tourism (3 million
to the

12 Olympic National Park, 1 miliion to San Juan County), and are home to
many

13 communities and residents who value and rely upon the character of their
regional

14 environment for work, health, or both; and

16 WHEREAS the U.S. Navy, based in several locations in Northwest
Washington, has

17 initiated a significant multi-regional expansion of training and testing
schedules and

18 locations, routines, and technologies, including:
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Use of the western pottion of the Olympic Peninsula and surrounding waters to
simulate an Electromagnetic Warfare Range, flying 260 days per year, 8-16 hours
per day, up to 153 jets, capable of 150 decibels each;

Combat training on 68+ beaches in Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de Fuca and
Pacific Ocean beaches in Washington, unannounced and undisclosed to the public
and to state, [ocal and federal agencies;

Increased range and frequency of EA-18G Growler jet training flights throughout
Northwest Washington including: from OLF Coupeville and Ault Field on
Whidbey Island, over San Juan County, Jefferson County, Clallam County, Skagit
County, the North Cascades, the Olympic Mountains, LaConner, Port Townsend,
Sequim, Port Angeles, Forks and several Indian Reservations, regularly measuring
noise levels that exceed threshoids for permanent hearing damage, often between
75 and 108 decibels inside their homes;

38 WHEREAS the Navy estimates 1.2 million marine mammal takes (killed or
harmed) as

14. 39 aresult of Navy activities over a period of five years;

15. 41 WHEREAS the current level of jet noise has been medically
documented to seriously

16. 42 impact health and quality of life of many residents in Northwest
Washington;

Unprecedented expansion of sonar and explosive activities in the Strait of Juan de
Fuca, the waters off Indian Island, Puget Sound, and the Olympic Coast National
Marine Sanctuary, consisting of 2 408 square nautical miles of Olympic Peninsula
coastline, in which the mid-frequency sonar systems the Navy employs are capable
of generating sounds in excess of 235 decibels;

WSDCCRES - 791 - 160917 - PASS - MIL - Navy Training Page 2 of 3
43

1. 44 WHEREAS the current level of jet noise has affected real estate sales in
San Juan
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51

58

45 County and Island County, forcing local realtors on Whidbey Island and
San Juan

46 County to add a military jet noise disclosure clause to property sales; and

48 WHEREAS cach cylinder contains millions of heavy metal-coated glass
fibers called

49 “Chaff”; chaff is small enough to be inhaled or swallowed and is
dangerous to human

50 health —a 72% increase in chaff release is expected according to the
NWTT EIS;

52 WHEREAS the increase in military jet noise over Northwest
Washington has been well

53 documented since the first Growlers arrived in 2008; San Juan County
residents have

54 entered over 4,800 jet noise complaints on the County jet noise reporting
map since May

55 of 2014; and the Navy, having listed many surrounding communities
including San

56 Juan County, as areas of “No Significant Impact” from Growler noise,
has yet to issue a

57 draft Environmental Impact Statement; and

59 WHEREAS known environmental and human health impacts from the
increase in
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60 frequency of training activity, and from testing new defense technology
present

61 irreparable harms to the residents, environment, and economy of
Northwest

62 Washington, and additional, lesser-known harms have not yet been
evaluated through

63 EIS or public experience



Victoria, British Columbia V8N6C5

| appreciate these are the "sounds of freedom" and that pilots need to practice but the
noise/rumbling is getting a bit much on this side of the water. We face San Juan Island
and our house vibrates from the noise of the jets. It would be great if the landing strip
could be relocated further into Washington State or along the western coast of
Washington away from populated areas.

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
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1.a. Thank You
19.c. Olympic Peninsula, Olympic National Park, and at-Sea

, NJ 07727 Training
7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area

I vacation in Olympic National Park and enjoy the quiet pristine natural beauty and
abundant wildlife. | am completely against any action that disturbs this wondrous natural
habitat.



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 Isfand Complex.

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

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by faw. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You
4.p. Sleep Disturbance
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1.a. Thank You
4.t. Noise Mitigation

Port Townsend, WA 98368

The Cape George retirement community just south of Port Townsend will be negatively
impacted by an increase in noisy fighter jets passing overhead. Please direct your military
traffic away from quiet rural areas and the historic towns they surround.



LARPAOOO1

l.a. Thank You
12.n. Quality of Life

Bellingham, WA 98225 4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss

) ) ) 4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

As you are aware, another federal entity, the National Park Service, measured sound on

the Reserve and the decibels far exceeded your ‘average’ of 60 decibels. Its accurate

measurement of the sound (not a computer generated calculation) of 115 decibels is

literally deafening.



Seattle, WA 98101

we were participating in the annual wa sea otter survey on June 23rd 2016 and were
watching a raft of 20 sea otters, over 200 hauled out harbor seals , and many seabirds on
the offshore rocks when at about 1 pm there was a very loud sound like a huge explosion
followed by jet noise. all teh animals scattered. teh otter dove, the harbor seals threw
themsleves in the water and teh seabirds all took off from teh rocks at once. this was
increadibly disturbgin to teh marine wildlife off the Wa coast. | assumed it had to have
been a navy growler breaking the sound barrier and then flying overhead. The noise
these jets make is extremely disturbing to wa wildife and people hoping for a wilderness
experience. the numbers of jets flying our skies should decrease not increase!

LARSHO0001

1.a. Thank You

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

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

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



d, Port Townsend WA 98368

January 15, 2017

EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

Dear EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager:

I object to the incompleteness of the Navy’s EIS for expansion of
Growlers on Whidbey Island. My most significant objection pertains to
the Navy’s segmentation of reporting by geography and by type of
expansion activity. The combined, cumulative regional environmental
impacts are substantially underestimated due to segmentation.

I attended the open house public meeting in Port Townsend on
December 5, 2016, and wrote a previous letter on October 31, 2014.
Below is a list of my new or more in-depth objections:

. This Is the Way It Has Always Been

. Audiology Impacts Not Fully Considered & Tested

. Segmentation and Cumulative Effects

. Safety

. Noise Mitigation Technology

. Testing of Areas on National Register of Historic Places

DU HA WN =

Explanations and justification for each item follows.

1. THIS IS THE WAY IT HAS ALWAYS BEEN

I talked with many of the representatives at each of the stations at the
public meeting. I individually asked them, “*Why do the Growler
operations have to expand on Whidbey Island ... why not elsewhere?”
The reply without exception was, “This is the way it has always been.”
Some representatives spoke of pride in expanding from a base that
has a long history of being successful.

@ Such a response is inadequate in the face of growing population,
development, environmental concerns on land and in water,
safety issues, health effects, tourist considerations, related
economic impacts and the quality of life of residents and tourists
in the area.

LASBAO0O0OO1

1.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

1.d. General Project Concerns

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.h. Tourism

19.b. Revised Cumulative Impacts Analysis

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

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

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.t. Noise Mitigation

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area
8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

8.j. City of Port Townsend Cultural Resources



e This consistent reply suggests entrenchment in thinking and is
not forward-looking.

The Navy’s proposal takes unfair advantage of an area with a lower
population, smaller school enrollment and largely uninhabited, fragile
eco-system of Olympic National Park compared to suburban and urban
regions. It is unacceptable to subject any size population, established
parks, coasts, Olympic Coast Marine Life Sanctuary, 113 endangered
species and other animals and plants to noise pollution. Noise
pollution may negatively impact normative behaviors (feeding, mating,
migrating, teaching, communicating, sleeping) and/or cause
physiological harm (organ damage, hearing loss, etc.).

Moreover, the Growler EIS does not fully recognize or quantify the
economic impact of noise on a major tourist destination. Populations
swell from spring to fall.

An illustration is Deception Pass State Park, which has 2 million visitors
each year. Fort Casey and Admiralty Head Lighthouse draw visitors
who patronize lodges, restaurants, and shops throughout Central and
North Whidbey. Keystone Under-water State Park attracts divers from
all over the world who stay overnight. Fort Casey and Fort Ebey
represent more than 1 million discreet visitors to Whidbey

Island. Parks on Camano Island are key tourist attractions that bring
significant revenue to local artists and related guest services.
(http://www.whytourismmatters.com/regions/nwwashington/default.h
tml) The leisure and hospitality industries account for over one in four
jobs in San Juan County. Port Townsend has 1.5 mil-lion yearly
visitors versus a base of only 10 thousand residents.

The military is expanding resources - air, land and water -- to build
national security, readiness and strength. This goal is stated as a high
priority of President-elect Trump. The representatives at the Public
Meeting and the Guide are transparent about the need to expand in
the future. Navy personnel have told me that they are already
working on the next set of expansion plans beyond what is covered in
this and other Environmental Impact Statements.

In law, there is the ‘reasonable person’. This hypothetical person in
society exercises average care, skill and judgment in conduct, and
serves as a comparative standard for determining liability. In the case
at hand, the ‘reasonable person’ might ask, “With escalating objections
from citizens, schools, towns, agencies, environmentalists, businesses
and others, why would the Navy -- in a mode of mounting its military
strength -- continue to locate Growlers on Whidbey Island?”
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There is ample air space, remote non-National Park lands and oceans
that permit military and citizens to be in adjacencies rather than to
overlap. In this way, we would be ‘good neighbors’ that better respect
one another’s differences and needs.

2. AUDIOLOGY IMPACTS NOT FULLY CONSIDERED & TESTED
Whidbey Island, San Juan, Skagit, Jefferson and Clallam Counties are
retirement areas mainly because of favorable climate, cultural
considerations, recreational and environmental appeal.

For example, 32% of Jefferson County’s population is over age 65
compared to 14% in Washington and 12% in the U.S. The median age
is 54. It is the oldest county in Washington, and 10th oldest in the U.S.
(http://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/morning_call/2012/08/jefferson-
county-has-washingtons.html)

Research says that one of every three persons over age 65 has some
kind of hearing loss. It is a major public health issue, and the third
most common physical condition after arthritis and heart disease.
(bttp://hearingloss.org/content/basic-facts-about-hearing-loss)

I am personally deaf in one ear, and have a cochlear implant. I also
am a teacher in greater Port Townsend. When the Growlers fly, I must
pause speaking and stop facilitating class conversations due to noise.
The Growler jet noise trumps the human voice and ability to hear.

I conferred with the Navy audiologist from San Diego who was present
at the Navy open house at Fort Worden. He stated that persons with
hearing loss are much more negatively affected by Growler jet noise
compared to individuals with normal hearing.

Therefore, expanding Growler operations is not appropriate in a
retirement region where the incidence of hearing loss is significant.

3. SEGMENTATION AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Segmentation by the Navy is a huge issue that can no longer be
ignored or tolerated. The ‘reasonable person” might observe:
“Growlers, submarines, SEALs, explosives and other warfare are
‘besieging’ peacetime citizens of western Salish Sea counties, day and
night, for long periods at a time, and sometimes simultaneously.”

The word ‘besiege’ is strong, yet the war exercises are intrusive,
unsettling and sometimes harmful to life and property.
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Harmful impacts are not accurately portrayed because the Navy
performs individual environmental statements by geography for
various kinds of Navy activities on the West Coast. This division, while
important, substantially underreports potential environmental damage,
especially to the unique eco-system of the Salish Sea, which is a
precious resource swarming with marine life, and 113 endangered
species. The ailing Southern Resident Killer Whales head the list.

Below are samples of Navy activities that, combined, intrude on the
waters, air and land in significant negative ways. I know about these
five examples; I am not familiar with lists for Anacortes, Belling-ham,
Whidbey Island, San Juan’s or Puget Sound.

a. Northwest Training and Testing- This five-year plan involves
Navy sonar, which damages or kills marine mammals and other
marine life, missiles, large vessels that contribute to ocean noise
pollution, mine warfare, gunnery operations and underwater testing
of equipment. Much of the Salish Sea has a hard bottom, which
makes it an echo chamber, increasing the volume of 'sounds.

b. Port Angeles WA Major Pier Construction on Ediz Hook This
new pier entails a large fuel storage tank, seven sizeable berths for
escort ships and lodging for 20 personnel. There will be 144 perma-
nent and 88 temporary pilings, creating acute noise that will cause
takes, behavioral disturbances and physiological damage to sea life.

There is a harbor site readily available to the Navy that does not
require this kind of construction and expansion.

Electromagnetic Warfare Training over Washington’s
Olympic Peninsula - "Diversity is the hallmark of the Olympic
National Park’s mission: The park protects 922,651 acres,
encompassing three distinctly different ecosystems — rugged
glacier-capped mountains, wild Pacific coast, and magnificent old-
growth temperate rain forest. These three ecosystems contain a
unique array of habitats and life forms, resulting from thousands of
years of geographic isolation, along with extreme gradients of
elevation, temperature, and precipitation. Twenty-four endemic
plant and animal species are found in Olympic National Park and
nowhere else on earth.”

o

The mission of our National Parks System is: “The National Park
Service preserves unimpaired the natural and cultural resources
and values of the national park system for the enjoy-ment,
education, and inspiration of this and future generations.”
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More than 3 million people visit the Olympic National Park
each year!

The Growlers could be flying over the Olympics 16 hours a day for
260 days out of the year:

Current Fleet

+4+4+4+4+4444444444444444
+4+4444444444444444444
+4+444444444444444444
+4+4+44444444444444444

Proposed 2018

++44444+44444444444 444444444444
++4+4+4+4+44444444444 4444444444444
++4+4444+4444444444444444444444
++++4444444444444444444444444

(Sources: Ken Christensen, KCTS9/EarthFix Ashley Ahearn,
KUOWY/EarthFix)

Navy Growlers are incompatible with traditional national park land
use from social, cultural, historical and environmental perspectives.

. Navy Special Forces Use of State Parks for Training, January
2016 - The Navy’s access to traditional recreational and cultural
land use is an issue. The military is approved to use 68 parks,
marinas and boat ramps in Puget Sound, the Strait of Juan de Fuca
and Washington’s west coast. Such war training will include.
simulated combat exercises, the use of mini-submarines and other
landing craft, which will deposit Navy SEALs carrying "simulated
weapons" on beach and state park areas. This program may be a
public security risk. A ‘reasonable person’ might ask, “Why are park
lands under attack and the public at risk during peace time?”

. Naval Magazine Indian Island Munitions Depot - I live directly
across from this Depot, the largest on the west coast, and have
witnessed several major pier expansions. Each capital improvement
enhanced the capabilities to serve more warships effectively and
safely. The Navy assured the public of one submarine a year; this
number has long been surpassed.
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The public is not privy to the risk to which it is exposed, despite
repeated requests and court actions.

In tandem with expansions is the increase in lighting systems,
including floating blinking lights, which, together, create night sky
poliution. Twelve years ago, I looked across to a quiet, fow-light
island and enjoyed the night sky. Today, in contrast, a 1,500-foot
pier network is like a major airport with runways. The unshielded
strong lights create bright glare. I have had to instali blinds on my
windows to keep the light from interfering with my sleep.

Light pollution bleaches the night sky. It also wastes electricity,
disrupts life for animals such as otters, seals, bats and birds, and is
linked to everything from insomnia to breast cancer.

Lights are absolutely necessary for safety — that premise is not
guestioned. The questions concern the layout of the pier, posi-
tioning of vessels and the largest Navy crane, direction of lights, use
of shields and the uncertain wisdom of doing high risk work during
night time hours. This concern for safety leads to the next issue.

4. SAFETY

In addition to safety concerns already raised is the increased potential
for accidents and security breaches that come with more Growlers,
more Naval training and exercises, more vessels, multiple landing
fields and pier expansions. It is a statistical fact.

On March 11, 2013, all three crewmembers aboard a Navy EA-6B
Prowler jet assigned to Electronic Attack Squadron 129 (VAQ-129) at
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island were killed when the aircraft crashed
in an unpopulated area approximately 50 miles west of Spokane, WA.

Three recent dangerous incidents in the latter haif of 2016, two
relating to Growlers, gravely concern my confidence in safety.

a. August 18, 2016 The nuclear-powered, ballistic-missile submarine
USS Louisiana and a Navy offshore support vessel collided while
conducting routine operations in the Strait of Juan de Fuca,
according to Submarine Force Pacific. Both vessels incurred
damage. The results of the investigation are not available.

THE PUBLIC SHOULD HAVE ZERO RISK EXPOSURE
TO NUCLEAR INCIDENTS,
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b. November 2016 The Navy’s Coupeville QLF airfield is responsible
for toxic contamination of some surrounding wells of citizens. The
Navy continues to investigate drinking water sources, and PFCs are
a factor due to historic use of Aqueous Film Forming, which is a fire
suppressant.

c. December 16, 2016 Two Navy aircrew suffered severe injuries at
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island. The pilot and an electronic-
warfare officer were preparing to take off on a training mission in an
EA-18G Growler jet. The transparent jet enclosure known as the
canopy broke apart. As of January 6, 2017, neither man has been
released from Harborview Medical Center in Seattle

A ‘reasonable person’ might conclude, “Three serious incidents within
four months is three too many, and by all measures unacceptable for
routine operations.” The record does not merit approval for expansion.

5. NOISE MITIGATION TECHNOLOGY

Commercial airlines and motorized vehicles have noise restrictions, as
do city ordinances and apartment leases. The Navy should not be
exempt from similar standards protecting citizens and the environment
from undue and harmful noise. The EIS makes reference to noise
abatement policies, which help, yet are not sufficient measures.

New noise mitigation technologies or design refinements that are
currently being tested are essential, not ‘nice to have’ in the future.
Therefore, I recommend that the Growler expansion be placed in
moratorium until permanent noise mitigation technology is in place.
This step would greatly minimize polarities due to noise.

6. TESTING OF AREAS ON NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES

Portions of the downtown and uptown districts of Port Townsend are
on the National Register of Historic Places. Testing is necessary to
determine the short and long-term consequences of Growler vibration
and noise on older structures in the region in which Growlers fly.
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CLOSING
The six major objections raised in this letter recommend the following
actions for the Navy:

Acknowledge fully that continued future expansion of Navy
national security readiness is incompatibie with growing western
Washington retirement communities whose economies rely on
tourism, and whose environments contain uniquely fragile eco-
systems and over 100 endangered species. This recognition calls
for relocation of the base for Growlers, training and exercises.

Accurately portray the Growlers audiology impacts on an aging
population of our coastal counties. '

Have firm zero tolerance for nuclear incidents, and fully

assess safety issues and recent serious accident records toward
denying Growler expansion and beginning to justify relocation of
the base to a safer site.

Place a moratorium on additional Growlers until noise mitigation
technologies and design refinements being tested are approved
and in place. Such improvements might allow Growiers and
coastal communities to co-exist.

Test the effects of various levels of Growler noise and vibrations
in areas on the National Register of Historic Places.

I would like to have confirmation that this email letter was received.

Yours trul

Port Townsend, WA 98368
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Coupeville, WA 98239

We retired and bought our home in Ebby's Reserve in 1996. The use of the OLF was
tolerable then....with about 2500 touch and go landings. Some periods when deployment
was imminent the flights increased but still within reason. This changed around 2010 and
became absolutely intolerable in 2012 when the number of T&Gs went over 12,000. Now
we are told that the Navy plans to go up to 35,000, or over 12,000 for plan B or if they
must to almost 9,000. This will destroy property values in this beautiful area. We worked
for 35years to afford to live here and with the Navy's plans on expansion this will all be
gone. | have concerns for the businesses in Coupeville too as tourists will not want to
come to visit and deal with the excessive noise created by the Growlers. There must be
another area for this practice. We support our military but not when it destroys a lifetime
of labor when all we want is to live in a peaceful and tranquil place. Safety is another
issue. Six Growlers have crashed last year. If one went down here many lives could be
lost. We are also worried about our water which according to the news has shown
harmful chemicals in wells near the OLF. All in all good people you must find another
area for this exercise. Too many homes have been built around the OLF within the last
30 or more years.
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l.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
7.a. Regional Land Use and Community Character



Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

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

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

Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/55

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

saores_[ I ...~ ko

Email

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

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

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

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):
e
O Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.
E/ﬁ/usinesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.
[3A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim
Institute.

[3-A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



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

B/\@impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.

EI(uafer and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

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

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

@-The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
D‘l.)l‘é major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

Eﬂ/lﬁaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

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

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

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolik, VA 23508

1. First Name

2. Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation

\_QOVEZ

1S WA AN

4. City, State, ZIP

5. E-mail

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info




Anacortes, WA 98221

I am very concerned that the increase in jet noise will adversely effect the quaility of life
on Widbey Island, Fidalgo Island and the water that surrounds us. Life could become
unlivable if the noise pollution increases. What effect will it have on children in schools
trying to learn. What effect will it have on the well being of the inhabitants of the sea,
including the local killer whales. What effect will the increase in noise and vibrations
produced by the jets have on all living things in this area. Surely there is a better site to

locate the added number of Growlers. This area is too populated for this kind of activity.

LAUBOO0001

1.a. Thank You

12.n. Quality of Life

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

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



Port Townsend, WA 98368

Dear Sir/Madam, Two years ago, in January of 2015, | wrote to express my deep
concerns about the huge expansion of Navy activity on Whidbey Island and the Quimper
and Olympic Peninsulas. Neither of my major concerns has been sufficiently addressed.
The DEIS is so poorly prepared and non-compliant with NEPA and CEQ that a revised
draft is absolutely necessary. There are no alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would
reduce noise. This violates NEPA §1506.1, which states, “...no action concerning the
proposal shall be taken which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the
choice of reasonable alternatives.” It is known that the people closest to the airfields are
already suffering health effects from the noise experienced in their homes and schools
and on their children’s playfields. They also suffer a variety of monetary losses from
property depreciation, an inability to sell their homes and businesses, health problems,
and decreased tourism to the area. Jet noise outside the immediate environs of the
runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated, yet impacts are significant. Noise
from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far outside the vicinity of Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6 to 10 miles of the corners of
runways. By considering only takeoff and landing noise and exhaust emissions at Ault
Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of
impact caused by naval flight operations. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA
40 C.F.R. §1502.4) “...does not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project
into multiple ‘actions,’ each of which individually has an insignificant environmental
impact, but which collectively have a substantial impact.” Yet, the Navy has, to date,
piecemealed its aircraft training and testing activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San
Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at least six separate actions: 1. 4 squadrons of
P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft; 2. A 2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS
(reaffirming the 57 Growlers that replaced Prowlers); 3. 2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5
from a reserve unit); 4. 2014 EA (Growler electronic warfare activity); 5. 2015 EIS
discussing electronic warfare training and testing activity; 6. The current 2016-2017 DEIS
(36 Growlers); 7. And, likely, a seventh process, as confirmed by news reports and a
Navy official at a recent open house, for 42 more jets to bring the Growler fleet total to
160. This piecemeal approach by the Navy is clearly illegal. No mention of contaminated
soil is found in the DEIS. It confines its discussion to soil compression and compaction
effects from new construction, and concludes there will be no impacts to groundwater.
Yet three days before the DEIS was published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a
letter to more than 100 private and public drinking water well owners expressing concern
that perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy
property. The Navy has failed to present compelling reasons why national security is
dependent on the increasing number of Growler aircraft being used for training only at
Ault Field and OLFC and over the surrounding area. The weak arguments which dismiss
off-Whidbey FCLP venues are largely based on cost and convenience, neither of which
creates a national defense threat. None of the arguments trump the tremendous negative
impacts to the region, some of which are listed above. | urge that this DEIS be declared
unsatisfactory and even illegal and that another be prepared which addresses seriously
and honestly the many problems associated with this Navy activity on Whidbey Island
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l.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.a. Purpose and Need

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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and the Quimper and Olympic Peninsulas. Thank you for considering my comments.
Port Townsend, WA 98368



Port Townsend, WA 98368

The Navy has asked for comments on a series of expansions of military activity on the
Olympic peninsula and in Puget Sound. We have been receiving about one request per
year for various incremental increases in military activity. Can't we see the Navy's overall
plan for military use of this region? Then, those of us who live here would be able to know
more fully what the Navy intends. Such a plan would require a full EIS that would give us
a chance to know the real impacts and tradeoffs. What is the Navy trying to hide?

1.a. Thank You
1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

1. First Name

2, Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation

4. City, State, ZIP z TCLAND WY N- 2e2>4/

5. E-mail

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



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

January, 2017 Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.

5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not
conclusive.
Action: Recognize the impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the
World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe.”

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

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

01/08/186 www.QuietSkies.info
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7. The Draft suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJI) National
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. Add your own comments here:

AL oF THE A1eE MoDBe usePR N TNE DPAFT £(<
SRyl B2 PNz Ueink 4 MolE AculATE MNiQE
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Public Meeting Comment Form

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

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

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

1, Name

2. Organization/Affiliation /9\ } 20 ‘Q\ Cf/‘fp.'*\a;

Please ere YOou w m g

6. Please check here [/@u would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available

C A7t
q Please print = Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Morfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

LAWGEO0002

1.a. Thank You
12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
4.a. General Noise Modeling



Anacortes, WA 98221

We attended the meeting which you had in Anacortes on December 8th. We live close
the ferry dock near area R10 in Skyline. First, thank you for your service to this country. |
understand it is a needed function. Also thanks for the presentation and booklet, as |
learned a lot from the pilots and other personnel. Second, the noise produced can be
very extraordinary loud with pronounced low frequencies. It is distressing to be in your
own living room where all functions are forced to stop. But it's important to distinguish not
all events are equal. | have learned from the pilot it's worse when there is a holding flight
problem. The jets travel very slowly and produce more long consistent noise. It's
important for the Navy to avoid this problem as much as possible. Third, | read on your
online materials that the Navy made no provisions for noise was made in their ordering
specifications. But for this jet to work it needs to fly low so it has different needs than the
standard F18A it was based on. | think this was a mistake by the Navy. It was amazing --
just two days ago a Boeing dream liner 787 passed overhead -- about the same altitude
as Growlers -- and | just could not believe how quiet is was. Oh my goodness. The Navy
should investigate how much it would cost to lower the noise on newer planes ordered.
Fourth, although | prefer no new aircraft, | urge you to select Scenario A, preferably 3A,
for the following reasons: « Scenario A will affect much less of the population. Since most
new flights would be coming from OLF Coupeville, it makes the most sense, with option
3A adding only 339 people to the Ault Field. « Scenario A appears to be better for Navy
training with “most realistic pattern to replicate carrier landing” using OLF Coupeville. ¢
Scenario A appears to have less of a chance of holding pattern problems and extended
landing patterns. As noted above, this is when the problem is worse and the noise
becomes truly obnoxious. Thank You,

1l.a. Thank You

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative
3.a. Aircraft Operations

4.t. Noise Mitigation

LAWGRO0001



January 6, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

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

6506 Hampton Bivd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

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

Dear Sir/Madam:

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

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

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

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

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

PA 78302

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

LAWKRO0001

l.a. Thank You

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

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

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

4.t. Noise Mitigation

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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



NAVY GROWLER DRAFT EIS
NOTES FOR COMMENTS
Prepared for the public by the West Coast Action Alliance
(htip://westcoastactionalliance.org)
Navy Growler EIS onlme comments at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Default. aspx

Dear Reader,

The deadline for comments has been extended to February 24, 2017, For more
information, go to: htfp://westcoastactionalliance.org Please use these notes as you see
fit, to help inform your comments; whlch may be filed in two ways:

1. Mail your comments to:

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic - Attn: Code EV21/8S 6506
Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

2. Go online to cut and paste them into the Navy’s comment box, at:
http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx

These comments are detailed, but detail is what’s needed to qualify as “substantive” and
thus grant the person who comments “standing,” which means the legal status to continue
to participate in the process, either via comments at the next phase of the process, or
possibly in litigation at the end, should one choose to be part of a larger group that files
suit.

It’s better to go long than short, becanse unless you cover multiple topics in comments
at this stage, you may not be allowed to bring up information you left out if there is a
future opportunity to comment—unless it’s verifiably “new” information. Do your own
research to augment these - go to the site, download the documents, read and do keyword
searches:

(http://nwtteis.com/DocumentsandReferences/N'WTTDocuments/Final EISOEIS. aspx)
Make these sample comments your own! There are other concerns that have not been
discussed in these sample comments. You may notice that we have not editorialized
about like how we feel about all this; that is up to you, but remembet; feelings alone may
not comprise comments that the Navy will view as substantive.

According to Navy Public Affairs Officer Mike Welding there is no character limit, and
lengthy comments like these can be copied, pasted and sent in one go via the comments
box.

Thanks for caring enough to read this detailed information and to participate in the
process.

Sincerely,
The West Coast Action Alliance

1l.a.
1.b.

LAWNOOO001

Thank You
Best Available Science and Data

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy
11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
19.a. Scope of Cumulative Analysis

19.b. Revised Cumulative Impacts Analysis

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

19.h. Cumulative Impacts on Biological Resources

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.i. Proposed Action

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.d. Arrivals and Departures

4.a. General Noise Modeling

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise

4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation
4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.t. Noise Mitigation

4.v.
5.a.
8.a.
8.c.

Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
Accident Potential Zones

Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

8.j. City of Port Townsend Cultural Resources



To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager

. Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVF AC) Atlantic — Attn: Code EV21/8S 6506

Hampton Blvd.
Norfolk, VA 23508

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for extending the comment period to February 24, 2017, in order
accommodate the fact that having four major public processes open over the holidays, all
concerning Navy activities or the biological resources that may be affected by them,
made it difficult to read, comprehend and prepare comments in a timely way.

1, Jet noise outside the immediate environs of the ranways on Whidbey Island is not
being evaluated, yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting
communities far outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only
area the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is
what falls within 6 to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are
capable of 150 decibels (dB), use these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore,
what happens outside the study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all
flight operations are functionaily connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only
takeoff and landing noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF)
Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts
caused by naval flight operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a
farger action that cannot proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts,
the DEIS fails to evaluate cumulative effects.

2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered. The Navy so
natrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic resources
that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic Preservation
Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy.

(http:/ /westcoastactionalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01 /SHPO-Letter-
102214-23-USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and historic
properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional portions
of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan Islands are
also within noise areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from
Growler activity. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise
abatement and control standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy
as “normally unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”

(https:/ /www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review/noise-
abatement-and-control/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles
from these runways, have recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by
failing to include these areas, this DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

LAWNOOO001



3. Piecemealing projects to avoid analyzing cumulative effects is illegal. The Navy
has, to date, piecemealed its aircraft training and testing activities affecting Whidbey. -
Island, the San Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at least six separate actions:

1. 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Mulfi-Mission Aircraf; e

2. A 2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that
replaced Prowlers);

2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a resetve unit);

2014 EA (Growler electronic warfare activity);

2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing activity;

The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers);

And, likely, a seventh process, as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official
at a recent open house, for 42 more jets to bring the Growler fleet total to 160.

N s W

Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to know just how many Growlers there
would be, or what their impacts would be, or what limits, if any, the Navy intends to
establish. In just four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest Service permit Draft Decision,
and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000 pages of complex technical
material. The number of Growler flights at Qutlying Field (OLF) Coupeville alore went
from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That’s more than a 1,000 percent
increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy, there are “no significant
impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40 C.F.R. §1502.4) “...does
not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into multiple ‘actions,’ each
of which individually has an insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively
have a substantial impact.”

The DEIS evaluates not the totality of impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor
the projected total of 160 of these aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental,
piecemealed look, and concludes from both the construction activities and the addition of
just these 36 new Growlers to the fleet, that no significant impacts will oceur in the
following categories; public health, bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident
potential zones, emissions of all types, archaeological resources, American Indian
traditional resources, biological resources, marine species, groundwater, surface watet,
potable water, socioeconomics, housing, environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To
state the obvious, impacts from this many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be
significant. Segmenting their impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability.

4. The DEIS does not analyze impacts to groundwater or soil from use of
firefighting foam on its runways during Growler operations, despite the fact that before
this DEIS was published, the Navy began notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that
highly toxic carcinogenic chemicals had migrated from Navy property into their drinking
water wells, contaminating them and rendering these people dependent on bottled water.

5. The DEIS fails to discuss, describe or ¢ven mention any potential impacts
associated with elecfromagnetic radiation in devices employed by the Growlers in
locating and interacting with the ground transmitters. It fails to mention any potential
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: .. impacté associated with mrcrew bracticing using electromagnetic weaponry, that will
+allow the Navy to make good on' its 2014 statement that this training and testing is
“turning out fully trained, combat-ready Electronic Attack crews.”

6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the last chance the
public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it does not.
intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting petiod”

. proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visiiors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife that inhabits the région.
The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process, in order to be-able
to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts.

7. There are no alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This
violates NEPA §1506.1, which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be
taken which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of
reasonable alternatives.” According to a memo from the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include
those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using
common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” ‘
{(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number of
Nights, but for different percentages of activity at runways, This pits communitics against
cach other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities.

8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not identifying a preferred
alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA] Section 1502.14(e)
requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred
alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in
the final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this, communities cannot evaluate
potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced that it will not provide a public
comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have no chance to evaluate the
consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative.

9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy
claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities
coniemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the
ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were
not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and
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training area, warfare fype, and Range and Training Site were the Dam'ngton. Area and
W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula, Had noise been properly evaluated, the

Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not. Therefore, noise from Growler

activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the Olympic Peninsula

10. The Navy has nelther measured modeled, nor considered direct, mdlrect or
cumulative effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate envitons of NASWI

ranways. Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhére: However, computer .

modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the
Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no sense to fail to measure or model
highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very
different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather
forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is surrounded by steep-sloped
mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the
Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no
noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas.

11. The Navy’s claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do
not exceed noise standards is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are
unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these
areas, and third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy’s.
computer modeling is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level,
as provided in Federal Aviation Regulation 36, DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel
measurement, which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to
come up with a 65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and
un-modeled communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the constant
average with quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims
by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply when that
noise is sporadic and intense.

12. Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets because
commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat maneuvers, do
not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so shott they can only be used for
emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and do not have
weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with electromagnetic energy.
FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level
as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting a lower threshold of
compatibility for new land-use developments. FAA policy allows for supplemental or
alternative measurements. So, the continued use of DNL may be to the Navy’s benefit,
but does not benefit the public.
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13. The Navy’s noise analysis does not allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the
DNL method they use take into account low- ﬁ'equency noise, which is produced at
tremendous levels by Growlers, , ‘

" 14. The NOISEMAP softw'are used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and
a report from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements
using this software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise °
characteristics of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models
could be legally indefensible. (https://www.serdp-estcp.org/ Program- :
Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-and-Emissions/Noise /WP-1304)

15. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it.
Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event” remain unknown,
and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result of leaving out vast
geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS
eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be considered a valid or
complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that
forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has
the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them.

16. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs include flight
operations on weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified on page 11 of
the Forest Service’s draft permit, viewable at:
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?preoject=42759). It has long been understood that
the Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that depend
on tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the
singling out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair.
According to the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere
with “...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game
Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service
and not Navy conirol, the Navy must realize that municipalities and local governments,
along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation entities who are
not being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment. The i 1mpress1on is
that our national forests are no longer under public control.

17. Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy has tepeatedly
told the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet
above sea level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support
Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile)
or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly
1,500 AGL.” This guidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may
not be operated closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this
official guidance directs Growlers to fly at such low altitudes, why did the Navy not
disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an aircraft capable of 150 decibels at
takeofT, this new information represents a significant new level of noise impacts that have
been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed.
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18. Sound levels for these lm;v flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2; titled.
“Representative Sound Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on page 3-6, does

_ not show sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or 1,500 feet

AGL, as mentioned in the'official guidance. Why has this important information been
omitted? The public needs to know how much actual noise exposure there will be, along
with the threats posed to public and environmental health. This, therefore, is significant
pew information about impacts that were not disclosed in the DEILS, and requires either
that a Supplemental EIS be prepared, ot that a public comment period of adequate length
be provided on the Final EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the Navy must revise
its guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler jets are currently alfowed
to fly over towns, airports, individval people, vessels, vehicles, and structures. 500 to
1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too dangerous a proximity
to supersonic Growler jets.

19. No mitigation for schools: The DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no
mitigation measures for any of the 3 proposed alternatives were identified, “...but may be
developed and altered based on comments received.” Some schools will be interrupted by
jet noise hundreds of times per day. Yet the Navy suggests that future mitigation
measures might be brought up by the public (and subsequently ignored) and thus will be
«_..identified in the Final EIS or Record of Decision.” Such information would be new,
could significantly alter the Proposed Actions, and would therefore require another public
comment period, in which case the Navy’s proposal to not allow a comment period on the
Final EIS would be unlawful.

20. The current DNL noise modeling method and data in no way reflect exposure
accuracy, given the new information about low flight levels from official guidance.
Therefore, such analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS,
with a new public process of adequate length, including an official comment period.

21. Crash potential is higher: With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce
noise, and with such permissive guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the
potential for Navy Growler student pilots to create tragic ouicomes or cause extreme
physical, physiological, economic and other harms to communities and wildlands,
whether accidentally or on purpose, is unacceptable.

22. Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the
runways, due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS. It
concludes, “No significant impacts related to hazardous waste and materials would occur
due to construction activities or from the addition and operation of additional Growler
ajrcraft.” While these chemicals have never been analyzed, they have been used in
conjunction with Growler training and other flight operations for years; therefore,
hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals should not be excluded just because
Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam has been used for. It is irresponsible for the
DEIS to content that there are no significant impacts. As previously stated, with flights at
OLF Coupeville alone increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to as many as 35,100, no one can
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claim that a 1,000 percent flight increase in 7 years for which no groundwater or soil
contaminant analyses have been done is not significant.

_ 23. Navy knew about contamitiation in advance: It is clear that before the November
10 publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of potential problems with - :
contamination of residential drinking water due to what it calls “historic’” use of fire
suppressants for flight operations: In May 2016 the USEPA issued drinking water health
advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy anncunced in June that it was in the process of
“identifying and for removal and destruction all legacy perfluorooctane sulfonate (and
PFOA) containing AFFF [aqueous film forming foam].” Yet the DEIS dismisses all

concerns with an incredible statement about actions that took place nearly 20 years ago: .

“Remediation construction was completed in September 1997, human exposure and -
contaminated groundwater exposures are under control; and the OUs at Ault Field and the
Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e).” The statement is
ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the DEIS was
published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than 100 private and
public drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl substances
(PEAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the word
“perfluoroalky!” or “PFAS” is not mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor is it
mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A Department of Defense publication makes it clear
that there is no current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contaminated with these chemicals.
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical-&-Material-Emerging-Risk-
Alert-for-AFFF.pdf)

24. No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: It confines its discussion to
soil compression and compaction effects from new construction, and concludes there will
be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider that while extensive
evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials were included in the October 2015
Northwest Training and Testing Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such contaminants
as the ones mentioned above, from the Growler DEIS? This is the equivalent of a doctor
refusing to look at an EKG that clearly shows a heart attack, and diagnosing the patient
with anxiety. The Navy needs to include this information in a public NEPA process as an
impact of its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for this contamination, and
pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of water for affected
residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created by unwitting
consumption of Navy-contaminated water,

25. Impacts to wildlife have been piecemealed: Jt does not make sense to separate
impacts from just one portion of an aircraft’s flight operations and say that’s all you’re
looking at. But because the scope of the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways,
analysis of impacts to wildlife from connected flight operations that occur outside these
narrow confines are omitted. Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and
other wildlife and critical habitat areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs,
landings and other flight operations well beyond the Navy’s study area. For example, the
increase in aerial combat maneuvers {dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,”
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which by their erratic nature cannot safely occur near runways, is a 244 percent increase
that has been neither examined nor analyzed in this or any previous NEPA process.
Dogfighting requires frequent use of afterburners, which are far louder and use as much

_ as ten times the amount of fuel as norma flight does. Impacts to wildlife and habitat were
completely omitted.

26. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to wildlife:
Except for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life
histories, along with lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife
regulations, the DEIS fails to evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Instead, it offers the excruciating conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and
collisions with birds is “greatest during flight operations.” However, continues the DEIS,
except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of these sensitive species in the study
area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat is present.” This begs the
question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet noise, it is highly
likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if impacts had
not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the study
area.

27. Old research cited but new research not: In citing published scientific research, the
Navy included a 1988 synthesis of published literature on domestic animals and wildlife,
but failed to consider the latest peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015, which lists
multiple consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.
(http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207 /abstract) The DEIS also
failed to consider an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise Distupts
Magnetic Compass Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http://www.nature.com/nature/journal /v509/n7500/full/nature 13290.html) A federal
agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must constder
the best available science. This DEIS fails that test.

Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely,

}‘jz 1 7 owepen L y LSt w//ry/ frnt
GILF
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January 6, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

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

6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

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

Dear Sir/Madam:

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

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

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

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

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

Name:

e R . /oo 01 53

cc: Hon. Derek Kilmer, U.S. Congressman, 6" CD, WA State
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l.a. Thank You

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

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

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

4.t. Noise Mitigation

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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



Clinton, WA 98236

Hello, | am writing to express my sincere concern about the new growler jet expansion
project. | have been a resident of Whidbey Island for more than three years and | love
this place. The few times I've traveled up north when the planes are flying have been
horrible experiences. | remember taking my family to Deception Pass and we could
barely hear each other's voices through the jet noise. | also hear stories of close friends
who own farms there about how deafening the planes are. They have to dash inside and
gather serious ear protection just to be safe in their own back yard. This project is already
causing so much harm to residents here and | can't fathom the impact of more and even
louder planes. | want everyone to know that Whidbey Island residents will not stand for
this! Thank you for reading and collecting messages from the community. Sincerely,
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l.a. Thank You

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area
7.i. Deception Pass State Park and Other State Parks
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1l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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1l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.b. Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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LEAJO0001
Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form ibangar;k Ygallil Resources Impacts
s , , .b. Biologi
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex 10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017 12.e. Agriculture Analysis
SEND COPIES OF YOUR COMMENTS TO OUR ELECTED OFFICIALS g‘; ETZOUH&TT:C Hardship and Impacts

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts
12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process
- 2.k. Range of Alternatives
Name 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military) _ 4. Nonauditory Health Effects

. Q23 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

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

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
Email - 7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
4 7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports

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

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

Address

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

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

lZIH/eaIth effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

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

El{decrease in private property values due to noise.

{over)



, LEAJOO0001
Bﬁtdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

ﬁise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
Bﬂuafar and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

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

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

Bﬁe impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
{rhe major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

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

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

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

and concerns,
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies



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

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

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

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

23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

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

{(c IPEVILLE LA 75239
r

Address

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

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Institute.

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

(over)
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l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.d. Population Impacts

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



ﬂ/f.lutdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

E(Nolse impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
IZ(f:\quafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:
The alt‘;dition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

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

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

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

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

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

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
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Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

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

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

By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/55

Name_

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

e S:z'c/zﬁ /’ ﬂna/ ,A&(r/h(.s'_s' LAy
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Increases in Outlying Field (OLF) operations will significantly harm our property values, health, schools and
quality of life as well as severely impact our primary industries, tourism and agriculture. This is a burden

greater than the Coupeville/Central Whidbey community can bear.

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

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

-
[Z/Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

/

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

‘B/A‘decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.b. Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use
Zones

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



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

Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.

F{ql:afer and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

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

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

’24@.- impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
Wﬂ major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

}Aishaps and crash risks due to problems such as their onboard oxygen system.

Please include any addifi/n;nal/ :m’nz;ents and concerns here:
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All comment¥will become a parfof the public record and will be addressed in the final EIS. Personally identifiable mfannatwn7 DW
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by la)
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released. /l&

‘

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

Coupeville Community Allies is a group of community members committed to sharing accufate :.._. 5
information to all Coupeville and Whidbey Island residents regarding the Growler DEIS. We
encourage everyone to get involved in the discussion of our future and to submit comments

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
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Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex

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

Online at: hitp://mww.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S5

Name —

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

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

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

‘E/H;aith effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

LIBB/usinesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.

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

ﬂ{iecrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



LEANAOOO2

ZE'/O—utdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

l,a{nise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.

j/EA/quafer and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

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

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

I/Iﬂ/'l"he impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
Z,E"ﬁe major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

Please mclude any additional comments and concerns here:
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For more information, see, Coupeville Community Allies, www.facebook. comiwhidbevels L/ :

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies



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

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

Online at: http://www whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mait at Navel Facilities Engineering Commuand Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/5S

Name _

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

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

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at the OLF are not
adequately addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):
Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.
m:zsses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government operations in the
Coupeville area.
A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing
National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim

Institute.

A decrease in private property values due to noise.

{over)

LEANAOOO3

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball

fields.

m impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.

W and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

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

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

The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife,

Mﬁna'or security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

Please include any additignal comments and concerns here:
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All comments will become’s part of the pubhc record and will be & dressed in the ﬁnal £1S. Persvnally rdennf/able mformanon o
individuals will be kept confidential and not released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by lawy.
City, state and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Oak Harbor, WA 98277

We must have balance!! We are a rural,agricultural island that is also dependent on
tourism. Yes, NAS Whidbey is here and up until now has lived in harmony with residents
for the most part. What the navy is proposing is not good for anyone or anything, property
values, the unending noise, the children who live here who can't sleep at night because
of the high decibels and noise late into the night. APZ's. No! We are too populated a
place for increasing of the size and scope that are being proposed!! Be a good neighbor
and work with the people of Whidbey Island and the region and don't try to cram this
down the throats of the people of Whidbey. | am a business owner/property
owner/resident,etc. My life and my families lives are here. Our livelihood, our retirements
are tied in with our real estate which is dependent on the issues that are being discussed
here. Thank you.

1.a. Thank You

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.p. Sleep Disturbance

5.a. Accident Potential Zones
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Oak Harbor, WA 98277

My concerns are as follows: The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential
Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will restrict property rights and significantly decrease
property values. The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft
elsewhere despite this being one of the top issues from the community during the Navy's
prior scoping forums. The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife. The major security
risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here. Mishaps and crash risks due to
problems such as their onboard oxygen system. Aquifer and well contamination. Noise
impacts on commercial properties including agriculture. Outdoor recreation limits, as well
as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball fields. A decrease in private
property values due to noise. A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville,
hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference
Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim Institute. Businesses, schools, hospital,
and County and Town public government operations in the Coupeville area. Health
effects from noise and low-frequency sound. Sincerely, || N NEEGzNGG
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1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

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

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



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

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

Online at: http://lwww.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA
23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

Name__

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

G eap .jTL)DLEN'I‘ - IPs = Mome (S BeTiweep GJL)PGVH‘—‘-{'//O/!K fARB &R

acdress N O bacsce, Wi 49277

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

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

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

B Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

S

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

El A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
12.d. Population Impacts

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.k. Range of Alternatives

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

LEASA0002

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.b. Land Use Compatibility and Air Installations Compatible Use

Zones

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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E’/D;itdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball
fields.

IZ/I\Ioise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
B/Aquafer and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

&~ 'fﬁe addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will
restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values.

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

& The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
%’he major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

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

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

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

Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies



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

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

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

Name!

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

o [ 27 i

Email

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

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

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

E'I/Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

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

%A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

LEAZAO001

l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



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

I Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
%quafer and well contamination.
Additional Concerns:

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

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

B’fl'he impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
E/The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

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

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

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
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1.a. Thank You

Langley, WA 98260

The proposed increase in Growler activity will do much to ruin the peace of our beautiful
island. The horrendous sound of these operations invades the tranquillity of the Gulf
Islands, San Juans, and Vancouver Island. No More !!!



LEBMEOO01

l.a. Thank You
12.n. Quality of Life
Langley, WA, WA 98260 5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children

I am very concerned about the children of Whidbey Island who will have to endure the
invasive sound of 35000 Growler flights which are already disruptive at the current
number of 6100 flights. The proposed increase is extreme, and while | hate to say"not in
my backyard", | must this time because | believe this will severely reduce the quality of
life for our citizens and the nature we love.



LECMIO001
1.a. Thank You

Mukilteo, WA 98275

There should be no restrictions on the ability of the Navy to train wherever and whenever
they think is most effective.



LEDDAOO0O1
1.a. Thank You

Oak Harbor, WA 98277

We came here with the Navy and have been here 30+ years. If we as a nation want to be
safe we need to ensure that our military is well prepared and well trained. OLF is an
important part of that training. We don't give drivers a license without lots of practice, we
should not send these pilots to aircraft carriers without a place to practice either. Thank
you.



LEEEDOO0O1

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

Blaine, WA 98230

Please eliminate flight tests over or near the environmentally fragile Salish Sea. Marine
animals, birds, fish and humans are impacted negatively by these tests/flights.



Langley, WA 98260

I am most concerned by the acknowledged pollution of ground water around the flight
operations facilities. In the case of the OLF, | think that before operations are expanded
we must better define the extent of contamination from earlier training activities.
Additionally, I am unaware of any studies of foreseeable impacts of fuel dumping during
irregular or emergency landing events. Please strengthen the EIS study of the OLF
operations in the areas of chemical pollution of ground water, and of fuel and
hydrocarbon pollution through the air onto our homes and farmland. Thank you for this
opportunity to comment..

1.a. Thank You
11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
6.f. Fuel Dumping

LEEJOO0001
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l.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations
Olga, WA 98279

As a resident of Orcas Island, | often hear the Growlers flying above at night. | am
concerned about and against a proposed increase in the number of Growlers. It is
already a disturbance to our peace to hear them flying. Could they please be re-routed to
fly over unpopulated areas. Thank you.



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

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

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

2. Organization/Affiliation

5. Please check here %t‘you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1l.a. Thank You

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

LELAS0001
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All comments must be received by January 25, 2017. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen
names, telephone numbers, and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will
be kept confidential and will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as
required by law. The city, state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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at whidbeyeis.com

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




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

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

1. First Name

2. Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation

a.City, State, 2P ___ Lo Islénd, Wa G547

e N =~

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

LELAS0002

l.a. Thank You

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



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

Janhuary, 2017 Comments

+

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

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

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

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

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

3. NOISEMAP is the computer model used in the Draft to predict noise impacts. A Department
of Defense report found that NOISEMAP is outdated and new software was needed to
7‘4 provide “scientifically and legally defensible noise assessments” of the modern, high-thrust
jet engines used in the Growlers.

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

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

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

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

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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10.

11.

12.

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

% Action: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and

remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Add your own comments here:
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1.a. Thank You
12.h. Tourism
Anacortes, WA 98221

While adding a larger fleet of louder, updated aircraft to NAS Whidbey might sound like a
good idea because of existing infrastructure and idealing sea conditions, | adamantly
oppose this proposal. It's clear that the Pacific Northwest region is one of the fastest
growing areas in the nation and will continue for the foreseeable future. This means that
more and more people will be directly impacted by the negative audible effects of this
noise. What's more, this particular area, from South Whidbey to Fidalgo island has an
economy reliant on tourism. As someone who has worked in the boating tourist industry
for years | routinely am questioned by these tourists why, in such a rich natural area, do
we have these horrible jets flying so frequently overhead? In the summer, this is almost a
daily question. By intensifying the training and loudness of these jets in the coming years
we are putting at stake our coveted tourism economy and the innumerable amount of
jobs these create and retain. People come from all over the world to see the islands,
whales, and forests. It would be a shame to have these people who bring their money to
spend decide that this area is spoiled and not want to return here again after trying to
ignore the ridiculous amouts of noise while vacationing. | strongly oppose the growlers
being added here at NAS Whidbey, and | hope the Navy will rethink this decision.
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1.a. Thank You
19.d. Electronic Warfare
, 98105

| oppose the Navy using Olympic Forest for war games. Please value this sacred place.



Coupeville, WA 98239

We have been trying to sell our 3 parcels with an awesome home for less than we
purchase and built. Now for 5 years and as we get to the contract the noise sheet come
and the people don't continue. We have no price issue it is over the top wonderful well
maintained built in 2008 with love and care to function and form. It has beautiful out door
rooms and we have loved since we started. Others love it too. Now we are selling it by
owner. We want to leave and go to our grandchildren. but this noise non-issue is
detouring us. Please end this process as quickly as can. Thank you the ||| |l

1.a. Thank You
12.j. Property Values
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1.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative
Anacortes, WA

Scenario A is best for the future of the United States of America. The self-interest of an
uninterested and uneducated few on the cost of freedom should be ignored.



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

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

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

Name

. Organization/Affiliation

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You
12.n. Quality of Life
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
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1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process

Port Townsend, WA 98368 2.f. Use of Public Comments

Please expand the review period. It is not fair or realistic to ask the public to digest this
complex document in such a short period. This region, our elected officials and residents
need a realistic review period to assess the effects of the proposed expansion of Growler
operations on our lives and environment.



Public Meeting Comment Form

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

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at
www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Atin: 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, uniess 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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7[ S /
3- Address Oté /& 1 4@:&@:’/ / Z/L'f?
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5. Please check here if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list
6. Please check here if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available
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Please print - Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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1.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

2.a. Purpose and Need

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.i. Proposed Action

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.t. Noise Mitigation

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
6.b. National Ambient Air Quality Standards Compliance
8.a. Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources



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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic -~ Attn: Code EV21/SS 6506

Hampton Blvd.
Norfolk, VA 23508

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you for extending the comment period to February 24, 2017, in order
accommodate the fact that having four major public processes open over the holidays, all
concerning Navy activities or the biological resources that may be affected by them,
made it difficult to read, comprehend and prepare comments in a timely way.

1. Jet noise outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not
being evaluated, yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting
communities far outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only
area the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is
what falls within 6 to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are
capable of 150 decibels (dB), use these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore,
what happens outside the study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all
flight operations are functionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only
takeoff and landing noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF)
Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts
caused by naval flight operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a
larger action that cannot proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts,
the DEIS fails to evaluate cumulative effects.

2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered. The Navy so
narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic resources
that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic Preservation
Officer confirmed this in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy.

(http:/ /westcoastactionalliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO-Letter-
102214-23-USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only will cultural and historic
properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional portions
of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan Islands are
also within noise areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration from
Growler activity. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise
abatement and control standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy
as “normally unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review /noise-
abatement-and-control/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles
from these runways, have recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by
failing to include these areas, this DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA),
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NAVY GROWLER DRAFT EIS
NOTES FOR COMMENTS
Prepared for the public by the West Coast Action Alliance
(http://westcoastactionalliance.org)
Navy Growler EIS online comments at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Default.aspx

Dear Reader,
The deadline for comments has been extended to February 24, 2017 For more

information, go to: http://wesicoastactionalliance.org : Pledse use thése notes as you see

fit, to help mform your comments; Whlch may be filed in two ways

" 1. Mail your comtments o

EA-18G EIS Project Manager ;

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

2. Go online to cut and paste them into the Navy’s comment box, at:
http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx

These comments are detailed, but detail is what’s needed to qualify as “substantive” and
thus grant the person who comments “standing,” which means the legal status to continue
to participate in the process, either via comments at the next phase of the process, or
possibly in litigation at the end, should one choose to be part of a larger group that files
suit.

It’s better to go long than short, because unless you cover multiple topics in comments
at this stage, you may not be allowed to bring up information you left out if there is a
future opportunity to comment—unless it’s verifiably “new” information. Do your own
research to augment these - go to the site, download the documents, read and do keyword
searches:
(http://nwtteis.com/DocumentsandReferences/NWTTDocuments/FinalEISOEIS.aspx)
Make these sample comments your own! There are other concerns that have not been
discussed in these sample comments. You may notice that we have not editorialized
about like how we feel about all this; that is up to you, but remember; feelings alone may
not comprise comments that the Navy will view as substantive.

According to Navy Public Affairs Officer Mike Welding there is no character limit, and
lengthy comments like these can be copied, pasted and sent in one go via the comments
box.

Thanks for caring enough to read this detailed information and to participate in the
process.

Sincerely,
The West Coast Action Alliance

LEWMIOO001



"3, Piecemealing projects to avoid analyzing cumulative effects is illegal. The Navy
has, to date, piecemealed its aircraft training and testing activities affecting Whidbey
Island, the San Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at least six separate actions:

‘1;:* 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft;

2.: A 2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that

~o7 replaced Prowlers); N

2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve unit);

2014 EA (Growler electronic warfare activity);

2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing activity;

The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers);

And, likely, a seventh process, as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official
at a recent open house, for 42 more jets to bring the Growler fleet total to 160.

N wnkEw

Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to know just how many Gtowlers there
would be, or what their impacts would be, or what limits, if any, the Navy intends to
establish. In just four documents—the 2014 EA, Forest Service permit Draft Decision,
and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000 pages of complex technical
material. The number of Growler flights at Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville alone went
from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That’s more than a 1,000 percent
increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy, there are “no significant
impacts.” The Nationat Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40 C.F.R. §1502.4) “...does
not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into multiple ‘actions,” each
of which individually has an insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively
have a substantial impact.”

The DEIS evaluates not the totality of impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, not
the projected total of 160 of these aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental,
piecemealed look, and concludes from both the construction activities and the addition of
just these 36 new Growlers to the fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the
following categories: public health, bird-animal strike hazards to aireraft, accident
potential zones, emissions of all types, archacological resources, American Indian
traditional resources, biological resources, marine species, groundwater, surface water,
potable water, socioeconomics, housing, environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To
state the obvious, impacts from this many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be
significant. Segmenting their impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability.

4, The DEIS does not analyze impacts to groundwater or soil from use of
firefighting foam on its runways during Growler operations, despite the fact that before
this DEIS was published, the Navy began notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that
highly toxic carcinogenic chemicals had migrated from Navy property into their drinking
water wells, contaminating them and rendering these people dependent on bottled water.

5. The DEIS fails to discuss, describe or even mention any potential impacts
associated with electromagnetic radiation in devices employed by the Growlers in
locating and interacting with the ground transmitters. It fails to mention any potential
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impacts associated with aircrew practicing using 'ekbtromagnetic weaponry, that will
allow the Navy to make good on its 2014 statement that this training and testing is
“turning out fully trained, combat-ready Electronic Attack crews.”

6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the last chance the
public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it does not
intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting period”
proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visitors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy; and the wildlife that inhabits the region.

The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process; in order 1o be able--

to be able to assess the full scope of direct; indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
agency is required to prepare a supplement to-either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns; that hear on the proposed action or its impacts.

7. There are no alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This
violates NEPA §1506.1, which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be
taken which would have an adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of
reasonable alternatives.” According to a memo from the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include
those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using
common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.”
(https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three alternatives
presented by the Navy are merely a shelt game of choices among the same number of
flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against
each other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the “loser” among
these communities.

8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not identifying a preferred
alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA] Section 1502.14(e)
requires the section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred
alternative if one or more exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in
the final statement . . ." Since the Navy has not done this, communities cannot evaluate
potential noise levels. Since the Navy has also announced that it will not provide a public
comment period for the Final EIS, communities will have no chance to evaluate the
consequiences.or even comment on the preferred alternative.

9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy
claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities
contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the
ground-based mobile emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were
not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and
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_training arca, warfare type, and Ranige and Training Site were the Darrington Area and -
W-237: Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had noise been properly evaluated; the
Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not. Therefore; noise from Growler
activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the Olympic Peninsula.

10. The Navy has neither measured; modeled, nor considered direct; indirect or
cumitative effects of jet noise in:any areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI
runways. Actual noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However, computer
modeling for the 10-mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island (NASWT) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the
Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefote it makes no sense to fail to measure ot model
highly impacted areas such as the West End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very
different terrain and weather conditions, as demonstrated by separate NOAA weather
forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River is surrounded by steep-sloped
mountains that amplify and echonoisé. Port Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on
three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the
Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no
noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas.

11. The Navy’s claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do
not exceed noise standards is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are
unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these
areas, and third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy’s
computer modeling is not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic
Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level,
as provided in Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel
measurement, which means jet noise is averaged with quiet over the course of a year to
come up with a 65 dB average. This means peak noise levels in these un-measured and
un-modeled communities and wildlands may far exceed 65 dB as long as the constant
average with quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims
by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply when that
noise is sporadic and intense.

12. Commerecial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets because
commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat maneuvers, do
not fly at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short they can only be used for
emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and do not have
weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with electromagnetic energy.
FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level
as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting a lower threshold of
compatibility for new land-use developments. FAA policy allows for supplemental or
alternative measurements, So, the continued use of DNL may be to the Navy’s benefit,
but does not benefit the public.

LEWMIOO001



13. The Navy’s noise analysis does nof ﬁllow fbt peak noise experiences, nor does the
DNL method they use take into account Iow~frequency noise; whlch is produced at
_tremendous levels by Growlers.

14 The NOISEMAP software used for computer modelmg is severely outdated, and
a report from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements
using this software.*...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise
characteristics of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models :
could be legally indefensible. (https://www. serdp estcp.org/Program-

Areas /Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/ N01se and-Emissions/Noise /WP-1304)

15. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event ” but does not define lt
Therefore; the time; duration; and number of jets in'a single “event” remain unknown;

and real impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated: As a result of leaving out vast
geographical areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS
eliminates far too many direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be considered a valid or
complete analysis. Limiting the scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that
forecloses the public’s ability to comment and gain legal standing: By law, the public has
the right to address the full scope of impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them,

16. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs include flight
operations on weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified on page 11 of
the Forest Service’s draft permit, viewable at:
https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759), It has long been understood that
the Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that depend
on tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the
singling out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair.
According to the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere
with “...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game
Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service
and not Navy control, the Navy must realize that municipalities and local governments,
along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation entities who are
not being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment. The impression is
that our national forests are no longer under public control. :

17. Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy has repeatedly
told the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet
above sea level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support
Office: “Aircraft are directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile)
or overfly 1,000 feet AGL (above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly
1,500 AGL.” This gnidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may
not be operated closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this
official guidance directs Growlers to fly at such low altitudes, why did the Navy not
disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an-aircraft capable of 150 decibels at
takeoft, this new information represents a significant new level of noise impacts that have
been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed.

LEWMIOO001



18. Soand levels for these low flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2, titted

“Representative Sound Levels for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight,” on page 326, does -
not show sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or 1,500 feet
AGL; as mentioned in the official guidance. Why has this important information been
omitted? The public needs to know how: much actual noise exposure thete will be; along
with the threats posed to public and environmental health. This, therefore, is significant
new information about impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIS, and requires either
that a Supplemental EIS be prepared, or that a public comment period of adequate length
be provided on the Final EIS. For public health and safety reasons, the Navy must revise
its guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler jets are currently allowed
to tly over towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and structures. 500 to
1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too dangerous a proximity
to supersonic Growler jets.

19. No mitigation for schools: The DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no
mitigation measures for any of the 3 proposed alternatives were identified, “...but may be
developed and altered based on comments received.” Some schools will be interrupted by
jet noise hundreds of times per day. Yet the Navy suggests that future mitigation
measures might be brought up by the public (and subsequently ignored) and thus will be
. ..identified in the Final EIS or Record of Decision.” Such information would be new,
could significantly alter the Proposed Actions, and would therefore require another public
comment period, in which case the Navy’s proposal to rot allow a comment period on the
Final EIS would be unlawful.

20. The current DNL noise modeling method and data in no way reflect exposure
accuracy, given the new information about low flight levels from official guidance.
Therefore, such analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS,
with a new public process of adequate length, including an official comment period.

21. Crash potential is higher: With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce
noise, and with such permissive guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the
potential for Navy Growler student pilots to create tragic outcomes or cause extreme
physical, physiological, economic and other harms to communities and wildlands,
whether accidentally or on purpose, is unacceptable.

22. Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the
runways, due to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS. It
concludes, “No significant impacts related to hazardous waste and materials would occur
due to construction activities or from the addition and operation of additional Growler
aircraft.” While these chemicals have never been analyzed, they have been used in
conjunction with Growler training and other flight operations for years; therefore,
hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals should not be excluded just because
Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam has been used for. It is irresponsible for the
DEIS to content that there are no significant impacts. As previously stated, with flights at
OLF Coupeville alone increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to as many as 35,100, no one can
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claim that a 1,000 percent flight ihcrézise in 7 years for which no groundwater or soil
contaminant analyses have been done is not significant.

. 23. Navy knew about contamination in advance: It is clear that before the November
10 publication of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of potential problems with
contamination of residential drinking water due to what it calls “historic” use of fire
suppressants for flight operations: In May 2016 the USEPA issued drinking water health
advisories for two PFCs, and the Navy announced in June that it was in the process of
“identifying and for removal and destruction all legacy perfluorooctane sulfonate (and
PFOA) containing AFFF [aqueous film forming foam].” Yet the DEIS dismisses all

- concerns with an incredible statement about actions that took place nearly 20 years ago:
“Remediation construction was completed in September 1997, human exposure and -

‘contaminated groundwater eXposures are under control; and the OUs at Ault Field and the

Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e).” The statement is '~
ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the DEIS was
published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than:100 private and
public drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS) found beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the word
“perfluoroalkyl” or “PFAS?” is not mentioned orice in the entire-1400-page DEIS, nor is it
mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A Department of Defense publication makes it clear
that there is no current technology that can treat soil or groundwater that has been
contaminated with these chemicals.
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical-& Material-Emerging-Risk-
Alert-for-AFFF.pdf)

24. No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: Tt confines its discussion to
soil compression and compaction effects from new construction, and concludes there will
be no impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider that while extensive
evaluations for a variety of hazardous materials were included in the October 2015
Northwest Training and Testing Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such contaminants
as the ones mentioned above, from the Growler DEIS? This is the equivalent of a doctor
refusing to look at an EKG that clearly shows a heart attack, and diagnosing the patient
with anxiety. The Navy needs to include this information in a public NEPA process as an
impact of its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for this contamination, and
pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of water for affected
residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created by unwitting
consumption of Navy-contaminated water.

25. Impacts to wildlife have been piecemealed: It does not make sense to separate
impacts from just one portion of an aircraft’s flight operations and say that’s all you’re
looking at. But because the scope of the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways,
analysis of impacts to wildlife from connected flight operations that occur outside these
narrow confines are omitted. Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and
other wildlife and critical habitat areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs,
landings and other flight operations well beyond the Navy’s study area. For example, the
increase in aerial combat maneuvers (dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,”
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which by their erratic nature cannot safely occur near runways, is a 244 percent increase
" that has been neither examined nor analyzed in this or any previous NEPA process. -
Dogfighting requires frequent use of afterburners, which are far louder and use as much

as ten times the amount of fuel as normal flight does. Impacts to wildlife-and habitat were,

completely omitted.

26. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to wildlife:
Except for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life
histories, along with lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife
regulations, the DEIS fails to evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife.
Instead, it offers the excruciating conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and
collisions with birds is “greatest during flight operations.” However, continues the DEIS,
except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of these sensitive species in the study
area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat is present.” This begs the
question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet noise, it is highly
likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if impacts had
not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the study
area.

27. Old research cited but new research not: In citing published scientific research, the
Navy included a 1988 synthesis of published literature on domestic animals and wildlife,
but failed to consider the latest peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015, which lists
multiple consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.

(http:/ fonlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207 /abstract) The DEIS also
failed to consider an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise Disrupts
Magnetic Compass Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v509/n7500/full mature 13290.htmt) A federal
agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must consider
the best available science. This DEIS fails that test.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

LEWMIOO001



Anacortes, WA 98221

I am fully supportive of the U.S. Navy's intentions to make use of the DoD Appropriations
Act of 2014, and adding 36 or more EA-18G aircraft and supportive facilities and
personnel, to expand its operations at NAS Whidbey, including FCLP at Ault Field and
OLF Coupeville. There is nothing harmful about this expansion which is not thoroughly
outweighed by the necessity of maintaining and increasing the Navy's electronic attack
capabilities.

1.a. Thank You

LIDDO0001



Poulsbo, WA 98370

I am an Olympic National Park donor and recreationist, and come from a Navy family. I'm
writing to urge you to strongly reject the proposal to allow Growler operations over our
National Park. The ONP/ONF is where we go to get away from noise - it's our respite and
place for reflection. You must recognize that it's one of the last quiet places that we as
citizens and people who love our country can go to get away from everyday noise and
stress. The Navy has other options for their training areas. | urge you to protect our
nation's treasure by disallowing the Growler operations over our National Park and
National Forests. Thank you.

LIEJAOOO1

1.a. Thank You

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

7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area



LIJMAOOO01

1.a. Thank You

12.m. Education Impacts
Anacortes, WA 98221

Although | live in Anacortes, | have a weekend house in Greenbank near OLF. While
almost no one likes jet noise, it isn't frequent enough to be annoying. The proposed
increase won't change that. Schools here in Anacortes have room for additional students
and | would welcome additional military families in my community.



Bellingham, WA 98225

My concerns are as follows: The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential
Zones ( APZs) surrounding OLF will restrict property rights and significantly decrease
property values. The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft
elsewhere despite this being one of the top issues from the community during the Navy's
prior scoping forums. The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife. The major security
risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here. Mishaps and crash risks due to
problems such as their onboard oxygen system. Aquifer and well contamination. Noise
impacts on commercial properties including agriculture. Outdoor recreation limits, as well
as children’s and family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball fields. A decrease in private
property values due to noise. A decrease in tourism including in the town of Coupeville,
hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, the Casey Conference
Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim Institute. Businesses, schools, hospital,
and County and Town public government operations in the Coupeville area. Health
effects from noise and low-frequency sound. Sincerely ||| EEGczNGEGG

LIMAUOOO1

1.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

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

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



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

‘January, 2017 Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

LIMDAOOO1

l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.n. Quality of Life

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

11. The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas. CEQ Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “If

a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency shall
prepare and circulate a revised draft of the appropriate portion.”

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

12. Add your own comments here:
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

1. First Name

2. Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation
a.City, State,zp_ L-opez | <land WA 7826 |

5. E-mail

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info



Greenbank, WA 98253

That Whidbey Island is a rural area with a small population does not make it an
appropriate location for a huge increase in training flights. That NAS has been on
Whidbey for decades does not mean that the Navy has carte blanche. The impact on the
physical environment, on humans and on animals living here from hundreds of training
flights of low flying military fighter planes will be devastating to the health of this
community in all aspects.

LINANOOO1

1.a. Thank You
2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Conducted



LINANOOO2

1l.a. Thank You

1.d. General Project Concerns

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.I. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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1.a. Thank You
18.b. Average Carbon Dioxide per Aircraft

Seattle, WA 98117

| am particularly concerned that the increased carbon emissions from the proposed
action. If each jet burns 1304 gallons per hour and produces 12.5 metric tons of CO2 per
hour, that is 23% more than the annual CO2 emissions of a WA state citizen. | believe
this represents a very significant environmental impact that has not been sufficiently
taken into account.



Freeland, WA 98249

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

LINANOOO4

1.a. Thank You

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

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



Freeland, WA 98249

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

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

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

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



Clinton, WA 98236

I just want you to know how much My wife and | appreciate all of you at the Whidbey
Island base. Now | know there are a bunch of pussy libtards winning about the noise.
Well | love hearing the sound of protection over my head. | sometimes drive up to watch
the planes . Its just like a libtard to move next to a airfield and then complain about the
noise. they had to sign a waiver to acknowledge that they were buying property with
airports in the vicinity. So if anyone should move it should be them. A win win in my book
LESS LIBTARDS!!!! thanks and keep up the good work, || ] Oh and PS if you
could knock down a few of the Planes spraying the crap in the air make sure they fall in
the bay.

l.a. Thank You
18.a. Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases
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1l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

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

7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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Greenbank, WA 98253

I have lived on Whidbey for over 40 years. My first home here was in the flight path of the
OLF. Back then we had to persuade the Navy not to fly at night and on the weekends so
that we could have some time of peace in which to sleep and enjoy our days off. It
saddens me to think that we are still having to struggle with the Navy over the negative
effects of training flights but now of even bigger and louder planes. This Island attracts
people who love the outdoors and the farms. How can this way of life continue if the Navy
is flying dozens of flights daily? This training must be able to be done elsewhere.

1.a. Thank You
12.n. Quality of Life
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

LINIR0O002
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1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
langley, WA 98260

| work at an organization in Coupeville and am vehemently opposed to increased and
higher decibel noise to be allowed in that area. | find the noise a health and life safety
issue which should be banned!



Fill in and Submit at the

Open House

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

Open House Comments

 H Nam_

2. Organization/Affiliation

3. Address

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

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

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

Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Add your own comments here:

_ (e e iy Brouge Redt |
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LINTEOOO1

1.a. Thank You

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

3.b. Flight Tracks and Federal Aviation Administration Regulations
3.d. Arrivals and Departures

3.f. Field Carrier Landing Practice Operation Totals

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

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

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument
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Stanwood, WA 98292

| live near Lake Ketchum in Snohomish Co. We are under a frequently used, day and
night, low altitude flight path. The 30 Growlers already stationed at NAS Whidbey are by
far and away the most frequent and LOUD disturbance at our otherwise quiet and
peaceful home. Additionally the Beautiful State Parks at Deception Pass are becoming
nearly unusable from the NOISE and STINK of jet exhaust! | strongly believe that
stationing 30 More Growlers at Whidbey is a travesty. How much of this BEAUTIFUL
country are we supposed to sacrifice to save it from what? | say, no more.

LITKIO001

1.a. Thank You
7.i. Deception Pass State Park and Other State Parks



LLEDIOO001

1.a. Thank You
7.i. Deception Pass State Park and Other State Parks
Port Townsend, WA 98368

The growler noise cause extreme discomfort. On a recent trip to Deception Pass State
Park it felt like a war zone. This beautiful park should be removed from the system.
Destroying citizens lives in Port Townsend is NOT patriotic.



Port Townsend, WA 98368

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

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

LLEDIO002



Port Townsend, WA 98368

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

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

LLEDIOO003



LLEDIO004
1.a. Thank You

Port Townsend, WA 98368

The Growler impacts all citizens who are helpless to your control.



LLEDIO00S

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

Port Townsend, WA 98368

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



LLEDIO006

1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Port Townsend, WA 98368

The have been NO alternatives except the ones the Navy will force on the people.



LLEDIOO007

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

Why pick a populated area, war training somewhere else.



LLEDIOO008

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

Port Townsend, WA 98368 4.j. Other Reports

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

validated with on-site noise data.



LLEDIO009

1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Port Townsend, WA 98368 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

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



LLEDIOO10

1.a. Thank You
10.1. Bird Migration
Port Townsend, WA 98368

High disturbance in the environment will change bird migration patterns.



LLEDIOO11

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

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



LLEDIOO12
1.a. Thank You

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Listen to the people.



LLEMIOOO1
1.a. Thank You

Anacortes, WA 98221

Our military needs to be able to operate out of coupeville.



Greenbank, WA 98253

Along with the obvious issues, of diminished quality of life, decrease of property values,
decreased tax revenue for island county, extremely high decibel
exposure(misrepresented by the navy by averaging, vs actual). Skyrocketing housing
demand in surrounding areas. Unaffordable rent, increased homelessness, contaminated
water in a single aquifer area, another concern | have - concentrated military personnel,
and concentrated numbers of planes in a small area. Seems logical that this makes NAS
and Whidbey Island targets for terrorists or rogue countries.

LLOCOO0001

1.a. Thank You

1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.i. Housing Access and Affordability

12.j. Property Values

12.n. Quality of Life

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft
3.a. Aircraft Operations



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

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at

www.whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command

Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the publiic record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and

will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,

state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back

\i

Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You

12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts

12.j. Property Values

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

LLOCOO0002



Sequim, WA 98382

| object to the proposed increase of Growler jets operations out of NAS Widbey Island
over the Electronic Warfare Range (EWR) including flights over Olympic National Park
and Penninsula. These jets are extremely loud and disrupt the peace and quiet not only
in the Park and rural areas but also in the cities on Whidbey Island, as well as in Port
Angeles, Sequim, Port Townsend and others. | can't believe the statement that the
number of flight's over the EWR will only increase by 10% when you are planning on
increasing the number of jets stationed at NAS Widbey from 94 to 153. Thank you for

your consideration. Capt | I (retired).

1.a. Thank You
1.b. Best Available Science and Data

LLODAO0O1



LLOJEOOO1

1.a. Thank You
3.i. Runway Operating Hours and Flight Schedules

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

To be most helpful, your comments should be clearly written and describe specific issues or topics. Comments may
be submitted in one of the following four ways: (1) Provide written comments at today's public meeting; (2) Speak
with the stenographer, who will record your comments; (3) Submit your comments on the project website at

www. whidbeyeis.com; or (4) Write your comments and mail them to: Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS.

All comments submitted on the Draft EIS by January 25, 2017, will become part of the public record and will be
addressed in the Final EIS. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen names, telephone numbers,
and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will be kept confidential and
will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. The city,
state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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Greenbank, WA 98253

| served as an air traffic controller in the US Navy for 4 years and am a pilot. That Touch
and Go runway is too short and dangerous. So, when you have an accident with all of
these future high levels of activity, and it will happen here is the outcome. The property
values locally will go down significantly, and people will get underwater on their home
loans, they face foreclosure and then the Navy will be happy. YOu can buy land for
cheap and make the runway the 8500 ft long that it SHOULD be.

LLOJEOOO2

l.a. Thank You
12.j. Property Values
12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property



Coupeville, WA 98239

EIS Response February 24, 2017 RE: Response to the Draft EIS for the continued use
and increased FA-18 Growler Operations at NAS WI OLF. EIS Project Manager, Our
names are ||| N < o the I Farm a scant quarter of a
mile north and east of the Coupeville OLF. We are concerned that the EIS as written
does not completely address the health and safety issue as they apply to the area
surrounding the Coupeville Outlying Field. To Wit: « The property is a federally listed
class one historic property having been a Federal Donation Land Claim to John Smith
and being in continuous use since 1865 under the ownership of only three families. ¢ It
lays within the noise and crash zone of the Outlying Field and is greatly impacted by the
noise and crash potential area, but as yet no serious attempt at a NEPA or NHPA
(Section 106) review of its impact on historic properties has been completed. ¢ The noise
vibration, and frequency of use and its impact on the historic buildings and the operation
of business carried on there has not been adequately addressed. ¢« The impact on visitors
to the historic properties and to visitors passing by on Highway 20 has not been fully
addressed. The noise and vibrations from flight operations are extreme in the area of
Smith’s Prairie where the Coupeville Outlying Field is located, often rising over 100
decibels. « The USN has never measured noise or vibrations on our property ¥ mile
North and East of the OLF. « The historic farmhouse located and known as the Kineth
Farm was built in the 1890's by a techniqgue commonly known as balloon framing wherein
the walls are 2 inch thick layers. No framing inside the wall structures and as such there
is no way to mitigate the noise by insulation. The walls shake and vibrate with each flight
operation. This has not been studied or addressed in the EIS. ¢ Since purchasing the
property in 1974,1 have voluntarily[preserved this property and given easements to the
government in favor of preservation of this farm cluster as well as made my/our living
here. The EIS fails to address additional restrictions that will be placed on the property
and how that will affect the peaceful use of my home and the operations of my livelihood
and the business that runs out of our barn on the property. « The EIS fails to address the
effects of the increased operations on health and welfare or increased operations on
agricultural business and other commerce or the peaceful continued use of the property
that I/we have owned for 43 years. « The increase of flight operations of the FA-18
Growler FCLP practice operations is not explained in the EIS and neither is the arbitrary
percentage of use increasing to 80% of total operations explained in reasoning or
methodology. This would appear to place an unfair burden on the community and our
National Historic Site which I/we have gone to great expense to preserve the peaceful
and continued use of the property and where | intend to continue to make my living.
Hopefully these matters will be addressed before any more damaging action is taken.
Respectfully, | N NN Coupevile, WA

LLOJUO0001

1l.a. Thank You

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

3.a. Aircraft Operations

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

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



To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

Dear SirlMadam,

I am to the best of my ability going to try to address my concerns about the Growler electronic
warfare issue before the mid February deadline which | thank you for extending. | am basing my
letter on a much more detailed letter written by others but decided that rather than just cutting
and pasting what others had written (which would have been far easier and a lot less time
consuming), | would actually read and try to understand the issues and put them in my own
words. In a few cases | left the wording as it was just because it was brief and to the point. |
trust that this letter, although not as detailed as some, will still be taken seriously.

1. | am concerned that you seem to be considering the noise issue in a rather limited way. We
over in Port Townsend are affected by the noise to the point where it wakes us out of a deep
sleep. The DEIS analyzes noise only within 6-10 miles of a corner of the runway. We hear these
jets when we are hiking in the National Park. Folks over in Neah Bay hear the noise too. You
need {o evaluate what we hear.

2. Noise will also adversely impact cultural and historic sites far beyond your designated Area
of Potential Effect. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development has said that a
65dB level is normally unacceptable and a 75dB level is unacceptable yet folks have recorded
noise tevels even in outlying areas of twice that level. Therefore, by failing to include these
areas, this DEIS violates both the National Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA) and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

3. According to what | read, you are not paying attention to the cumulative effects of aircraft
training and testing activities affecting this era including Whidbey Island, the Olympic Peninsula
and the San Juan Islands. You say that each part of the program is within tolerable limits and
will not have an environmental impact but when you heap them all iogether, the story is
different. How can the Navy say there will no significant impacts if the number of Growler flights
from OLF Coupeville will go from 3200/year to 35,0007 So the 36 Growlers you are adding may
not seem a lot but those added to the ones that exist means there is going 1o be a lot of impact.

4. The DEIS has not analyzed the issue of groundwater and soil contamination from the use of
firefighting foam on the runways. If on November 7, 2016 your sent a letter too 100 households
expressing concern about the fact that PFAS substances had spread beyond Navy property,
why isn't this mentioned in the DEIS nor in the 2005 or 2012 EAS? The Department of Defense
has said that there is no technology to clean up this kind of contamination. The Navy needs fo
be willing to test wells and also provide people with alternative sources of water if their wells are
found to be contaminated.

5. Why are you not discussing the possible impacts of electromagnetic radiation when the
Growlers locate the ground transmitters?

LOCSU0001

l.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.p. Sleep Disturbance

4.t. Noise Mitigation

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
8.a. Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources



6. Why aren’t we being allowed to comment on this project after this? Why can’t we comment
on the Final EIS? New information is going fo come up that will affect this issue and we should
be able to take use this as the process unfolds.

7. ltis my understanding that the Navy has not suggested reasonable alternative to reduce
noise instead keeping the same number of flights but having them affect different areas. This
somehow seems unfair. Populous communities will win with more voices and smaller
communities will lose out. And because we can't comment on the final EIS, we are not going to
be able to comment on how the Navy has decided on the final noise allotments.

9.Noise from the Growlers on the Olympic Peninsula has not been properly evaiuated as it did
not include the ground based mobile emitters, and the EIS only listed the Darrington Area and
W-237 which are not on the Olympic Peninsula.

9. No noise modeling has been done for areas other than those right around the runways. Areas
surrounded by water like Port Townsend, or the Hoh which is flanked by steep mountains need
their own modeling done. Sound over water carries much better than sound over land. Sound
near mountains echoes.

10. It has been rather quiet this winter. But it is not that way in summer when the Growlers roar
overhead. | take it you are doing some sort of average (DNL) in your assessment of the noise
level. No noise averaging with a lot of noise means the noise overall is okay. But it doesn’t work
that way in real life. In summer when 1 am jolted from sleep by a Growler, | am not comforted by
the fact that in winter | am not. And from what | read, wildlife fesl the same way.

11. The Growlers are a lot noisier than commercial aircraft. They can fly at lower altitudes and
do maneuvers that commercial airfiners do not (like aerial combat maneuvers) and they use
weaponry that emits electromagnetic hums. | did not choose fo live near Seatac for a reason!
Therefore although use of DNL may seem okay to the Navy, it doesn’t work for me.

12. The Navy’s noise analysis does not allow for peak noise experiences, nor does the DNL
method they use take into account low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels
by Growlers.

13. The NOISEMARP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and a report
from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics of the
new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally indefensible.
(hitps:/fwww.serdp-estcp.org/Program- Areas/Weapons-Sysiems-and-Platforms/Noise-and-
Emissions/Noise/WP-1304)

14. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it.

Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single “event” remain unknown, and real
impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result of leaving out vast geographical
areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS eliminates far tco many
direct, indirect and cumulative sffects to be considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the
scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to
comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full scope of
impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them.

LOCSU0001



15. So am | right in understanding that Growlers will not fly during the opening day of hunting
season? Really? Hunters get exempted from Growlers roaring overhead but we who love to
hike for the silence in the mountains do not? | think you need to consider all of us and the
affects that Growler noise has.

16. Although | appreciate the fact that you are frying to fly your Growlers pretty high up over
populated areas, your previous NEPA documents did not say that over sparsely populated areas
you could fly much lower. I think you need to be much more upfront about this. The noise down
low is going to be really loud. We need 1o know actually how much noise is going to be
generated by Growlers flying at 1000 feet and how much this will effect public health. So the
Navy really needs to produce a supplemental EIS or give us a chance to comment on the final
EIS.

17 There needs so be a special consideration for schaols. Don't tell me this is not important. |
was a school teacher. If a Growler jet roared over my 6th grade class in the middie of a
discussion of how 10 use a semicolon, fet me tell you it would interrupt the lesson! | taught in
Vermont. No Growler jets. Only thunderstorms but those we couldnt’ control,

18. The current DNL noise modeling methed and data in no way reflect exposure accuracy,
given the new information about low flight levels from official guidance. Therefore, such
analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS, with a new public process
of adequate length, including an officia comment period.

19, Crash potential is higher: With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce noise, and

with such permissive guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the potential for Navy Growler
student pilots to create tragic outcomes or cause extreme physical, physiological, economic and
other harms to communities and wildlands, whether accidentally or on purpose, is unacceptable.

20. In the Navy’s consideration of impacts on wildiife, it can just measure what happens near
runways. | don't live near the runway and | am impacted! If in fact you are increasing the
number of aerial combat maneuvers from 160 o 550 annual events, this is going to impact
wildlife a lot. | take it that dogfighting requires the use of afterburners which emit a lot of noise.
Do not tell me that this will not impact wildlife. It impacts me and i at least when jolied from
sleep know whence the noise comes and am not fleeing in terror. | do, however, call your phone
line, leave a message and complain grumpily.

21. In citing published scientific research, the Navy included a 1988 synthesis of published
literature on domestic animals and wildlife, but failed to consider the latest peer-reviewed
research summarized in 2015, which lists multiple consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.
(hitp://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv.12207/abstract) The DEIS also failed to consider
an important 2014 study called “Anthropogenic EM Noise Disrupts Magnetic Compass
Orientation in Migratory Birds,” (http://www.nature.com/naturefjournaliv509/n7500/ull/
nature13290.html) A federal agency cannot cherry-pick scientific research for its own
convenience; it must consider the best available science. This DEIS fails that test.

LOCSU0001



LOCSU0001

In conclusion, | will once again quote what | feel is a relevant statement. It is a poem by
Wendell Berry and captures what | fee! about the wilderness or a walk in the woods near by. |
realize this is not quantifiable for an EIS, but | do think it is important.

The Peace of Wild Things

When despair for the world grows in me

and | wake in the night at the least sound

in fear of what my life and my children’s lives may be,
1 go and lie down where the wood drake

rests in his beauty on the water, and the great heron feeds.
| come into the peace of wild things

who do not tax their lives with forethought

of grief. | come into the presence of still water.

And | feel above me the day-blind stars

waiting with their light. For a time

| rest in the grace of the world and am free.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Si

Port Townsend, WA 98368

z/s] 2017



LOCSU0002

1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
Port Townsend, WA 98368 4.m. Supplemental Metrics
4.t. Noise Mitigation
The Growlers wake us from sleep. They break the silence of our mountain sojourns. They
make it so people don't want to visit the Peninsula. The frequency and loudness of the
Growlers is going to negatively impact our lives in many ways. | realize that we have no
voice here, not really. But | would ask that you at least think of ways you might make
these flights less shattering.



Petaluma, CA 94952

To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC)
Atlantic — Attn: Code EV21/SS 6506 Hampton Blvd. Norfolk, VA 23508 Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for extending the comment period to February 24, 2017, in order to
accommodate the fact that having four major public processes open over the holidays, all
concerning Navy activities or the biological resources that may be affected by them,
made it difficult to read, comprehend and prepare comments in a timely way. 1. Jet noise
outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being evaluated,
yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities far
outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6
to 10 miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels
(dB),use these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore,what happens outside the
study area cannot be ignored as if it does not exist, because all flight operations are
functionally connected to takeoffs and landings. By considering only takeoff and landing
noise and exhaust emissions at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS
fails to consider the wider area of functionally connected impacts caused by naval flight
operations. By failing to consider the interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot
proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate
cumulative effects. 2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered.
The Navy so narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic
resources that it also fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic
Preservation Officer confirmed this in a January 9,2017 letter to the Navy.
(http://westcoastactionalliance.org/wp--content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO
--Letter--102214--23--USN_122916-- 2.docx) She said that not only will cultural and
historic properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but additional
portions of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan
Islands are also within noise areas that will receive harmful levels of sound and vibration
from Growler activity. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development posted
noise abatement and control standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the
Navy as “normally unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental--review/noise--abatement--and--
control/) Residents in these outlying areas, who live many miles from these runways,
have recorded noise at least twice that loud. Therefore, by failing to include these areas,
this DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 3. Piece-mealing projects to avoid analyzing
cumulative effects is illegal. The Navy has, to date, piece-mealed its aircraft training and
testing activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into
at least six separate actions: 1.4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft; 2.A
2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that replaced
Prowlers); 3. 2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve unit); 4.2014 EA (Growler
electronic warfare activity); 5.2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing
activity; 6.The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers); 7.And, likely, a seventh process,
as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official at a recent open house, for 42 more jets
to bring the Growler fleet total to 160. Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to
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know just how many Growlers there would be, or what their impacts would be, or what
limits, if any, the Navy intends to establish. In just four documents— the 2014 EA, Forest
Service permit Draft Decision, and the 2010 and 2015 EISs, there are more than 6,000
pages of complex technical material. The number of Growler flights at Outlying Field
(OLF) Coupeville alone went from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017. That's
more than a 1,000 percent increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy,
there are “no significant impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40
C.F.R. § 1502.4) “...does not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into
multiple ‘actions,” each of which individually has an insignificant environmental impact,
but which collectively have a substantial impact.” The DEIS evaluates not the totality of
impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the projected total of 160 of these
aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental, piecemealed look, and concludes
from both the construction activities and the addition of just these 36 new Growlers to the
fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the following categories: public health,
bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident potential zones, emissions of all types,
archaeological resources, American Indian traditional resources, biological resources,
marine species, groundwater, surface water,potable water, socioeconomics, housing,
environmental justice, and hazardous waste. To state the obvious, impacts from this
many Growlers, when taken together, are likely to be significant. Segmenting their
impacts has allowed the Navy to avoid accountability. 4. The DEIS does not analyze
impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam on its runways during Growler
operations, despite the fact that before this DEIS was published, the Navy began
notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that highly toxic carcinogenic chemicals had
migrated from Navy property into their drinking water wells, contaminating them and
rendering these people dependent on bottled water. 5.The DEIS fails to discuss, describe
or even mention any potential impacts associated with electromagnetic radiation in
devices employed by the Growlers in locating and interacting with the ground
transmitters. It fails to mention any potential impacts associated with aircrew practicing
using electromagnetic weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014
statement that this training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat -ready
Electronic Attack crews.” 6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the
last chance the public will have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it
does not intend to allow a public comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting
period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a public comment period, and thus would be
unresponsive to serious and longstanding public concerns on matters that will affect our
lives as well as the lives of people doing business throughout the region, plus the visitors
who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the wildlife that inhabits the region.
The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the process, in order to be able
to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. This is
doubly important because so many imp acts have been excluded from analysis. A federal
agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS , and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts. 7 . There are no
alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise . This violates NEPA §1506.1,
which states, “...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would have an
adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According to
a memo from the President’'s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal
agencies, “Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
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technical and e conomic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” ( https://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/G --
CEQ -- 40Questions.pdf ) T he three alternatives presented by the Navy are merely a
shell game of choices among the same number of flights, but for different percentages of
activity at runways. This pits communities against each other, as the runway that receives
more flights will determine the “loser” among these communities. 8. The Navy has
exacerbated the prob lem stated in #8 by not identifying a preferred alternative in the
DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA] Section 1502.14(e) requires the section of
the EIS on alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred alternative if one or more
exists, in the dra ft statement, and identify such alternative in the final statement . . ."
Since the Navy has not done this, communities cannot evaluate potential noise levels.
Since the Navy has also announced that it will not provide a public comment period for
the Final EIS, communities will have no chance to evaluate the consequences or even
comment on the preferred alternative. 9 . The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the
Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that
document did not do so. The Navy claims its documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but
they are not. Had the activities contemplated by the proposed Electronic Warfare Range
been evaluated by that EIS, the ground - based mobile emitters should have been listed
as an emission source. They were not. For Electronic Combat and Electronic Attack, the
only areas listed by activity and training area, warfare type, and Range and Training Site
were the Darrington Area and W - 237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had nois e
been properly evaluated, the Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not.
Therefore, noise from Growler activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for
the Olympic Peninsula. 10 . The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor conside red
direct, indirect or cumulative effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate
environs of NASWI runways. Actual noise measurements have not been made
anywhere. However, computer modeling for the 10 - mile radius of the “Affected Noise
Environmen t” around Naval Air Station Whidbey Island (NASWI) extends to the year
2021 and clearly demonstrates the Navy’s ability to model noise. Therefore it makes no
sense to fail to measure or model highly impacted areas such as the West End of the
Olympic Penins ula, with its very different terrain and weather conditions, as
demonstrated by separate NOAA weather forecasts for each region. For example, the
Hoh River is surrounded by steep - sloped mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port
Townsend is on a peninsula surrounded on three sides by water, which echoes sound.
Port Angeles gets reflected sound from the Strait of Juan de Fuca to its north and from
the Olympic Mountains to its south. Yet no noise modeling or measurements have been
done for these areas. 11. The Navy’s claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of
its study area do not exceed noise standards is suspect , first because the standards
used by the Navy are unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or
modeled noise in these areas , and third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise
the basis for the Navy’s computer modeling is not available for public inspection. The
Navy uses the less realistic Day - Night Average Sound Level (DNL) rather than the
Effective Perceived Noise Lev el, as provided in Federal Aviation Regulation 36. DNL
uses A - weighting for the decibel measurement, which means jet noise is averaged with
quiet over the course of a year to come up with a 65 dB average. This means peak noise
levels in these un - measured a nd un - modeled communities and wildlands may far
exceed 65 dB as long as the constant average with quiet periods over a year stays below
65 dB. This is unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably



habituated” to noise do not apply when that noise is sporadic and intense. 12. C
ommercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets because commercial
jets do not have afterburners , do not engage in aerial combat maneuvers, do not fly at
low altitudes or practice landing on ru nways so short they can only be used for
emergencies, do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers , and do not have
weaponry that is capable of making a parcel of forest hum with electromagnetic energy .
FAA policy does not preclude use of the more accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level
as the standard, nor are local jurisdictions prevented from setting a lower threshold of
compatibility for new land - use developments. FAA policy allows for supplemental or
alternative measurements. So , the continue d use of DNL may be to the Navy’s benefit,
but does not benefit the public. 13. The Navy’s noise analysis does not allow for peak
noise experiences, nor does the DNL method they use take into account low - frequency
noise, which is produced at tremendous | e vels by Growlers. 14. T he NOISEMAP
software used for computer modeling is severely outdated , and a report from a
Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software “...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics
of the new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally
indefensible. ( https://www.serdp -- estcp.org/Program -- Areas/Weapons -- Systems --
and -- Platforms/Noise -- and -- Emissions/Noise/WP -- 1304 ) 15. T he Navy des cribes
its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it. Therefore, the time, duration,
and number of jets in a single “event ” remain unknown, and real impacts from recent
increases remain unevaluated. As a result of leaving out vast geographi cal areas where
noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS eliminates far too many direct,
indirect and cumulative effects to be considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the
scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to
comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full
scope of impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them. 16 . New information that was not
disclosed in previous Navy EISs include flight operations on weekends (not mentioned in
the current DEIS but specified on page 11 of the Forest Service’s draft permit , viewable
at: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759 ) . It has long been understood that
the Navy would cooperate with local gov ernments, especially in communities that
depend on tourism, by not conducting noise - producing operations on weekends.
Further, the singling out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and
unfair. According to the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not
interfere with “...opening day and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big
Game Hunting Season for use of rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest
Service and not Navy control, the Navy must re alize that municipalities and local
governments, along with economically viable and vulnerable tourism and recreation
entities who are no t being considered, have not been given the opportunity to comment.
The impression is that our national forests are no longer under public control . 17. Low
flights will make even more noise than before: W hile the Navy has repeatedly told the
public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet above sea
level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support Office: “Aircraft
are directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile) or overfly 1,000
feet AGL (above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This
guidance further states, “Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may not be operated
closer than 500 feet to any person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this official guidance
directs Growlers to fly at such low altitudes, why did the Navy not disclose this in any
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previous NEPA doc uments? For an aircraft capable of 150 decibels at takeoff, this new
information represents a significant new level of noise impacts that have been neither
previously disclosed nor analyzed.
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1.a. Thank You

Saanich / Victoria, British Columbia V8R 3G7

We wish to complain about the rumbling noises we hear when your planes are taking off
on over cast days. We would NOT like to hear an increased amount as planned.



Oak Harbor, WA 98277

I have lived in Oak Harbor for over 24 years. There were far more jets stationed here at
that time. Of course, the OLF was much busier at that time too. Jets are loud. Not a good
idea to live near a practice field if you can't tolerate the noise. It is not realistic to expect
the Navy (read taxpayers) to move a base at great expense so that a few people (mostly
retirees) can live without noise. Rest assured, the vast majority of people on the island
support the base and the economic and social benefits it provides to the area.

1.a. Thank You
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Oak Harbor, WA 98277

Have lived here since 1992. Number of jets was higher much higher then. OLF
operations much higher also. People who own property near the OLF are well aware of
the noise issues. Nothing new there. Number of people who would be affected is much
higher in Oak Harbor and yet they aren't complaining. Hoping for a 80% OLF/ 20% Oak
Harbor operations split. In that way, the fewest number of people would be affected by
any increased noise from additional airplanes.

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

Oak Harbor, WA 98277

My husband and | fully support the Growler Operations. We live 2 miles from NAS.



Comments on U.S. Navy Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler”
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station{NAS) Whidbey Island Complex

January 24th, 2017

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

8506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attention: EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Iam very disappointed that the Navy chose to base their latest DEIS on volume (1500 pages)
rather than quality of information. Old information and data has been intermixed with current
documentation. Conclusions have been presented based on out of date computer models using
metrics that do not represent our Growler noise experience. The effect of low frequency noise
produced by the Growler GE F414 series engines is mostly ignored. My comments follow
below, and | hope they will assist in correcting the defects in this Draft EIS.

1. Noise Metrics & Modeling, 3.2.2 The computer modeling program used for this EIS is
NOISEMAP Version 7.2 developed by Wyle Laboratories. This version is more than 10 years
old. The DOD Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) found
that NOISEMAP was outdated and might not be able to provide legally defensible noise
assessments of current and future aircraft operations. A SERDP project in 2010 led by
Principal Investigator Dr. Kenneth Plotkin of Wyle, stated in the project summary that “Classic
Department of Defense (DOD) noise models are based on NOISEMAP technology, using linear
acoustics and an integrated formulation. ... The acoustic environments in the vicinity of newer
aircraft such as ... the F/A-18E/F (which uses the same GE F414 jet engine as the Growler)
differs from those of most prior aircraft, with high noise levels associated with higher thrust
engines. .....Moreover, the ... modeling approach typical of integrated noise models do not
properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics of the new aircraft. ... A
new aircraft noise model, the Advanced Acoustic Model (AAM), has been developed for the
assessment of noise from military aircraft operations. It is a ... model that produces more
physical realism and detail than traditional ... model.”

RECOMMENDATION: Remodel the noise level simulation using the more recent
Advanced Acoustic Model that more accurately reflects the noise levels San Juan
County experiences from Growler flyovers.
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2. Noise Metrics and Modeling 3.2.2 Aircraft noise levels represented in the draft EIS are
generated by a computer model and not actual noise measurements at Ault Field or OLF
Coupeville. It states that the computer model draws from a library of actual noise
measurements in 4.2. But, there is no documentation on whether actual Growler noise
measurements were used. Also, conditions for the measurements, such as engine power,
afterburners, distance, orientation, cloud cover, landing gear position, etc are not specified. Any
conclusions drawn from these non-specific modeled noise levels cannot be valued, especially if
these modeled noise levels have not been checked against actual noise measurements on the
ground.

RECOMMENDATION: Provide the noise measurement data used for simulation and an
explanation of how the data was captured and processed. Provide Growler noise
measurements with afterburners in one-third octave bands at various distances and
orientations from 6 Hz to 20 kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise
measurements in locations throughout the region.

3. Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 3.2.2.1 The predominant metric used in the draft
EIS, the Day-Night Noise Lvevel (DNL), is the energy-averaged sound level measured over a
24-hour period. An FAA study in 2011 “Technical Support for Day/Night Average Sound Level
(DNL) Replacement Metric Research” found that DNL does not work particularly well as a
predictor of aircraft noise impacts on residents.

The Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) was developed for the FAA to establish a threshold for
annoyance at commercial airports with typical operations 16 hours a day, 7 days a week. The
noise events experienced during Growler training flights are intermittent in a region with very low
background noise ( The nearest major international airport in Vancouver BC is 45 miles away,
and the nearest Freeway -5 is over 20 miles away). The noise assessment in the Draft instead
spreads the annual training operations over 365 days to calculate Annual Average Daily (AAD)
day and night events (4.2). In actual experience these events are concentrated into some
number of days in a year. This is not addressed in the Draft EIS analysis. The AAD values
presented underestimate the impact on residents tremendously.

Actual data can be used to demonstrate this. Figure 4.1 (Appendix) shows training flights from
Ault Field in 2014 using data provided by the Navy. Ault Field has significant impact on San Juan
County. Included are weekly totals of Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) and Controlled
Carrier Approach (CCA) activities. The FCLP is the focus of the Proposed Action (page ES-1).
Flying is intermittent and concentrated into certain periods. The maximum number of weekly
flights was 1088. On the other hand there were 16 weeks with no flights and 25 weeks, or half of
the year, with fewer than 100 flights.

There were 13,422 flights reported in 2014. Spread over 52 weeks in a year that yields an
average of 258 flights per week. Considering only the 27 weeks with more than 100 flights there
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were an average of 497 flights per “active flying week.” During “active flying weeks"” citizens
experienced 93% more jet noise impacts than an annual average portrays. San Juan County
collects Growler noise reports from citizens. Figure 4.2 (Appendix) is a chart of the daily reports
from 2016. The number of reports over an hour, day, week or other period indicates a leve! of
annoyance. Looking at the daily variability, impact on citizens in San Juan County is clearly
intermittent.

The maximum number of noise reports in one day was 75. There were 112 days with no
reports. Assume that a day with 5 or fewer reports represents limited annoyance. There
were 242 days with 5 or fewer reports. That leaves 124 days with significant annoyance, or
about one-third of the year. Averaging significant noise events over 365 days rather than 124
days greatly diminishes the impact citizens experience when Growlers are flying.

Both the Navy flight data and citizen noise reports paint the same picture. Growler noise events
are intermittent. While commercial airports have busy periods at certain times of the day, they
are active 365 days a year. Growler training flight activity at Ault Field has extended quiet
intervals, lasting for days or even weeks. When Growler flights resume after a quiet period the
noise is startling, increasing the annoyance. Averaging Growler noise events over 365 days
when the events are intermittent assumes that quiet days mitigate the noisy days. No scientific
evidence is provided in the Draft to support that assumption.

The averaging inherent in the DNL metric developed for commercial airports is inappropriate for
analysis in the Draft. Averaging over the year greatly underestimates the impacts on citizens and
leads to an incorrect conclusion that the region is not significantly impacted by the Proposed
Action. Under all the Alternatives, Total Operations increase by 47% over the No Action
Alternative (Table 2.3-1). The DNL metric is inappropriate for understanding the consequences.

RECOMMENDATION: For averaged noise metrics, noise levels should only be
averaged over active flying days.

4. Noise Associated with Aircraft Operations. 3.2. According to the Navy, “The Growler is
recognizable by the low frequency “rumble” of its jet engines.” Nevertheless, low frequency
noise impacts are ignored in the Draft EIS. Section 3.2 makes no mention of the signature low
frequency noise of the Growler. All of the noise analysis is based on A-weighted sound (dBA),
which ignores the lower frequencies, and is therefore deficient. Nevertheless, the Draft EIS in
Section 4, pg-194 states "... the 2012 study inciuded a brief examination of low-frequency noise
associated with Growler overflights at 1,000 feet AGL in takeoff, cruise, and approach
configuration/power conditions ... The study found that takeoff condition ... overall C-weighted
sound level of 115 dBC. The Growler would exhibit C-weighted sound levels up to 101 dBC when
cruising and 109 dBC (gear down) at approach.” Section 4, pg-193 states "According to Hubbard
(1982), a person inside a structure can sense noise through vibration of the primary components
of a building, such as the floors, walls, and windows; by the rattling of objects; ..."
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The World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise” (Berglund, 1999) states:
"When prominent fow frequency components are present, noise measures based on
A-weighting are inappropriate;” "Since A-weighting underestimates the sound pressure level of
noise with low frequency components, a better assessment of health effects would be to use
C-weighting".

Closing windows and doors provides fimited reduction for low frequency noise entering a building
as measured by sound Transmission Loss tests. Therefore assumptions throughout the Draft
assuming an average noise level reduction across the frequency spectrum with windows closed
are not based on scientifically observed behavior of low frequency sounds. See graph on
http://windowanddoor.com/article/04-april-2007/understanding-basics-sound-control)

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

5. Other Noise Reports 1.9.5 The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and
ignores others. Section 1.9.5 states "The Navy continues to evaluate noise reports that have
been developed by independent sources and review their findings in conjunction with this EIS
analysis.”

Not included in the Draft EIS is data collected by San Juan County (SJC). Data coliected since
May 14, 2014 has been regularly sent to NASWI. More than 6000 citizen reports include date,
time, location and noise characteristics. See a sample chart in Figure 6.1 (Appendix). The Navy
should correlate that data with the information they collect on flight tracks to understand what
activity causes disruptive noise in SJC. Actual noise reports and measurements should be used
to benchmark the computer modefed noise impacts relied on for making decisions. Noise
reports can also help to understand the benefits of mitigation measures.
http://sjcgis.org/aircraft-noise-reporting/ 01/13/17 www.QuietSkies.info 6

Also not included is an independent noise study by JGL Acoustics in 2013 to obtain actual on-site
Growler noise data at Outlying Field Coupeville. The Draft EIS instead dismissed this study
based on a broad assertion that it had methodological flaws that made it unreliable. Since this
study contains some of the only data actually measured instead of modeled, it should absolutely
be considered as important to verify the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS.

RECOMMENDATION: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville

noise measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

6. Noise Mitigation, 1 - pg 20. The only cited measure in place is “to share flight schedules
and other information and to solicit public feedback.” Potential measures include construction
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and operation of a noise suppression facility for engine maintenance (Hush House), Engine
Chevrons (noise reduction) and MAGIC CARPET (automating parts of carrier fanding which will
reduce FCLP training activity).

Further discussion on Existing Mitigation in Section 3, pg-30 states “NAS Whidbey Island
has noise abatement procedures ... to minimize aircraft noise. Airfield procedures used to
minimize/abate noise ... include optimizing of flight tracks, restricting maintenance run-up hours,
runway optimization, and other procedures ... 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.”

Each Alternative is an irrevocable decision to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI. Therefore the
Navy should commit to Mitigation Measures as part of the Final EIS and Record of Decision.
Since experts have identified the need for additional research on health effects of low frequency
noise the Navy should sponsor this research.

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

7. Non Auditory Health Effects. Section 3, pg-22. The Draft EIS states "No studies have
shown a definitive causal and significant relationship between aircraft noise and healith.
Inconsistent resuits from studies examining noise exposure and cardiovascular health have led
the World Health Organization (WHQ) (2000) to conclude that there was only a weak
association between long- term noise exposure and hypertension and cardiovascular effects.”

The statement above disagrees with muitiple findings in the WHQO "Guidelines on Community
Noise" (Berglund, 1999):

"For a good night's sleep, the equivalent sound level should not exceed 30 dB(A) for continuous
background noise, and individual noise events exceeding 45 dB(A) should be avoided.”

"For noise with a large proportion of low frequency sounds a still lower guideline is
recommended”

"It should be noted that a large proportion of low frequency components in a noise may increase
considerably the adverse effects on health”

“The evidence on low frequency noise is sufficiently strong to warrant immediate concern”

Waye (2004) finds "As low frequencies propagate with little attenuation through walls and
windows, many people may be exposed to low frequency noise in their dwellings. Sleep
disturbance, especially with regard to time to fall asleep and tiredness in the morning, are
commonly reported in case studies on low frequency noise. However, the number of studies
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where sleep disturbance is investigated in relation to the low frequencies in the noise is limited.
Based on findings from available epidemiological and experimental studies, the review gives
indications that sleep disturbance due to low frequency noise warrants further concern."
http://www.noiseandhealth.org/text.asp?2004/6/23/87/31661

Specific guidelines are found in the "WHO Night Noise Guidelines for Europe” (2005), Table 5.1,
"Summary of effects and threshold levels for effects where sufficient evidence is available."
hitp://iwww.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/43316/E92845.pdf

During Scoping 1785 comments were submitted on Noise and Vibration and 914 on Heaith
Effects (Table 1.9-5). Under all the Alternatives, Total Operations increase by 47% over the No
Action Alternative (Table 2.3-1). The Navy has not demonstrated that there are no health impacts
from the proposed Growler additions.

RECOMMENDATION: Recognize the impacts of Growler noise on health as documented
in the World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise", "Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe™ and other published studies.

8. San Juan Islands National Monument. The Draft EIS suggests that the lands and waters
of the San Juan Islands National Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act
protection because the 2013 proclamation establishing the Monument states: "Nothing in this
proclamation shall be deemed to restrict safe and efficient aircraft operations, including activities
and exercises of the Armed Forces in the vicinity of the monument.”

it would seem that legally, this only has the effect of clarifying that the creation of the National
Monument does not place any additional burden on the Navy to justify its operations in the
vicinity. The creation of the Monument did not exempt the Navy from NEPA or Endangered
Species Act with respect to wildlife in the Monument, such as Marbled Murrelets or marine
mammals.

At Section 3.5.2.4 the Draft EIS acknowledges "However, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) has determined that BLM-owned and controlled lands in the San Juan Islands National
Monument possess wilderness characteristics.” It also concedes that the Monument is
subjected to a maximum noise level of 95 dB (SEL) an estimated 372 times per year (at Section
3, pg-34).

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

9. Socioeconomics, Affected Environment. 3.10.2 The Draft only examines socioeconomic
impacts on Island and Skagit Counties. San Juan and Jefferson Counties are excluded from the
socioeconomic impacts analysis but sites in those Counties appear in the Points of interest
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(Figure 3.2-6) and experience significant Single Event Noise (Tables 3.2-4 through 3.2-8).
Clallam County may also be impacted by Growler noise but no noise analysis was done for this
area.

The San Juan County Comprehensive Plan states “...the islands are places of peace ... We
support a pattern of economic growth...which recognizes the rural, residential, quiet, agricultural,
marine, and isolated nature of the islands.” Anecdotal evidence from San Juan County realtors is
that property sales have been lost due to Growler activity. The three counties excluded from the
socioeconomic analysis are very dependent on outdoor recreation that is being harmed by
Growler flight activity. These Counties receive little, if any, economic benefit from employment
and other activity associated with NASWI.

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

10. Airspace and Airfield Operations, Affected Environment. 3.1.2. Figure 3.1-3 diagrams
Aircraft Arrival and Departure Flight Tracks at NASWI. However, | live in a 55 home development
on the east shore of Fisherman Bay, 4 miles beyond your most outer flight path shown, and |
experience aircraft that circle my home. There are muttiple low level flyovers during periods of
the day, occurring several days in a week as in areas closer to the south end of Lopez Island.

My home is close to Lopez Village where there is elderly housing, the Lopez medical clinic, our
Library, businesses including the BLM and Kwiaht offices. Lopez school is nearby.

it is very apparent that your modeled flight tracks in this diagram do not reflect your actual flight
paths as experienced by Lopez residents. Figure 3.1-3 is misleading and shouid not be
accepted as an accurate predictor of the areas affected by the Growler flights noise.

RECOMMENDATION: Aircraft flight path diagrams should be verified by actual flight
coordinates and ground site confirmation before they can be considered accurate
enough to make decisions about affected areas.

11. Expand the Alternatives. The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar
and are based on old technology — a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier
landing. in 2014 the Department of Defense successfully demonstrated carrier takeoff, landing,
and formation flying capabilities of the X-47B prototype (“drone”) that is part of the Unmanned
Carrier-Launched Airborne Surveillance and Strike (UCLASS) program.

The UCLASS jets can meet the Purpose and Need, delivering the same capability for electronic
surveillance and attack against enemy radar and communications systems as the Growlers.
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This Alternative has many benefits. Because of its inherent automation UCLASS would
significantly reduce the amount of land-based training that impacts our region. It eliminates the
high risk to the Growler's two-person crew from advanced anti-aircraft threats. The smaller
UCLASS vehicle is lighter and uses less fuel. Eliminating the $3 billion purchase of 36 Growlers
will save taxpayer money. Navy Secretary Ray Mabus said “[the F-35] should be, and almost
certainly will be, the last manned strike fighter aircraft the Department of the Navy will ever buy or
fly.” With a focused effort the Navy can deploy the UCLASS while the existing 82 Growlers plus
spares carry out the mission.

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

12. Summary. |find the submitted Draft EIS inaccurate, flawed, and deficient in so many areas
that it cannot be relied on for meaningful analysis. The only remedy is to address and correct
the deficiencies outlined and offer further opportunity for public comment.

Lopez Island, WA 98261

References:
1) www.guietskies.info
2) www.whidbeyeis.com/publicinvolvment.aspx
3) htip:/sjcqis/aircraft-noise-reporting/
4) http:/fcitizensofebeysreserve.com/references/files/JGLNoiseReport.pdf
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1.a. Thank You

Anacortes, WA 98221

OLF Coupeville continues to provide essential training for our Navy personnel preparing
to get underway on deployment and conduct carrier & ship-board operations. The
continual complaining from a VERY small minority of island inhabitants over a military
presence that has been part of the local communities since the 1940s continues to
undermine the readiness of our young Pilots and Naval Flight Officers. | moved to this
area in 2009 and later purchased a house, fully aware of what | "was getting into," and
chose my locale accordingly. The noise, however sporadic, is a small price to pay to
know that our aircrew are getting the best training possible to maintain currency
requirements and stay safe while underway. There is simply no where else appropriate
from a fiscally responsible or pragmatic perspective to reasonably expect these training
evolutions to be carried out. Those spearheading the movement to relocate the US Navy
EA-18G, close OLF Coupeville or otherwise shut down flight operations both at NAS
Whidbey Island, WA and OLF Coupeville are the last people qualified to make
recommendations on how, how often, or where the Navy should conduct training. After
the Environmental Impact Study found that exposure to the noises generated by sorties
conducted around Coupeville and NAS Whidbey Island had no adverse effect on
individuals' health, the case should be closed. We as Navy personnel should always take
into consideration the needs, desires and concerns of the communities in and our us
which we are a part of, but we should never sacrifice safe training and preparedness for
baseless whining and litigation. Do the right thing - expand OLF Coupeville operations to
levels that sustain VAQ readiness.
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1.a. Thank You
2.b. Scope of the Environmental Impact Statement and Analysis
Mercer Island, WA 98040 Conducted

| urge you to consider the impact of noise, exhaust fumes, and carbon emmissions for
this project. Thank you.
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l.a. Thank You
2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative
Coupeville, WA 98239 5.a. Accident Potential Zones
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children

WRT the proposed FCLP's at OLF Coupeville, | am in favor of Scenario C: 20%
OLF/80% Ault FId FCLP Ops. Any increase of Growler's/Hornets stationed at NAS
Whideby increases the chance of a mishap involving loss of life/property. Navy/USMC
losses of this airframe are at six this year.



Anacortes, WA 98221

With the EA-18G Growler being one of the most accident-prone military airframes, an
off-Whidbey site needs to be considered for flight carrier landing practice. NOT near
Coupeville, nor Admiral's Cove. Potential crashes as well as medical risks are
considerations. Perhaps requiring ALL staff associated with the operation to live near the
take off/landing areas of the OLFC will convince the Navy of the need to relocate the
field. (Housing is cheap, one hears, as properties have been devalued by the noise, and
environmental impacts of the planes.) Thank you for your consideration.

1.a. Thank You
12.j. Property Values
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
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Anacortes, WA 98221

From both living in Anacortes, WA for 28 years and from commuting to the hospital in
Coupeville, WA for 25 years, | can attest to first and second hand accounts of the impact
of the Navy planes on health, property values, risk of crashes (plane AND car as drivers
pull over to gawk at low flying aircraft). Please consider a much less populated location
than Whidbey Island for flight carrier landing practice. Thank you.

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
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1.a. Thank You
1.d. General Project Concerns
Anacortes, WA 98221 2.k. Range of Alternatives

30,000 unsettled acres are normally used by the Navy to conduct a training program
similar to the one on Whidbey Island; on Whidbey Island 700 acres are used (with
acknowledgement this is due in part to local government permission. It is simply unsafe
on so many levels: health, risk of crashes, effect on environment. A more appropriate site
needs to be found.



Anacortes, WA 98221

Please don't use the argument "we were here first" relative to the Outlying Field
Coupeville. The use of the OLFC as an "emergency landing strip" was expanded greatly
in the 1960's, long after the town of Coupeville (the oldest in Washington State) and
Admiral Cove development were established. The use of the OLFC is inappropriate given
the population density and proximity. Please consider relocation to an area with fewer
safety and health risks for the surrounding populations. Thank you.

1.a. Thank You
2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Anacortes, WA 98221

Growlers flying "touch and go's" off the Coupeville Landing Field are not "The Sound of
Freedom." Rather they are the sound of environmental degradation, compromised health,
and risk of aircraft accidents. It is time to decommission the OLFC and relocate the
training.



Anacortes, WA 98221

Routine health monitoring, prevention training, mandatory use of devices for hearing
protection are all expected for Navy personnel in "hazardous noise areas." While some of
these measures are reasonable to offer residents living around the OLFC and in the flight
path of the Growlers, one wonders, for example, how disruptive it is to wear hearing
protection at home or to leave home during the hours of OLFC use? Neither seems to be
a reasonable option. The OLFC needs to be decommissioned and relocated. Thank you.

LORKAOO006

1.a. Thank You

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property
2.k. Range of Alternatives

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

8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Anacortes, WA 98221 Historical Reserve

Ebey's Landing National Historical Reserve is a unique, remarkable sanctuary. To have
Growlers flying overhead threatens that. An alternative location for flight carrier landing
practice is strongly urged.
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1.a. Thank You

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
ANacortes, WA 98221

The density altitude of OLFC is around 350 feet. The most likely environment these
Growlers will be flying is 2000-2500 feet. OLFC is NOT a good simulation of the
environment to which the planes and pilots will be deployed. Bottom line: a more suitable
alternative to Whidbey Island needs to found. Thank you.



Anacortes, WA 98221

Current medical literature reveals findings different than those cited in the Draft EIS,
relative to hearing/noise tolerances. The Navy planes flying over Whidbey, Fidalgo and
the San Juan's are deafening. We've heard them until 0045 at times. Residents living
closer than we, have recorded noise levels of 114 dB. They are more than a nuisance or
mere disturbance of one's sleep! Please consider a move of the practice landing fields to
a less populated area.

1.a. Thank You
4.m. Supplemental Metrics
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives

greenbank, WA 98253

| fully support the mission and work of the US Navy at NAS Whidbey Island. However,
increases in flight activity beyond the current level will have adverse effects on the people
of central Whidbey, and on the environment. The current level of activity can be
managed, but a six-fold increase cannot. Please consider other options to maintain this
vital US Navy mission.



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

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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You
2.a. Purpose and Need
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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Thank you for attending the public meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EA-18G Growler
Airfield Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex.

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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

LOUSHO0001

1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
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All comments must be received by January 25, 2017. The names, street addresses, email addresses and screen
names, telephone numbers, and other personally identifiable information of individuals who provide comments will
be kept confidential and will not be released, unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as
required by law. The city, state, and five-digit zip code of individuals who provide comments may be released.
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For more information, please visit the project website at whidbeyeis.com
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February 23, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/3S

Dear Sir/lMadam,

Please accept and address the following comments regarding the EA-18G Growler EIS. As
detailed below, the Navy has clearly failed to address the significant and substantial
environmental impacts of EA-18G Growlers on and surrounding Whidbey Island, the San Juan
Islands, and the Olympic Peninsula.

It is completely disheartening to feel that the Navy seems to consider itself above the law and has
so little regard for the citizens it is supposedly training to protect. | thought you were fighting for
US! We are already suffering significant impacts to our quality of life as a result of the EA-18G
Growler activities and the proposed changes to operations can only be viewed as a threat to
everything that | hold dear. Therefore, | respectfully request that a full, complete, and
comprehensive EIS be conducted — one that honestly addresses the true impacts to the citizens,
wildlife, and economies of all communities over which these jets fly, including the following:

1. Jet noise outside the immediate environs of the runways on Whidbey Island is not being
evaluated, yet impacts are significant. Noise from EA-18G Growlers is affecting communities
far outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, yet the only area the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) analyzes in its “study area” is what falls within 6 to 10
miles of the corners of runways. Growler aircraft, which are capable of 150 decibels (dB), use
these runways to get airborne and to land; therefore, what happens outside the study area cannot
be ignored as if it does not exist, because alf flight operations are functionally connected to
takeoffs and [andings. By considering only takeoff and landing noise and exhaust emissions at
Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeville, the DEIS fails to consider the wider area of
functionally connected impacts caused by naval flight operations. By failing to consider the
interdependent parts of a larger action that cannot proceed without takeoffs and landings, as well
as their impacts, the DEIS fails to evaluate cumulative effects.

2. Impacts to cultural and historic sites are not adequately considered. The Navy so
narrowly defined the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for cultural and historic resources that it also
fails to consider significant nearby impacts. The State Historic Preservation Officer confirmed this
in a January 9, 2017 letter to the Navy. (http://westcoastactionalliance.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/SHPO-Letter-102214-23-USN_122916-2.docx ) She said that not only
will cultural and historic properties within existing APE boundaries be adversely affected, but
additional portions of Whidbey Island, Camano Island, Port Townsend vicinity and the San Juan
Islands are also within noise areas that will receive harmful leve!ls of sound and vibration from
Growler activity. The US Department of Housing and Urban Development posted noise
abatement and control standards that classify the 65 dB levels being used by the Navy as
“normally unacceptable” and above 75 as being “unacceptable.”
(https:/www.hudexchange.info/programs/environmental-review/noise-abatement-and-control/)
Residents in these outlying areas, wha live many miles from these runways, have recorded noise
at least twice that loud. Therefore, by failing to include these areas, this DEIS violates both the
Naticnal Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

3. Piecemealing projects to avoid analyzing cumulative effects is iflegal. The Navy has, to
date, piecemealed its aircraft training and testing activities affecting Whidbey Island, the San
Juans, and the Olympic Peninsula into at least six separate actions:

1. 4 squadrons of P-8A Poseidon Multi-Mission Aircraft;

LOVBEOOO1

l.a. Thank You

1.b. Best Available Science and Data

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

10.a. Biological Resources Study Area

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.c. Wildlife Sensory Disturbance and Habituation

10.f. Endangered Species Impact Analysis Adequacy

11.a. Groundwater

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

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

19.d. Electronic Warfare

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.h. Next Steps

2.i. Proposed Action

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.e. Day-Night Average Sound Level Contours and Noise
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

4.i. Other Noise Metrics Not Currently in Analysis

4.1. Points of Interest

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.t. Noise Mitigation

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

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
8.a. Cultural Resources Area of Potential Effect

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources
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A 2005 EA (57 Growler jets); 2010 EIS (reaffirming the 57 Growlers that replaced
Prowlers},

2012 EA (26 Growlers including 5 from a reserve unit);

2014 EA (Growler electronic warfare activity);

2015 EIS discussing electronic warfare training and testing activity;

The current 2016-2017 DEIS (36 Growlers);

And, likely, a seventh process, as confirmed by news reports and a Navy official at a
recent open house, for 42 more jets to bring the Growler fleet total to 160.

Nookw

Therefore, it has been impossible for the public to know just how many Growlers there would be,
or what their impacts would be, or what limits, if any, the Navy intends to establish. In just four
documents—the 2014 EA, Forest Service permit Draft Decision, and the 2010 and 2015 EISs,
there are more than 6,000 pages of complex technical material. The number of Growier flights at
Outlying Field (OLF) Coupeviile alone went from 3,200 per year to a proposed 35,100 in 2017.
That's more than a 1,000 percent increase at this runway alone, yet according to the Navy, there
are "no significant impacts.” The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA 40 C.F.R. §1502.4)
“...does not allow an approach that would permit dividing a project into multiple ‘actions,” each of
which individually has an insignificant environmental impact, but which collectively have a
substantial impact.”

The DEIS evaluates not the totality of impacts from the current fleet of 118 Growlers, nor the
projected total of 160 of these aircraft, but slices out 36 of them for an incremental, piecemealed
look, and concludes from both the construction activities and the addition of just these 36 new
Growlers to the fleet, that no significant impacts will occur in the following categories: public
health, bird-animal strike hazards to aircraft, accident potential zones, emissions of all types,
archaeological resources, American Indian traditional resources, biclogical resources, marine
species, groundwater, surface water, potable water, socioeconomics, housing, environmental
justice, and hazardous waste. To state the obvious, impacts from this many Growlers, when
taken together, are likely to be significant. Segmenting their impacts has allowed the Navy to
avoid accountability.

4. The DEIS does not analyze impacts to groundwater or soil from use of firefighting foam
on its runways during Growler operations, despite the fact that before this DEIS was published,
the Navy began notifying 2,000 people on Whidbey Island that highly toxic carcinogenic
chemicals had migrated from Navy property into their drinking water wells, contaminating them
and rendering these people dependent on bottled water.

5. The DEIS fails to discuss, describe or even mention any potential impacts associated
with electromagnetic radiation in devices employed by the Growlers in locating and interacting
with the ground transmitters. It fails to mention any potential impacts associated with aircrew
practicing using electromagnetic weaponry, that will allow the Navy to make good on its 2014
statement that this training and testing is “turning out fully trained, combat-ready Electronic Attack
crews.”

6. The current comment period on a Draft EIS should not be the last chance the public will
have for input. However, Navy announced on its web site that it does not intend to allow a public
comment period on the Final EIS. The “30-day waiting period” proposed for the Final EIS is not a
public comment period, and thus would be unresponsive to serious and longstanding public
concerns on matters that will affect our lives as well as the lives of people doing business
throughout the region, plus the visitors who are the tourism lifeblood of our economy, and the
wildlife that inhabits the region. The Navy must allow the public to participate throughout the
process, in order to be able to be able to assess the full scope of direct, indirect and cumulative
impacts. This is doubly important because so many impacts have been excluded from analysis. A
federal agency is required to prepare a supplement to either a draft or final EIS, and allow the
public to comment, if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, that bear on the proposed action or its impacts.

7. There are no alternatives proposed in this DEIS that would reduce noise. This violates
NEPA §1506.1, which states, "...no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would

2
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have an adverse environmental impact or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives.” According
to a memo from the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) to all federal agencies,
“Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint
of the applicant.” (hitps:/fenergy.gov/sites/prod/files/G-CEQ-40Questions.pdf) The three
alternatives presented by the Navy are merely a shell game of choices among the same number
of flights, but for different percentages of activity at runways. This pits communities against each
other, as the runway that receives more flights will determine the "loser” among these
communities.

8. The Navy has exacerbated the problem stated in #8 by not identifying a preferred
alternative in the DEIS. According to the CEQ memo, “[NEPA] Section 1502.14(e) requires the
section of the EIS on alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred alternative if one or more
exists, in the draft statement, and identify such alternative in the final statement . . ." Since the
Navy has not done this, communities cannot evaluate potential noise levels. Since the Navy has
also announced that it will not provide a public comment period for the Final EIS, communities will
have no chance to evaluate the consequences or even comment on the preferred alternative.

9. The Navy states that it evaluated noise for the Olympic Peninsula in 2010 with the
Northwest Training Range Complex EIS, but that document did not do so. The Navy claims its
documents are “tiered” for this purpose, but they are not. Had the activities contemplated by the
proposed Electronic Warfare Range been evaluated by that EIS, the ground-based mobile
emitters should have been listed as an emission source. They were not. For Electronic Combat
and Electronic Attack, the only areas listed by activity and training area, warfare type, and Range
and Training Site were the Darrington Area and W-237. Neither is on the Olympic Peninsula. Had
noise been properly evaluated, the Olympic MOAs should have been listed. They were not.
Therefore, noise from Growler activities has not been evaluated in this or any previous for the
Olympic Peninsula.

10. The Navy has neither measured, modeled, nor considered direct, indirect or cumulative
effects of jet noise in any areas outside the immediate environs of NASWI! runways. Actual
noise measurements have not been made anywhere. However, computer modeling for the 10-
mile radius of the “Affected Noise Environment” around Naval Air Station Whidbey Island
(NASWI) extends to the year 2021 and clearly demonstrates the Navy's ability to model noise.
Therefore it makes no sense to fail to measure or model highly impacted areas such as the West
End of the Olympic Peninsula, with its very different terrain and weather conditions, as
demonstrated by separate NOAA weather forecasts for each region. For example, the Hoh River
is surrounded by steep-sloped mountains that amplify and echo noise. Port Townsend is on a
peninsula surrounded on three sides by water, which echoes sound. Port Angeles gets reflected
sound from the Strait of Juan de Fuca te its north and from the Olympic Mountains to its south.
Yet no noise modeling or measurements have been done for these areas.

11. The Navy’s claim that areas outside the narrow boundaries of its study area do not
exceed noise standards is suspect, first because the standards used by the Navy are
unrealistic, second, because the Navy has never measured or modeled noise in these areas, and
third, because the “library” of sounds that comprise the basis for the Navy's computer medeling is
not available for public inspection. The Navy uses the less realistic Day-Night Average Sound
Level (DNL) rather than the Effective Perceived Noise Level, as provided in Federal Aviation
Regulation 36. DNL uses A-weighting for the decibel measurement, which means jet noise is
averaged with quiet over the course of a year to come up with a 65 dB average. This means peak
noise levels in these un-measured and un-modeled communities and wildiands may far exceed
65 dB as long as the constant average with quiet periods over a year stays below 65 dB. This is
unrealistic, and claims by the DEIS that wildlife are “presumably habituated” to noise do not apply
when that noise is sporadic and intense.

12. Commercial airport noise standards should not apply to military jets because
commercial jets do not have afterburners, do not engage in aerial combat maneuvers, do not fly
at low altitudes or practice landing on runways so short they can only be used for emergencies,
do not possess the flight characteristics of Growlers, and do not have weaponry that is capable of
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making a parcel of forest hum with electromagnetic energy. FAA policy does not preclude use of
the more accurate Effective Perceived Noise Level as the standard, nor. are Iocal jurisdictions
prevented from setting a lower threshold of compatibility for riew land-use developments. FAA
policy allows for supplemental or alternative measurements. So, the continued use of DNL may
be to the Navy's benefit, but does not benefit the public. . :

13. The Navy’s noise analysis does not ailow for peak noise expeﬁences, nor does the DNL *

method they use take into account low-frequency noise, which is produced at tremendous levels
by Growlers.

14. The NOISEMAP software used for computer modeling is severely outdated, and a report
from a Department of Defense commission concluded that noise measurements using this
software "...do not properly account for the complex operational and noise characteristics of the
new aircraft.” This report concluded that current computer models could be legally indefensible.
(hitps:/iwww serdp-estcp.org/Program-Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-and-
Emissions/Noise/WP-1304)

15. The Navy describes its activities using the term “event,” but does not define it.
Therefore, the time, duration, and number of jets in a single "event” remain unknown, and real
impacts from recent increases remain unevaluated. As a result of leaving out vast geographical
areas where noise impacts will occur (and are occurring now), the DEIS eliminates far too many
direct, indirect and cumulative effects to be considered a valid or complete analysis. Limiting the
scope like this amounts to a segmentation of impacts that forecloses the public’s ability to
comment and gain legal standing. By law, the public has the right to address the full scope of
impacts, not just a narrow sliver of them.

16. New information that was not disclosed in previous Navy EISs include flight operations on
weekends (not mentioned in the current DEIS but specified on page 11 of the Forest Service’s
draft permit, viewable at: hitps:/iwww.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759). It has long been
understood that the Navy would cooperate with local governments, especially in communities that
depend on tourism, by not conducting noise-producing operations on weekends. Further, the
singling out of one user group for an exemption from noise is outrageous and unfair. According to
the permit, weekend flying may be permitted so long as it does not interfere with *...opening day
and associated opening weekend of Washington State’s Big Game Hunting Season for use of
rifle/guns.” While such an exemption is under Forest Service and not Navy control, the Navy must
realize that municipalities and local governments, along with economically viable and vulnerable
tourism and recreation entities who are net being considered, have not been given the
opportunity to comment. The impression is that our national forests are no longer under public
control.

17. Low flights will make even more noise than before: While the Navy has repeatedly told
the public over the past few years that Growlers will fly at a minimum of 6,000 feet above sea
level, the DEIS quotes guidance from the Aircraft Environmental Support Office: "Aircraft are
directed to avoid towns and populated areas by 1 nm (nautical mile) or overfly 1,000 feet AGL
(above ground level) and to avoid airports by 3 nm or overfly 1,500 AGL.” This guidance further
states, "Over sparsely populated areas, aircraft may not be operated closer than 500 feet to any
person, vessel, vehicle, or structure.” If this official guidance directs Growlers to fly at such low
altitudes, why did the Navy not disclose this in any previous NEPA documents? For an aircraft
capable of 150 decibels at takeoff, this new information represents a significant new level of noise
impacts that have been neither previously disclosed nor analyzed.

48. Sound levels for these low flights are not listed in the DEIS: Table 3.1-2, titled
“Representative Sound Leveis for Growler Aircraft in Level Flight," on page 3-6, does not show
sound exposure levels for Growlers flying at either 1,000 feet or 1,500 feet AGL, as mentioned in
the official guidance. Why has this important information been omitted? The public needs to know
how much actual noise exposure there will be, along with the threats posed to public and
environmental health. This, therefore, is significant new information about impacts that were not
disclosed in the DE!S, and requires either that a Supplemental EIS be prepared, or that a public
comment period of adequate length be provided on the Final EIS. For public health and safety
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reasons, the Navy must revise its guidance to significantly increase the distances that Growler
jets are currently allowed to fly over towns, airports, individual people, vessels, vehicles, and
structures. 500 to 1,000 feet is far too close, and 1,500 feet over an airport is far too dangerous a
proximity to supersonic Growler jets.

19. No mitigation for schools: The DEIS states that in the case of local schools, no mitigation
measures for any of the 3 proposed alternatives were identified, “... but may be developed and
altered based on comments received.” Some schools will be interrupted by jet noise hundreds of
times per day. Yet the Navy suggests that future mitigation measures might be brought up by the
public (and subsequently ignored) and thus will be “...identified in the Final EIS or Record of
Decision.” Such information would be new, could significantly alter the Proposed Actions, and
would therefore require another public comment period, in which case the Navy's proposal to not
allow a comment period on the Final EIS would be unlawful.

20. The current DNL noise modeling method and data in no way reflect exposure accuracy,
given the new information about low fiight levels from official guidance. Therefore, such
analyses must be included in a Supplemental EIS or in the Final EIS, with a new public process
of adequate length, including an official comment period.

21. Crash potential is higher: With no alternatives provided to the public that reduce noise, and
with such permissive guidance that allows such low-altitude flight, the potential for Navy Growler
student pilots to create tragic outcomes or cause extreme physical, physiological, economic and
other harms to communities and wildlands, whether accidentally or on purpose, is unacceptable.

22, Contamination of drinking water in residential and commercial areas near the runways, due
to use of hazardous chemicals, is completely ignored by the DEIS. It concludes, “No significant
impacts related to hazardous waste and materials would occur due to construction activities or
from the addition and operation of additional Growler aircraft.” While these chemicals have never
been analyzed, they have been used in conjunction with Growler training and other flight
operations for years; therefore, hazardous materials analysis for these chemicals should not be
excluded just because Growlers are not the only aircraft this foam has been used for. It is
iresponsible for the DEIS to content that there are no significant impacts. As previously stated,
with flights at OLF Coupeville alone increasing from 3,200 in 2010 to as many as 35,100, no cne
can claim that a 1,000 percent flight increase in 7 years for which no groundwater or soil
contaminant analyses have been done is not significant.

23. Navy knew about contamination in advance: It is clear that before the November 10
publicaticn of this DEIS, the Navy was well aware of potential problems with contamination of
residential drinking water due to what it calls “historic” use of fire suppressants for flight
operations. In May 2016 the USEPA issued drinking water health advisories for two PFCs, and
the Navy announced in June that it was in the process of “identifying and for removal and
destruction all legacy perfluorooctane sulfonate {and PFOA) containing AFFF [agueous film
forming foam].” Yet the DEIS dismisses all concerns with an incredible statement about actions
that took place nearly 20 years ago: “Remediation construction was completed in September
1997, human exposure and contaminated groundwater exposures are under control, and the CUs
at Ault Field and the Seaplane Base are ready for anticipated use (USEPA, 2016e}).” The
statement is ludicrously outdated, and recent events refute it. Three days before the DEIS was
published, on November 7, 2016, the Navy sent a letter to more than 100 private and public
drinking water well owners expressing concern that perfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) found
beneath the OLF had spread beyond Navy property. Yet the word “perfluoroalkyl’ or "PFAS” is
not mentioned once in the entire 1400-page DEIS, nor is it mentioned the 2005 or 2012 EAs. A
Department of Defense publication makes it clear that there is no current technology that can
treat soil or groundwater that has been contaminated with these chemicals.
(https:/fdec.alaska.govispar/pprihazmat/Chemical-&-Material-Emerging-Risk-Alert-for-AFFF. pdf)

24. No mention of contaminated soil is found in the DEIS: It confines its discussion to soil
compression and compaction effects from new construction, and concludes there will be no
impacts to groundwater. It is therefore puzzling to consider that while extensive evaluations for a
variety of hazardous materials were included in the October 2015 Northwest Training and Testing
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Final EIS, why would the Navy omit such contaminants as the ones mentioned above, from the
Growler DEIS? This is the equivalent of a doctor refusing to look at an EKG that clearly shows a
heart attack, and diagnosing the patient with anxiety. The Navy needs to include this information
in a public NEPA process as an impact of its flight activities. It needs to accept responsibility for
this contamination, and pay the costs incurred by finding a permanent alternative source of water
. for affected residents, and by reimbursing these people for medical costs created by unwitting
consumption of Navy-contaminated water.

25, Impacts to wildlife have been piecemealed: It does not make sense to separate impacts
from just one portion of an aircraft’s flight operations and say that’s all you're locking at. But
because the scope of the DEIS is limited to areas adjacent to runways, analysis of impacts to
wildlife from connected flight operations that occur outside these narrow confines are omitted.
Threatened and endangered species, sensitive species and other wildlife and critical habitat
areas are adversely impacted by noise from takeoffs, landings and other flight operations well
beyond the Navy's study area. For example, the increase in aerial combat maneuvers
(dogfighting) from 160 to 550 annual “events,” which by their erratic nature cannot safely occur
near runways, is a 244 percent increase that has been neither examined nor analyzed in this or
any previous NEPA process. Dogfighting requires frequent use of afterburners, which are far
louder and use as much as ten times the amount of fuel as normal flight does. Impacts to wildlife
and habitat were completely omitted.

26. Pages of boilerplate language do not constitute analysis of impacts to wildlife: Except
for standardized language copied from wildlife agencies about species life histories, along with
lists of various county critical areas ordinances and state wildlife regulations, the DEIS fails to
evaluate direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to wildlife. Instead, it offers the excruciating
conclusion that the potential for noise impacts and collisions with birds is "greatest during flight
operations.” However, continues the DEIS, except for the marbled murrelet, the occurrence of
these sensitive species in the study area is “highly unlikely,” largely because “no suitable habitat
is present.” This begs the question: if the scope of this DEIS measured the true impacts of jet
noise, it is highly likely that suitable habitat for many of these species would be found. And if
impacts had not been segmented for decades, there might be suitable habitat remaining in the
study area.

27. Old research cited but new research not: In citing published scientific research, the Navy
included a 1988 synthesis of published literature on domestic animals and wildlife, but failed to
consider the latest peer-reviewed research summarized in 2015, which lists multiple
consequences of noise greater than 65 dB.

(http:/fonlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/brv. 12207/abstract) The DEIS also failed to consider
an important 2014 study called “"Anthropogenic EM Noise Disrupts Magnetic Compass
Orientation in Migratory Birds,”
(http:/fwww.nature.com/nature/journaliv509/n7500/full/nature13290.html) A federal agency cannot
cherry-pick scientific research for its own convenience; it must consider the best available
science. This DEIS fails that test.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Port Angeles, WA 98362
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1.a. Thank You
Public Meeting Comment Form

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

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

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

5. Pleasecheck here if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list

©. Pleasecheck here }( if you would like to receive a CD of the Final EIS when available

FHpdt yow  Nas uL-JlMy'_iZ/&o(B For S
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Please print « Additional room is provided on back
Please drop this form into one of the comment boxes here at the public meeting or mail to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/S5

YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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l.a. Thank You
12.c. Socioeconomic Impacts
Clinton, WA 98236 12.n. Quiality of Life

Presence of Growlers at OLF is detrimental to the quality of life and economy of central
Whidbey. OLF should be closed.



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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You

12.j. Property Values

12.n. Quiality of Life

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
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1.a. Thank You

Anacortes, WA 98221

A loved and treasured family home near Anacortes has been ruined by all the air base
noise. The home has been in our family for 3 generations and now none of us can stand
to be there. It's incredibly sad that this are is being ruined by noise from planes and jets
from the base.
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Anacortes, WA 98221 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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



LOVPEOOO3

1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Anacortes, WA 98221 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

The DEIS did not comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to
judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites to conduct flight carrier land practice
(FCLP).
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Anacortes, WA 98221 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

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

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

Anacortes, WA 98221 4.j. Other Reports

The DEIS claim that the JGL noise study was “flawed” is disingenuous and

unsupportable, whereas in actuality the Wyle modeled noise levels have not been
validated with on-site noise data.
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1.a. Thank You

4.j. Other Reports
Anacortes, WA 98221

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



Anacortes, WA 98221

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

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

LOVPEOOO7



Anacortes, WA 98221

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

1.a. Thank You
4.qg. Potential Hearing Loss
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l.a. Thank You
12.k. Compensation to Citizens for Private Property

Clinton, WA 98260

At least one of the options puts the DNL65 contour on top of Whidbey Health's Coupeville
Hospital. The hospital's new wing did not incorporate enhanced noise reduction, even
though FAA PART 150 states that hospitals within DNL 65 must have some form of noise
attenuation.
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1.a. Thank You

Oak Harbor, WA 98277

NASWI is important to protecting our freedoms.
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1.a. Thank You

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

Victoria, British Columbia V9E 2B1 4.t. Noise Mitigation

The Growler noises are very "unsettling" and sound like an earthquake. We live on a
hillside in Victoria facing SE towards Whitby Island. Anything that can be done to reduce
the noise would be appreciated, thank you.
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Public Meeting Comment Form

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

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

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

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

2.a. Purpose and Need

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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



Coupeville, WA 98239

The environmental impacts of the following issues due to increased flight operations at
the OLF Whidbey in Washington State are not adequately addressed in the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): Health effects from noise and low-frequency
sound. Businesses, schools, hospital, and County and Town public government
operations in the Coupeville area. A decrease in tourism including in the town of
Coupeville, hiking and birding at Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, the Casey
Conference Center, Fort Casey State Park, The Pacific Rim Institute. A decrease in
private property values due to noise. Outdoor recreation limits, as well as children’s and
family’s health, at Rhododendron Park ball fields. Noise impacts on commercial
properties including agriculture. Aquafer and well contamination. Additional Concerns:
The addition of large, new, and undefined Accident Potential Zones ( APZs) surrounding
OLF will restrict property rights and significantly decrease property values. The Navy did
not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of the
top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums. The impact on
marine and terrestrial wildlife.

LUCGRO0001

1.a. Thank You

1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

11.a. Groundwater

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

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts
12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
3.d. Arrivals and Departures

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.b. Overtasking/Overloading of Air Traffic Control at Ault Field and

Elsewhere



February 3, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC} Atlantic
Attention: Code EV21/SS

6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk VA 23508

RE: Draft EIS for EA-18 "Growler" Airfield operations at Naval Air Station
Whidbey Island complex

Thank you for supplying the above EIS information. Although the document is very detailed
and long, | am deeply dispointed that your "alternatives" focus was on ADDING 35 or 36
aircraft. You have not properly considered the effects of this battle-type aircraft noise on the
people and wildlife in this area. At present, with 82 aircraft at NAS Whidbey, we here in the
San Juan Islands experience extreme noise from the aircraft overhead and see some fuel
dumps. When engines start up at Whidbey, the ground vibrates on South Lopez Island, and we
can hear the rumble. When Growlers fly overhead here, the noise is deafening (not allowing
conversation} Sometimes our windows vibrate. Some aircraft training at Whidbey is indeed
necessary, but adding 36 more Growlers is NOT necessary and will damage our environment.

Here are my objections to your EIS Draft:

1. The Growler is known for its intense low-frequency engine rumble, but low-frequency
impacts are ignored in the Draft.
Action: Evaluate Impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC)
in addition to A-weighting (dBA).

2. Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid
for decision-making, models must be verified.
Action: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements
with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to 20
kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise mesurements in locations
throughouit the region.

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

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.

LUDLOO0001

l.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.h. Next Steps

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.q. Potential Hearing Loss

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

6.f. Fuel Dumping

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the
intermittent but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year
assumes, without studies, thaat the quiet days mitigage the noisy days.,

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.

. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are
conclusive.

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

. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.
Action: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville noise
measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

. The Draft suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJI) Natonal
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJ| National Monument.
Action: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National Monument and
remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

. The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar and are based on old
technology--a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier landing.
Action: Evaluate a new Alternative that deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of more
Growilers to significantly reduce the need for land-based carrier training.

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

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

10. All Alternatives in the Draft are irrevocable decisions to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI.

While some potential noise Mitigation Measures are addressed, there is no
commitment.

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

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

Action: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies indentified in comments and offer

further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is prepared.
2
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IMPORTANT NOTE: Recently, it has been discovered that activity at NASW! and Coupeville,
Washington has dangerously affected the water supply in those areas. Activities with the
current 82 aircraft and equipment appear to have caused the contamination. Because of this
new information, | believe there must be NO MORE AIRCRAFT stationed at Whidby Island,
Washington.

Please carefully review ALL the COMMENT LETTERS you receive, make all these corrections in
a better study of the impact on our environment. Then provide us with a supplement for the
EIS and let us see the information you discover.

incerel

Lopez Island, WA.
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I

Lopez Island, WA 98261

Feb. 1,2017

EA-18-G EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Atlantic - Attn: Code EV21/5S
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G Airfield
Operations at NAS Whidbey.

I wasen't expecting the Draft EIS to be a total fraud,l but it contains no "real”
alternatives or analysises of actual environmental "impacts” or effects. A few of the
worst deficiencies are listed below.
1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low-frequency noise
impacts are ignored in the Draft.
Action: Evaluate Impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using C-weighting (dBC)
in addition to A-weighting (dBA}.

2. Analysis of noise impacts in the Draft is based solely on computer simulation. To be valid
for decision-making, models must be verified.
Action: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise measurements
with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from 6 Hz to
20 kHz. Calibrate  the computer model with actual noise mesurements in locations
throughouit the region.

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

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.

4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the intermittent
but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year assumes, without
studies, thaat the quiet days mitigate the noisy days.,

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged gver active flying days.

LUDSTO0001

1.a. Thank You

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

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

2.f. Use of Public Comments

2.h. Next Steps

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are non-
conclusive.

Action: Recognize the health ipacts of Growler noise as documentd in the World
Health Oganization “Guidelines on Community Noise" and "Night Noise Guidelines for
Europe."

6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.
Action: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville noise
measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis.

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

Action:_Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SlI National Monument and_
remove langage stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

IMPORTANT NOTE: Recently, it has been discovered that activity at NASWI and Coupeville,
Washington has dangerously affected the water supply in those areas. Activities with the
current 82 aircraft and equipment appear to have caused the contamination. Because of this
new information, | believe there must be NO MORE AIRCRAFT stationed at Whidby Island,

LUDSTO0001
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Washington.

Please carefully review ALL the COMMENT LETTERS you receive, make all these corrections in

a better study of the impact on our environment. Then provide us with a supplement revising
the Draft EIS.

Sincerely,




Oak Harbor WA., WA 98277

Myself and a neighbor make almost all of our retirement income from renting homes
located on acreages East of the base on Whidbey. We now rent only to active or retired
Navy Members. All say than Whidbey is the BEST base in the world. It would be a shame
if a small minority of profit seekers near the OLF could close the base and wipe out the
economy of the entire region .... not just North Whidbey. Some of the minority near OLF
would make millions off of property they bought for a song many years ago. The tyranny
of the minority should not be tolerated.

1.a. Thank You
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Oak Harbor WA., WA 98277

Myself and a neighbor make almost all of our retirement income from renting homes
located on acreages East of the base on Whidbey. We now rent only to active or retired
Navy Members. All say than Whidbey is the BEST base in the world. It would be a shame
if a small minority of profit seekers near the OLF could close the base and wipe out the
economy of the entire region .... not just North Whidbey. Some of the minority near OLF
would make millions off of property they bought for a song many years ago. The tyranny
of the minority should not be tolerated.

1.a. Thank You
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Coupeville, WA 98239

As a parent of a young child living Coupeville, and a registered dietitian working in public
health, | make the following comments on the draft EIS: The impact on children is not
adequately addressed in the DEIS. The EIS should fully consider the following:
Coupeville School District and Oak Harbor School District have established Farm to
School and school garden programs where students are provided outdoor,
experiential-learning opportunities during regular school hours. (Coupeville Elementary
School, Coupeville Middle School, Coupeville High School, Crescent View Elementary,
and Olympic View Elementary). The noise modeling within the EIS does not include
Coupeville Middle and High Schools, assumes that students are indoors during the
school day, and does not account for the impact on learning for students who have
outdoor classroom time. The USDA promotes school gardens to provide food for child
nutrition programs, connect children to the source of their food and create hands-on
interdisciplinary classrooms (1). School garden programs studied over the past 20 years
have found that the outdoor experiential learning has a positive impact on students’
grades, knowledge, attitudes, and behavior (2). At Coupeville Elementary School, every
classroom has garden-based activities throughout the school year. Currently, when the
planes are flying at OLF, the School Garden Coordinator must stop his instruction to wait
for the planes to pass, and then resume. The impact of increased flights on outdoor
classroom instruction is not adequately addressed in the DEIS. School Garden Fact
Sheet. United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). Available at:
https://lwww.fns.usda.gov/sites/default/files/f2s/FactSheet_School_Gardens.pdf) Williams,
D.R. & Dixon, P.S. (2013). Impact of garden-based learning on academic outcomes in
schools: Synthesis of research between 1990 and 2010. Review of Educational Research
2013.

l.a. Thank You
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports
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. 1.a. Thank You

- 10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

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

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

12.h. Tourism
Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017 12.j. Property Values
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx 12.1. Community Service Impacts
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 12.m. Education Impacts
23508, Attn: Code EV21/55 12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military) 4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

- 4.v. Impacts to Domestic Pets, Livestock, or Wildlife
Rusrolint —Powenit—

5.a. Accident Potential Zones
: 5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
3. Addres . e wA QR239 5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area
7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve
7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports

1. Name

4. Email

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

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

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

XHealth effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

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

Institute.

KA decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)



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

x Noise impacts on commercial properties including agriculture.
N Aquafer and well contamination.

Additional Concerns:

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

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

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

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

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:

AS o vesident 04[. Clw.tuuh‘”l, My Covieeins .bmmo(w»w
expansion redere b omy sw, whe is sikmonths Hel. T,
nettunke -+ DEIS adusuately assesses —Hhe imPac»I 9-1 Neise ar
ouv s thotls (f.b.wlmhu/ 2] ol ol g S%&S,W'M
oaeas (Shu,naﬁ-\‘mq,c ,Mgl—}w ?.,,u)' andd water
Qwul-amina—k'o.m, all ~ Wi will impacd .%- Mauhvdy -y s
and HL ciu ldven N s wntw-ly

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

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

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies

January 18, 2017
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1.a. Thank You
8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Seattle, WA 98199 Historical Reserve

We must not continue sacrificing our natural heritage (nor our values) for the sake of
‘national security'.
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l.a. Thank You
1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack

Clinton, WA 98236 10.b. Biological Resources Impacts
11.a. Groundwater

_ _ o _ _ 11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances
Concerns: The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife. -Businesses, schools, hospital, 12.e. Agriculture Analysis

and Cpunty and Town public gove.rnment operations in the Coupeville area. -A decrease 12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts
in tourism. -Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound. 12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.d. Arrivals and Departures

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.b. Overtasking/Overloading of Air Traffic Control at Ault Field and
Elsewhere
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1.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations
Coupeville, WA 98239

| was told at a open house that the Navy "strives" to use Runway 14 50% of the time, not
even close. Another excuse is the weather is a determining factor, which doesn't match
up with your flying practices. It would be nice if our neighborhood(Admirals Cove), didn't
have to carry the full burden of your practices!



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

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:

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

Norfolk, VA 23508

-

. First Name

2. Last Name

3. Organization/Affiliation _ Resident — pact Hime

o city, state, z N o¢e: Ssland A 5201

s.e-mai___ |

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

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

01/08/16 www.Quiei8Skies.info

LUNMRO001

l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



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

January, 2017 Comments

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

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

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

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

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

throughout the region.

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

Action: Redo the noise simulation using the more recent Advanced Acoustic Model.

- 4. The annual Day-Night Noise Level (DNL}) metric used in the Draft was developed for
commercial airports that operate 365 days a year. DNL is inappropriate for the_intermittent
but intensive military flight activity at NASWI. Averaging over the year assumes, without
studies, that the guiet days mitigate the noisy days.

Action: Noise levels should only be averaged over active flying days.

5. The Draft dismisses long-term health impacts of jet noise because some studies are not
conclusive.

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

6. The Draftincludes some independent noise measurements and ignores others.

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

01/08/16 www,.QuieiSkies.info
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10.

11.

12.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Add your own comments here:

I have bzen out on the watee and Seer)(ﬁml HEARD\ jets Fly by
)

awdully lew ovec Lopez Blhand, T dodt vindecstand why the jofs
) po T3

Cant practice out ever +he spen ocean (nezzrl;:qlins*e;w( of p(-‘recﬂL

over where people ve.  TL'm afvaid +hat adding wore Croslers

will mean mere -Ch‘qk*s ovel oux guiet, p\améiu,f (slands,

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info

LUNMRO001



EA-18G Growler EIS Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard

Norfolk, VA 23508

Attn: Code EV21/SS

EA-18G EIS Project Manager:

Please include the following comments for the official record for this draft EIS
prepared by the Navy regarding the increase of and impacts by EA-18G Growler
aircraft to NAS Whidbey Island.

1.

In general, cumulative and direct impacts resulting in the increase of
growlers to NAS Whidbey were considered but the INDIRECT impacts, which
also must be considered, was weak. Indirect impacts to resources must be
considered as is required by NEPA and NHPA. The APE is not large enough
when considering indirect effects of increased personnel to Whidbey Island.
Why did the Navy announce that an additional 4000 people were moving to
Whidbey Island to support the increase in Growler jets and larger
consolidation of Navy operations in the region without going through the
required NEPA process this growth will have both direct and indirect
impacts on resources. In addition, it was a predecisional action which is
illegal under NEPA and NHPA. This kind of action requires a public process
which appears to have been circumvented. Purchasing more planes prior to
completion of an EIS, or the intent to purchase more planes prior to the
completion of an EIS, is, again, predecisional.

Whidbey Island is physically limited by its size, configuration and natural
resources including water availability and suitable soils that drain. The
indirect effects of increasing the population on Whidbey island is profound
and needs additional evaluation than what is provided here. Unintended
consequences of new development to accommodate this population growth
needs further assessment and evaluation. Again, the APE is not large enough.

Average sound decibel is not a helpful nor realistic measure for Whidbey
istand residents who experience the ear-shattering noise of the jets,
particularly in the Coupeville area. This is a public health issue for children,
the elderly, and those disadvantaged and/or disabled who cannot speak for
themselves.

Executive Summary, Cultural Resources: this section does not mention OLF
being adjacent to Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve (EBLA) which is
significant as a cultural landscape. The open, undeveloped nature of Smith
Prairie, in which the OLF is situated, is a character-defining feature of EBLA’s
historic prairies. The Navy must take cultural landscape resources and

LUXGRO0001

l.a. Thank You

14.a. Transportation Impacts

14.b. Vehicle Collisions and Safety

14.c. Pedestrians, Bicycles, and Bus Stops

15.b. Potable Water and Wastewater Capacity

15.d. Septic

19.a. Scope of Cumulative Analysis

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

8.e. Outlying Landing Field Coupeville and Coupeville History
8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve

8.g. Mapping and location of Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve and Central Whidbey Island Historic District



attributes into consideration when evaluating impacts to cultural resources
in the Alternatives. This is different from considering impacts to
archeological or architectural resources as it considers impacts to settlement
patterns, land use patterns, small-scale features (among others) as well as
built resources. Property boundaries are not evident to the visitor to
Whidbey Island. One sees long views across prairies, woodlands, agricultural
fields, historic and other buildings, roads, etc. but no differentiation is made
between where Navy property stops and starts. This is the importance of
evaluating the cultural landscape of the Reserve at the landscape (not
property boundary) level.

4. Page 9 of the executive summary: Traffic backing onto Highway 20 headed
south to Whidbey island is already causing dangerous situations on the
highway. Cars are waiting to turn southbound while on a severely slanted
ditch. Transit would be adversely impacted by this increased traffic further
delaying residents who rely on public transit to get to/from work and home.
Another example of indirect effects of bringing in more planes and personnel.

5. Island County already has limitations on its infrastructure. Not every land
parcel perks for septic. More housing is needed, requiring roads,
water/sewer lines. How will sewage be dealt with? Significant impacts ARE
expected with the increase of growlers and the lack of planning for this
anticipated growth. To make a statement to the contrary reflects a profound
ignorance of what is happening on the island at the present with regard to
traffic, road congestion, lack of affordable and safe housing for navy
personnel, health issues for children due to noise, negative impacts for
tourism, among other issues. Indirect effects of bringing in more planes and
personnel.

6. Figure 3.2-5: this and all figures for OLF should identify its location adjacent
to EBLA and flight patterns that take loud places over a unit of the National
Park System (see Figure 3.3-3 for example)

7. Page 3-63, last paragraph: this is the first time EBLA is mentioned. It should
be noted early on in document that the OLF is adjacent to a unit of our
national park system. EBLA should be included in the list of acronyms.

8. Figure 3.5-3: EBLA referred to as a Reservation on map. It is a Reserve, not a
Reservation. Ebey’s Landing State Park and Fort Ebey State Park should be
added to map in Figure 3.5-3. National park Service and other park
boundaries are confusing on this map. Make NPS/EBLA boundary a different
color for border?

9. Page 3-74: EBLA actually wraps around Penn Cove and is on the north, west,
and south of the cove. It is significant as a cultural landscape that reflécts a
19th century historic character still evident in the land and its historical
patterns of settlement and use.

10. Page 3-80: Make it clear to reader that the Central Whidbey Island Historic
District and EBLA share the same boundaries. First district dates to 1973.
Congress took the boundaries for that district and made it a unit of the NPS in
1978 with the same boundaries. Add EBLA name to map.

LUXGRO0001



11. Page 3-84: Navy is required by law, the NHPA, to know what resources it may

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

be impacting. Therefore it must do a DOE for the Keystone Road Historic Site
(Site 45-1S-316) and also do a DOE for the historic white farmhouse across
from the OLF, as this house may be directly, and indirectly, impacted by
operations.

Page 4-167: Navy states EBLA planning documetns do not have influence
over the operations at the OLF. This is irrelevant. The Navy must fliow the
process for NEPA and NHPA to determine what impacts direct and indirect
its actions will have on resources. To suggest increased flights over the
historic prairie with louder jets “may indirectly impact management of the
NHR by degrading overall visitor experience” is an understatement. It will
have a direct impact on a visitor’s enjoyment, especially when considering a
visitor has expectations of experiencing a 19t century landscape, not a
modern day military operation.

Page 4-191: To play up EBLA’s military history and how these jets speak to
that history is disingenuous at best and pathetic, actually. The Reserve is
significant for the historic landscape and its settlement and development
patterns which indeed include remnants of a 19t century fort, a much
quieter installation historically and present day. Visitors have an expectation
of going back in time, not subjected to noisy aircraft from above which
speaks to a modern era. Earlier in the EIS the Navy noted there was no
historical significance to the OLF after a thorough evaluation for its National
Register eligibility. The Navy cannot have it both ways. The impacts to the
soundscape are profound and not in keeping with the character of the 19%™
century landscape Congress set aside to preserve and protect.

Page 4-192, 2 paragraph: the statement about “...a consistent military
presence within the reserve...”: The cultural landscape is not mentioned only
the historic architectural resources being a distance from the airfield. The
open, undeveloped nature of Smith Prairie, one of 3 historic agricultural
prairies in the Reserve, is directly impacted by increased operations of the
Navy. This affects visual aesthetics as well as soundscapes of the historic
areas and is more than a minimal to moderate impact. The low flights over
town further degreed both the residents’ and visitors enjoyment of being in
the Reserve and having a sense of the history that exists here. Increased
flights with louder jets will further degrade a sense of history in this
landscape.

Page 4-195: |1 disagree with the closing statement that no significant impacts,
direct or indirect, would result to cultural resources. The incessant flying of
loud jets over a historic cultural landscape us a direct impact to the Reserve
and people’s enjoyment of it.

Page 6-13: Navy is downplaying that visitor enjoyment won’t be diminished
by aircraft noise by making EBLA seem like any old park. It is different. Itis
the first one of its kind in the nation. History rules here and there are
expectations of seeing a historic place and landscape which speaks to the 19th
century and only minimally marked by modern day intrusions. The increase
in these loud jets at OLF will have significant effects on a visitor’s enjoyment
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and understanding of the landscape, since so much depends upon the visitor
viewing the Reserve from key vantage points overlooking the prairies (and
this is where the planes fly).

Freeland, WA 98249
(former Coupeville resident)



Freeland, WA 98249

1. In general, cumulative and direct impacts resulting in the increase of growlers to NAS
Whidbey were considered but the INDIRECT impacts, which also must be considered,
was weak. Indirect impacts to resources must be considered and is required by NEPA
and NHPA. 2. Why did the Navy announce that an additional 4000 people were moving
to Whidbey Island to support the increase in Growler jets and larger consolidation of
Navy operations in the region without going through the required NEPA process? This
growth will have both direct and indirect impacts on resources. In addition, it was a
predecisional action which is illegal under NEPA and NHPA. This kind of action requires
a public process which appears to have been circumvented. Purchasing more planes
prior to completion of an EIS, or the intent to purchase more planes prior to the
completion of an EIS, is, again, predecisional. Whidbey Island is physically limited by its
size, configuration and natural resources including water availability and suitable soils
that drain. The indirect effects of increasing the population on Whidbey island is profound
and needs additional evaluation than what is provided here. Unintended consequences of
new development to accommodate this population growth needs further assessment and
evaluation.In other words, your APE is not large enough. Average sound decibel is not a
helpful nor realistic measure for Whidbey island residents who experience the
ear-shattering noise of the jets, particularly in the Coupeville area. This is a public health
issue for children, the elderly, and those disadvantaged and/or disabled who cannot
speak for themselves. 3. Executive Summary, Cultural Resources: this section does not
mention OLF being adjacent to Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve (EBLA) which
is significant as a cultural landscape. The open, undeveloped nature of Smith Prairie, in
which the OLF is situated, is a character-defining feature of EBLA’s historic prairies. The
Navy must take cultural landscape resources and attributes into consideration when
evaluating impacts to cultural resources in the Alternatives. This is different from
considering impacts to archeological or architectural resources as it considers impacts to
settlement patterns, land use patterns, small-scale features (among others) as well as
built resources. 4. Page 9 of the executive summary: Traffic backing onto Highway 20
headed south to Whidbey island is already causing dangerous situations on the highway.
Cars are waiting to turn southbound while on a severely slanted ditch. Transit would be
adversely impacted by this increased traffic further delaying residents who rely on public
transit to get to/from work and home. This is an example of an indirect impact that will
occur by bringing more navy personnel and jets to the air station. Again, the APE is not
large enough as noted in the draft EIS. 5. Island County already has limitations on its
infrastructure. Not every land parcel perks for septic. More housing is needed, requiring
roads, water/sewer lines. How will sewage be dealt with? Significant impacts ARE
expected with the increase of growlers and the lack of planning for this anticipated
growth. To make a statement to the contrary reflects a profound ignorance of what is
happening on the island at the present with regard to traffic, road congestion, lack of
affordable and safe housing for navy personnel, health issues for children due to noise,
negative impacts for tourism, among other issues. 6. Figure 3.2-5: this and all figures for
OLF should identify its location adjacent to EBLA and flight patterns that take loud places
over a unit of the National Park System (see Figure 3.3-3 for example) 7. Page 3-63, last
paragraph: this is the first time EBLA is mentioned. It should be noted early on in
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1.a. Thank You

14.a. Transportation Impacts

14.b. Vehicle Collisions and Safety

14.c. Pedestrians, Bicycles, and Bus Stops

15.b. Potable Water and Wastewater Capacity

15.d. Septic

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

2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

8.b. Section 106 Process

8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources

8.e. Outlying Landing Field Coupeville and Coupeville History
8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Historical Reserve

8.9. Mapping and location of Ebey’s Landing National Historical
Reserve and Central Whidbey Island Historic District



document that the OLF is adjacent to a unit of our national park system. EBLA should be
included in the list of acronyms. 8. Figure 3.5-3: EBLA referred to as a Reservation on
map. It is a Reserve, not a Reservation. Ebey’s Landing State Park and Fort Ebey State
Park should be added to map in Figure 3.5-3. National park Service and other park
boundaries are confusing on this map. Make NPS/EBLA boundary a different color for
border? 9. Page 3-74: EBLA actually wraps around Penn Cove and is on the north, west,
and south of the cove. It is significant as a cultural landscape that reflects a 19th century
historic character still evident in the land and its historical patterns of settlement and use.
10. Page 3-80: Make it clear to reader that the Central Whidbey Island Historic District
and EBLA share the same boundaries. First district dates to 1973. Congress took the
boundaries for that district and made it a unit of the NPS in 1978 with the same
boundaries. Add EBLA name to map. 11. Page 3-84: Navy is required by law, the NHPA,
to know what resources it may be impacting. Therefore it must do a DOE for the
Keystone Road Historic Site (Site 45-1S-316) and also do a DOE for the historic white
farmhouse across from the OLF, as this house may be directly, and indirectly, impacted
by operations. 12. Page 4-167: Navy states EBLA planning documetns do not have
influence over the operations at the OLF. This is irrelevant. The Navy must fllow the
process for NEPA and NHPA to determine what impacts direct and indirect its actions will
have on resources. To suggest increased flights over the historic prairie with louder jets
“may indirectly impact management of the NHR by degrading overall visitor experience”
is an understatement. It will have a direct impact on a visitor's enjoyment, especially
when considering a visitor has expectations of experiencing a 19th century landscape ,
not a modern day military operation. 13. Page 4-191: To play up EBLA’s military history
and how these jets speak to that history is disingenuous at best and pathetic, actually.
The Reserve is significant for the historic landscape and its settlement and development
patterns which indeed include remnants of a 19th century fort, a much quieter installation
historically and present day. Visitors have an expectation of going back in time, not
subjected to noisy aircraft from above which speaks to a modern era. Earlier in the EIS
the Navy noted there was no historical significance to the OLF after a thorough
evaluation for its National Register eligibility. The Navy cannot have it both ways. The
impacts to the soundscape are profound and not in keeping with the character of the 19th
century landscape Congress set aside to preserve and protect. 14. Page 4-192, 2nd
paragraph: the statement about “...a consistent military presence within the reserve...”:
The cultural landscape is not mentioned only the historic architectural resources being a
distance from the airfield. The open, undeveloped nature of Smith Prairie, one of 3
historic agricultural prairies in the Reserve, is directly impacted by increased operations
of the Navy. This affects visual aesthetics as well as soundscapes of the historic areas
and is more than a minimal to moderate impact. The low flights over town further degreed
both the residents’ and visitors enjoyment of being in the Reserve and having a sense of
the history that exists here. Increased flights with louder jets will further degrade a sense
of history in this landscape. 15. Page 4-195: | disagree with the closing statement that no
significant impacts, direct or indirect, would result to cultural resources. The incessant
flying of loud jets over a historic cultural landscape us a direct impact to the Reserve and
people’s enjoyment of it. 16. Page 6-13: Navy is downplaying that visitor enjoyment won't
be diminished by aircraft noise by making EBLA seem like any old park. It is different. It is
the first one of its kind in the nation. History rules here and there are expectations of
seeing a historic place and landscape which speaks to the 19th century and only
minimally marked by modern day intrusions. The increase in these loud jets at OLF will

LUXGRO0002



LUXGRO0002

have significant effects on a visitor's enjoyment and understanding of the landscape,
since so much depends upon the visitor viewing the Reserve from key vantage points
overlooking the prairies (and this is where the planes fly).



Public Meeting Comment Form

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

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

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

l., Name

2 Organization/Affiliation
5
6

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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS

1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
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COMMENTS FOR DRAFT EIS/re: NAVAL AIR STATION INCREASE IN GROWLER OPERATIONS

FROM:

Anacortes, WA 98221

FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION:

As a long-time resident of Anacortes, | am concerned about any increase in Growler noise for multiple

reasons.

1.

The noise already interrupts my conversations, both indoors and outdoors, and puts a stop to
my concentration as a writer. More noise, more often will drastically lower my quality of life,
and the quality of my work.

More noise, more often will also affect the value of my property.

The Navy has acknowledged that the noise already affects students’ cognitive functioning (e.g.
reducing flights during exam times). What will happen in classrooms when noise frequency and
volume increases? How can the Navy proceed without investigating?

The Navy has acknowledged short-term changes in animal behavior due to the noise, but says
animals have become 'habituated.” Have they? There are no studies to show that, or to project
what an increase in noise frequency and volume will mean to long-term species survival. What
will happen to our resident southern killer whales, already bombarded by underwater sonic?
Again, how can the Navy proceed without such data?

| do not understand why the Navy cannot take these operations to an under-populated area to
minimize impact on both humans and animals. If the answer is expense, consider the years of
litigation, and demand for new impact studies that Alternatives 1-3 are bound to spark.

| remember the first year | moved to Anacortes, when | took my toddler daughter outside to play
and the Prowlers came over, ripping the sky. She burst into tears and could not be consoled. What
will the toddlers of the future face if this proposal proceeds?

Thank you

LYKMAO002

1.a. Thank You

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

12.j. Property Values

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.n. Speech Interference (Indoor and Outdoor)
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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1.a. Thank You
5.a. Accident Potential Zones
Coupeville, WA 98239

I am alarmed at the possible increased Crash Zone and it's consequences.



LYNJUOO002
1.a. Thank You

Coupeville, WA 98239

I am concerned about the planned increase of Growers to OLF Whidbey because of the
noise level that affects all of us in Central Whidbey and beyond
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Coupeville, WA 98239

I wish the Navy would find alternative sites for landing practices for the Growlers
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l.a. Thank You
1.e. Risk of Terrorist Attack
Coupeville, WA 98239 2.a. Purpose and Need
2.d. Program of Record for Buying Growler Aircraft

i . . . 3.a. Aircraft Operations
Having all the Growlers on Whidbey Island is like having most of the Navy fleet at Pearl

Harbor on 12/7/41
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l.a. Thank You
4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
Coupeville, WA 98239 7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports

Of great concern is the proven affect of learning due to the jet noise. Coupeville
elementary, middle, and high schools are within the path of the OLF. There are many
activities happening on the school grounds as well.
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1l.a. Thank You
12.e. Agriculture Analysis
Coupeville, WA 98239

Our farmers suffer from the jet noise. It is impossible to be outside working the fields
during the flights.
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1l.a. Thank You
8.f. Cultural Landscape and Impacts to Ebey’s Landing National
Coupeville, WA 98239 Historical Reserve

Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve will be greatly...and negatively....impacted
by an increase of jets at OLF.



LYNJUOOO8

1.a. Thank You
12.h. Tourism
Coupeville, WA 98239

Tourism is a major factor in Coupeville. We are the second oldest town in the state. How
can we possibly invite people to our community with the increased flights over our town?



Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

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

Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by February 24, 2017
Online at: http://www.whidbeyeis.com/Comment.aspx

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

1 Name

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

3. Address

J

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

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

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

E!’ Health effects from noise and low-frequency sound.

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

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

Institute.

M A decrease in private property values due to noise.

(over)

LYNJUOOO09

1l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis

12.f. Economic Hardship and Impacts

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

12.l. Community Service Impacts

12.m. Education Impacts

12.n. Quality of Life

2.e. Public Involvement Process

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.j. Impacts on Outdoor Sports



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

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

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

!
ﬂ The Navy did not adequately look at siting new Growler aircraft elsewhere despite this being one of

the top issues from the community during the Navy’s prior scoping forums.
ﬂ The impact on marine and terrestrial wildlife.
/ﬁ The major security risk for Whidbey Island by siting all Growlers here.

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

Please include any additional comments and concerns here:

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

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

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

and concerns.
Prepared by Coupeville Community Allies
January 18, 2017
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RESPONSE to Navy EIS

I’m writing about the proposed and potential increased flights over OLF
Coupeville. I’ve lived in Coupeville for 40 years and have been deeply
involved in the history of our second oldest town in WA State. I am the
author of [ ¢ sales of which benefit the Island County Historical
Society. I have interviewed well over 100 people about the history of Front
Street and Central Whidbey. I have supported and worked for the Ebey’s
Landing National Historical Reserve.

I am not a propionate of closing NAS Whidbey. However, because all we
have worked for in Central Whidbey is in jeopardy with the increase of jet
noise, I’d like to offer a couple of suggestions to reduce or eliminate the use
of the OLF.

A4
I understand the touch-and-go’s are currently being held Lewreo e (d)an
they continue that activity?

OR there is property that potentially could be used for a touch-and-go
landing field just north of Oak Harbor and near NAS. The Dugualla Farm
has been closed to produce sales. It seems to me that would be a perfect
location, and you would be within your area of Navy support.

Coupeville and Oak Harbor share the Whidbey communities in entirely
different ways. Let’s keep it like that and live in harmony. -

LYNJUOOO09
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Port Townsend, WA 98368

I am concerned the United States Navy will irreversibly damage the livability of the
Olympic Peninsula with the massive increase of Growler jets. This militaristic and
expansionist attitude does not adequately take into account long term risks of such
investments and contributes towards general disrespect of our nation's military for not
truly listening to the public. The style of "hearings" the Navy is conducting is a PR game
to placate and distract the people. It does not constitute actual listening to the concerns
of the communities established in this region. Please reconsider this massive expansion
of Growler jets above what is clearly a sacred land and a public commons. We should
behave as guests on this land, and destroying the peace and quiet of an entire landscape
is a slap in the face of the home we inhabit. Thank you for your consideration, ||l

1.a. Thank You
2.e. Public Involvement Process
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1l.a. Thank You

12.n. Quality of Life

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

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

2.m. Record of Decision/Preferred Alternative
3.a. Aircraft Operations

4.t. Noise Mitigation

T —————————————————————————

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

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

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

1._

» Organization/Affiliation

e Address

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

2
3
4. Email
5
6

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS
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1.a. Thank You
2.c. Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act

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

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

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

Name

Organization/Affiliation

Address

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

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

YOUR INPUT MATTERS



Coupeville, WA 98239

I am very worried about the potential for increased touch and go practice landings at the
OLF. We bought our home in Admirals Cove during the period of 2014 (6 months) when
there were few or no flights. We knew about the potential of some flights, but we did not
know about the potential of increasing to over 30,000 in one year. Although we went to
see the touch and go landings at the OLF, this noise was not as loud as what we
experience right over our home. Being outdoors is excruciating and indoors is scary as
well. The whole house shakes and the insides of my body vibrates as well. Ear coverings
are needed. Please do not use the average decibel readings per year, month or day.
Please use the actual decibels which can reach up to 130 - way over any healthy limit.
Imagine living under this for hours a day. It's impossible. Also, please consider that there
are many residents in the possible crash zone area leading to the olf. | believe there are
no other Navy fields being used in this way, this close to potential civilian targets. Please
reconsider the amount of these practices, or preferably move them to a more remote
area that does not cause harm to fellow Americans. Thank you.

MAAGLO0001

l.a. Thank You

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a. Accident Potential Zones



Oak Harbor, WA 98277

There is no environmental problem. | have lived here since 1973. No one likes the noise,
but bottom line-the Navy needs this area for training purposes. The people making these
complaints are far less worried about noise than they are about pushing their anti military
agenda.When you move into what is already a high volume noise area, it doesn't make
sense to complain about it. Chose a noise-free area instead.

1.a. Thank You
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Oak Harbor, WA 98277

There is no environmental problem. | have lived here since 1973. No one likes the noise,
but bottom line-the Navy needs this area for training purposes. The people making these
complaints are far less worried about noise than they are about pushing their anti military
agenda.When you move into what is already a high volume noise area, it doesn't make
sense to complain about it. Chose a noise-free area instead.

1.a. Thank You
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1.a. Thank You

Oak Harbor, WA 98277

Dear sir, Thank you for the services you and our Growlers provide our nation. Whidbey
Island has an awesome environment. | live a quarter mile from the base and am blessed
to have our anes fly directly overhead. Trees are still green. Sky is still blue. Freedom is
still protected. Thanks to you.



January 6, 2017

EA-18G EIS Project Manager

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

6506 Hampton Blvd.

Norfolk, VA 23508

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

Dear Sir/Madam:

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

%uchu‘(m W35

cc: Hon. Derek Kilmer, U.S. Congressman, 6" CD, WA State
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l.a. Thank You

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

2.a. Purpose and Need

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

3.a. Aircraft Operations

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

4.t. Noise Mitigation

5.a. Accident Potential Zones

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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



MACDIO001
1.a. Thank You

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form heaRIiDsk of Tcei:rlgorlisftl Attacl|<k s
e . - .a. Fer- an olyfluoroalkyl Substances
EA-18G Growler Airfield Operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex 12.e. Agriculture Analysis
12.h. Tourism
12.i. Housing Access and Affordability
Comments must be postmarked or submitted online by January 25, 2017 12.j. Property Values
Online at: www.whidbeyeis.com 12.m. Education Impacts
By mail at Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic, 6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 12.n. Quiality of Life
23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS 13.a. Environmental Justice Impacts
2.e. Public Involvement Process
All comments submitted by January 25, 2017 will become a part of the public record and will be addressed 2.k. Range of Alternatives
in the final EIS. Personally identifiable information of individuals will be kept confidential and not released, 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated
unless otherwise specifically indicated by the commenter or as required by law. City, state and five-digit zip 4.0. Classroom Learning Interference
code of individuals who provide comments may be released. 4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

5.a. Accident Potential Zones
5.d. Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children
1. Name _ 7.a. Regional Land Use and Community Character
2. Organization/Affiliation (resident, citizen, business, nonprofit, veteran, retired military)
2essden tf (frzln

3. adoress [ /., L7 7520

4, Email
5. Please check here B if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list
6. Please check here if you would like to receive a CD of the final EIS when available.

Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. The Growlers are at risk for more mishaps and crashes due to problems with their onboard oxygen

system that can cause pilot hypoxia, with over 100 incidents in all F/A-18 airframes in 2015 alone.
Increases in OLF operations increase the risk of crashes on Whidbey Island and in Puget Sound.

Additional Comments:

Please mail your comment to:
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard, Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

Comments must be postmarked by Jatswary 25, 2017

(475 commerd— perod_ Febr
exterded ./b é a./ﬁf ] M{;/N—d Hote ""Jﬁ“' ‘?J:;O/?‘



Coupeville, WA. 98239
02/1972017

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic
6506 Hampton Boulevard
Norfolk, VA 23508, Attn: Code EV21/SS

Subject: Response to DEIS EA-18G Whidbey Island Complex
Dear Sir,

My wife and I have lived in Admirals Cove on Whidbey Island for nincteen years. Our home is located at [
I D:: Coupeville. We will express our views of concerns not necessarily addressed in the Draft EISdocument re-
lating to sound power levels generated by EA-18G Growler aircraft. We request that you give our concerns serious
consideration to abating the “Growler” sound power problems. Though our concerns are about the OLF area they
would also apply to Ault Field.

Our house is located [ I of a point on the centerline | of the cnd of runway 14 at the OLF.
The main floor of our house is at elevation +30 feet MSL, The elevation of the OLF runway is + 199 feet MSL. That

locates our house 169 feet below the final approuch to runway 32. We have not experienced any sound power prob-
tems with EA-18G aircraft when using runway 14 for FCLP. Our concerns only apply to EA-6B and EA-18G air-
craft using OLF runway 32 for FCLP and the sound power level problems they generate atiributed to operational use
and conditions. For example, rumwvay 32 has been used almost exclusively the past 4 years. On 3 occasions the wind
was Southerly at 4-7 mph and the Growlers kept using runway 32. They did not shift to runway 14 as was done in
the past by the Prowlers. Keeping the Growlers using runway 32 with a slight tailwind is not Field Carrier Landing
Practice. It anything but FCLP, ( but still a necessary skill for land based landings). I consider the overuse of runway
32 to be an operational issue that will be solved.

We have observed that when using OLF runway 32 there are two types of pilots. We noticed this with the EA-6B
Prowlers and now we see it again with the EA-18G Growlers. One type is the pilot new to the Growler that we call
the “Rookie”. The other type is the veteran pilot with lots of hours in type that we call the “Hot Dogger”, This is es-
pecially true for squadrons newly returned from overseas deployment using the OLF.

There is not a sound power problem for us when a Growler is flying a standard pattern . The pilots are at good eleva-
tions on downwind, base, and final approuch. These are the pilots we call the “Rookies” as they are learning and fol-
lowing the book. This is true for both day and night operations.

Our sound power problems using OLF rumway 32 is with pilots returning from an overseas tour that are mostly “Hot
Doggers”. They are the ones causing the noise problems here. They fly downwind at 600 feet, not the standard 1100
Teet, turn base and desend to about 200 feet as they are turning to final approuch holding altitude with lots of power,

producing high sound power levels above our roof, | of runway 32 centerline and [ trom touch-

down. When this situation occurs we must wear protective headgear inside our house. When I am outside working in
the yard T wear a Stih! chainsaw headset,

Most of the noise problem with the “Hot Doggers” occurs during daylight operations. At night (dark) they fly a
standard pattern and are not a problem. We have had only two occurancies when a “Hot Dogger’ buzzed our roof
top in the dark, the same way as daylight. Those were two of the worst experiences with the sound power levels gen-
crated by an EA-18G Growler. This is an operational problem that is solveable, A little retraining of returning veter-
an pilots is required, when back in civilian airspace over a residential community, by a reduction of power settings
and abiding to a standard landing pattern. It may become necessary to adopt a 115 DB sound pressure level that will
not be exceeded over Admirals Cove.

I believe that the sound power levels of the EA-18G Growler can be reduced to more acceptable levels by various
methods.

1.a. Thank You

3.h. Runway Usage, Flight Tracks, and Altitudes
4.a. General Noise Modeling

4.t. Noise Mitigation
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The following is a list for consideration;

1. For Field Carrier Landing Practice at OLF fly a standard landing pattern at maximum elevations
to allow for reduced power seitings; downwind leg at 1200 feet, or more, base to final approuch at
500 feet or more.

2. The usc of runway 14 for half of all touch and go’s for FCLP at the OLF.

3. Provide a training program for returning veterar pilots on better landing skills over civilion ait-
space at the OLF.

4. Continue to alert civilians, as currantly done, to future planned operations at Ault Field and
OLF.

5. Provde monitoring of landing operations at the OLF to maximize noise reduction while main-
taining pilot profficiency. This can be accomplished by visual and audible means, electronic sens-
ing, aid measurement.

6. Consider an aiternate site for the “Hot Doggers” to do their thing while the “Rookies” use the
OLF. However it must be kept in mind that all “Rookies” will become “Hot Doggers” with each
overseas deployment. Therefore, an aircraft cacrier, such as the Kitty Hawk , may help at various
times.

7. The number of OLF operations per year, should be limited to 6100 with a required 50-50 use
of each runway over a year.

8. Limit the number of EA-18G Growlers in the OLF pattern to two at any one time. 2 aircraft for
2 hours is quieter than 4 aircraft for 1 hour.

9. If the above listed means or suggestions cannot achieve acceptable noise levels around the OLF
then sound suppression will be required on each Growler using the OLF for FCLP. This may
require Intake as well as Exhaust attenuation. These could be reserve aireraft equipped to

provide OLF or Auit Field FCLP duty.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond 1o the draft EIS.




Coupeville, WA 98239-9739

1. For FCLP at OLF follow a standard landing pattern at maximum elevations to allow for
reduced power settings. 2. The use of runway 14 half of all touch and go's. 3. Provide a
training program for returning veteran pilots on better landing skills over civilian airspace
to OLF. 4. Provide monitoring of landing operations at the OLF to maximize noise
reduction while maintaining pilot proficiency. 5. Adopt by regulation, 115 DB sound
pressure level maximum over Admirals Cove. 6. The number of OLF operations per year,
should be limited to6100 with a required 50-50 use of each runway over a years period.
7.Limit the number of Growlers in the OLF pattern to two at any one time. 2 aircraft for 2
hours is quitter than 4 aircraft for 1 hour. 8. If operational methods cannot achieve
acceptable noise levels around the OLF then sound suppression will be required on each
Growler using the OLF for FCLP. This may require intake as well as exhaust attenuation.
These could be reserve aircraft equipped to provide OLF and Ault Field FCLP duty.

l.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations
4.t. Noise Mitigation
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Coupeville, WA 98239-9739

1. For FCLP at OLF follow a standard landing pattern at maximum elevations to allow for
reduced power settings. 2. The use of runway 14 half of all touch and go's. 3. Provide a
training program for returning veteran pilots on better landing skills over civilian airspace
to OLF. 4. Provide monitoring of landing operations at the OLF to maximize noise
reduction while maintaining pilot proficiency. 5. Adopt by regulation, 115 DB sound
pressure level maximum over Admirals Cove. 6. The number of OLF operations per year,
should be limited to6100 with a required 50-50 use of each runway over a years period.
7.Limit the number of Growlers in the OLF pattern to two at any one time. 2 aircraft for 2
hours is quitter than 4 aircraft for 1 hour. 8. If operational methods cannot achieve
acceptable noise levels around the OLF then sound suppression will be required on each
Growler using the OLF for FCLP. This may require intake as well as exhaust attenuation.
These could be reserve aircraft equipped to provide OLF and Ault Field FCLP duty.

l.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations
4.t. Noise Mitigation
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l.a. Thank You
3.a. Aircraft Operations

Coupeville, WA 98239-9739

1. For FCLP at OLF follow a standard landing pattern at maximum elevations to allow for
reduced power settings. 2. The use of runway 14 half of all touch and go's. 3. Provide a
training program for returning veteran pilots on better landing skills over civilian airspace

to OLF



Port Townsend, WA 98368

Dear Project Manager, While | am proud of and understand the importance of our military
operations, | am writing to express my concern about the Navy's current draft
Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G "Growler" Airfield Operations at NAS
Whidbey Island Complex. This draft EIS is deficient in many respects, but most notable
are: the use of outdated modeling for assessing Growler noise impacts and the failure to
include all areas such as Port Townsend which will be affected by these flights. These
proposed large increases in jet noise & total annual airfield operations will impact the
health of all that live here. The many separated projects in our region (Growler buildup on
Whidbey Island, a Port Angeles Harbor permanent base, electronic warfare games in the
national forest abutting Olympic National Park, sonar buoy activity in the Olympic
National Coast Sanctuary, seabee beach activities, and underwater munition warfare
activities) must be bundled to present a more comprehensive EIS as well as a cumulative
and long term impacts analysis. This is warranted to show need and to provide a much
more accurate picture of our military’s buildup/intentions around northwestern
Washington. Sincerely,

MACGAO0001

l.a. Thank You

1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions

1.d. General Project Concerns

4.b. NOISEMAP Model, Modeling Methodology, and Noise Sources
4.c. Advanced Acoustic Model
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1.a. Thank You
4.t. Noise Mitigation
Victoria ? Oak Bay, British Columbia V8R 5Y9

| constantly hear the jets and would appreciate it if steps were taken to deal with the
noise issue, especially since I live in another country.



Victoria, British Columbia V8S 4P7

I have lived in Victoria most of my life but recently moved to the Oak Bay area. | hear a
rumble so deep and loud that it feels like my home is shaking, on such a regular basis.
The rumbling happens at such regular intervals that | am sure it must be planes taking off
rather than "misc. air traffic" as the US Navy (Brown) has suggested. This quiet, family
area of Victoria is truly affected by the noise, which | should add seems to happen often
late at night. Please consider noise reduction strategies to mitigate the impact you are
having on your neighbours. Thanks so much!

MACKAO0002

l.a. Thank You

12.n. Quality of Life

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



Fill in and Submit at the

Open House

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

Open House Comments

2. Organization/Affiliation

J ind)vidval
Zg/uaz., wA. 982 [

3. Address

4, E-mail

5. Please check here [ | if you would NOT like to be on the mailing list
6. Please check here |_| if you would like your name/address kept private

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

Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Add your own comments here:

supprt  Ahove TS

@

(Continue on the back)

11/28/16 www.QuietSkies.info 50f6

MACLEOOO1

1.a. Thank You

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

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

4.m. Supplemental Metrics

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



Lopez island, WA 98261

1. The Growler is known for its intense low frequency engine rumble, but low frequency
noise impacts are ignored in the Draft EIS. Section 3.2 - Noise Associated with Aircraft
Operations - makes no mention of the signature low-frequency noise of the Growler. All
of the noise analysis is based on A-weighted sound (dBA), which ignores the lower
frequencies, and is therefore deficient. Nevertheless, the Draft EIS at 4-194 states "... the
2012 study included a brief examination of low-frequency noise associated with Growler
overflights at 1,000 feet AGL in takeoff, cruise, and approach configuration/power
conditions ... The study found that takeoff condition ... overall C-weighted sound level of
115 dBC. The Growler would exhibit C-weighted sound levels up to 101 dBC when
cruising and 109 dBC (gear down) at approach." Page 4-193 states "According to
Hubbard (1982), a person inside a structure can sense noise through vibration of the
primary components of a building, such as the floors, walls, and windows; by the rattling
of objects; ..." The World Health Organization "Guidelines on Community Noise"
(Berglund, 1999) states: "When prominent low frequency components are present, noise
measures based on A-weighting are inappropriate;” "Since A-weighting underestimates
the sound pressure level of noise with low frequency components, a better assessment of
health effects would be to use C-weighting"
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/66217/1/a68672.pdf Closing windows and doors
provides limited reduction for low frequency noise entering a building as measured by
sound Transmission Loss tests. Therefore assumptions throughout the Draft assuming
an average noise level reduction across the frequency spectrum with windows closed is
optimistic. See graph on
http://windowanddoor.com/article/04-april-2007/understanding-basics-sound-control)
RECOMMENDATION: Evaluate impacts of the Growler at low frequencies using
C-weighting (dBC) in addition to A-weighting (dBA). 2. The Draft EIS states (page 3-16)
that aircraft noise levels represented in this draft EIS are “generated by a computer
model and not actual noise measurements at Ault Field or OLF Coupeville.” It further
states that the computer model draws from “a library of actual noise measurements”
(page 4- 20). There is no documentation on whether Growler measurements were used
or if it is based on another jet. We also do not know the conditions for the measurements,
e.g. engine power, afterburners, distance, orientation, etc. For more information on this
issue see Section 2 -
http://media.wix.com/ugd/f9226a_739ee2aec38644ccaa362fd40c4c7605.pdf
RECOMMENDATION: Provide the data used for simulation. Provide Growler noise
measurements with afterburners at 100 feet behind the jet in one-third octave bands from
6 Hz to 20 kHz. Calibrate the computer model with actual noise measurements in
locations throughout the region. 3. The Draft EIS states (page 3-16) “The computer
modeling program used for this EIS is NOISEMAP Version 7.2 (October 29, 2015),
developed by Wyle Laboratories. ...The U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) uses
NOISEMAP as the accepted standard noise modeling program for assessing potential
noise exposure from fixed-wing aircraft.” A 2004 study performed by Wyle for DOD states
“The latest NOISEMAP package of computer programs consists of ... NOISEMAP
Version 7.2 ..."” The version used in the Growler EIS is at least 12 years old, not a year
old. http://www.nctcog.org/trans/aviation/jlus/noisestudy04.pdf The DOD Strategic
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l.a. Thank You

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument



Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) found that NOISEMAP
was outdated and might not be able to “provide legally defensible noise assessments of
current and future aircraft operations.” SERDP project WP-1304, led by Principal
Investigator Dr.Kenneth Plotkin of Wyle issued a final report titled “Advanced Acoustic
Models for Military Aircraft Noise Propagation and Impact Assessment” in 2010. The
project summary states that “Classic Department of Defense (DOD) noise models are
based on NOISEMAP technology, using linear acoustics and an integrated formulation.
... The acoustic environments in the vicinity of newer aircraft such as ... the F/A-18E/F
[which uses the same GE F414 jet engine as the Growler] differs from those of most prior
aircraft, with high noise levels associated with higher thrust engines. ...” “Moreover, the ...
modeling approach typical of integrated noise models do not properly account for the
complex operational and noise characteristics of the new aircraft. ... A new aircraft noise
model, the Advanced Acoustic Model (AAM), has been developed for the assessment of
noise from military aircraft operations. It is a ... model that produces more physical
realism and detail than traditional ... model.”
https://www.serdp-estcp.org/Program-Areas/Weapons-Systems-and-Platforms/Noise-and
-Emissions/Noise/WP-1304 For more information on this issue see Section 1 -
http://media.wix.com/ugd/f9226a_739ee2aec38644ccaa362fd40c4c7605.pdf
RECOMMENDATION: Redo the noise level simulation using the more recent Advanced
Acoustic Model. 4. The Day-Night Noise Level (DNL), the fundamental noise metric in the
Draft, represents “the energy-averaged sound level measured over a 24-hour period”
(Section 3.2.2.1). An FAA study, “Technical Support For Day/Night Average Sound Level
(Dnl) Replacement Metric Research,” finds “... DNL has another major practical
limitation. It doesn’t work particularly well as a predictor of aircraft noise impacts.
FICON'’s 1992 relationship accounts for less than a fifth of the variance in the association
between aircraft noise exposure and the prevalence of high annoyance in communities
(Fidell, 2003; Fidell and Silvati, 2004).”
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/research/science_integrat
ed_modeling/noise_impacts/media/6-14-2011_FinalReport_MetricsMestre_etal_061411_
partl.pdf The Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) was developed for the FAA for commercial
airports with typical operations of 16 hours a day, 7 days a week. The noise experienced
during Growler training flights is intermittent in a region with very low background noise.
Looking at the San Juan County citizen jet noise reports for 2015 and 2016, there were
111 days a year with no noise reports and 239 days with 5 or fewer reports. For
comparison, the noisiest day had 75 reports. The DNL metric would average the impact
of 126 disruptive days (365 — 239) over the full year. Averaging noise in this manner
assumes that the quiet days mitigate the noisy days. There are no studies to support that
assumption. Averaging leads to an incorrect conclusion that San Juan County is not
significantly impacted by Growler noise. Under all the Alternatives, Total Operations
increase by 47% over the No Action Alternative (Table 2.3-1). The “startle factor” is
recognized as cause of adverse health impacts that is not captured by the averaging
inherent in the DNL metric. RECOMMENDATION: Noise levels should only be averaged
over active flying days. 5. The Draft EIS at 3-22 states "No studies have shown a
definitive causal and significant relationship between aircraft noise and health.
Inconsistent results from studies examining noise exposure and cardiovascular health
have led the World Health Organization (WHQ) (2000) to conclude that there was only a
weak association between long- term noise exposure and hypertension and
cardiovascular effects." The statement above disagrees with multiple findings in the WHO

MACLEO002



"Guidelines on Community Noise" (Berglund, 1999): "For a good night's sleep, the
equivalent sound level should not exceed 30 dB(A) for continuous background noise, and
individual noise events exceeding 45 dB(A) should be avoided." "For noise with a large
proportion of low frequency sounds a still lower guideline is recommended" "It should be
noted that a large proportion of low frequency components in a noise may increase
considerably the adverse effects on health" "The evidence on low frequency noise is
sufficiently strong to warrant immediate concern" Waye (2004) finds "As low frequencies
propagate with little attenuation through walls and windows, many people may be
exposed to low frequency noise in their dwellings. Sleep disturbance, especially with
regard to time to fall asleep and tiredness in the morning, are commonly reported in case
studies on low frequency noise. However, the number of studies where sleep disturbance
is investigated in relation to the low frequencies in the noise is limited. Based on findings
from available epidemiological and experimental studies, the review gives indications that
sleep disturbance due to low frequency noise warrants further concern."
http://www.noiseandhealth.org/text.asp?2004/6/23/87/31661 Specific guidelines are
found in the "WHO Night Noise Guidelines for Europe" (2005), Table 5.1, "Summary of
effects and threshold levels for effects where sufficient evidence is available.”
http://lwww.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0017/43316/E92845.pdf During Scoping
1785 comments were submitted on Noise and Vibration and 914 on Health Effects (Table
1.9-5). Under all the Alternatives, Total Operations increase by 47% over the No Action
Alternative (Table 2.3-1). The Navy has not demonstrated that there are no health
impacts from the proposed Growler additions. RECOMMENDATION: Recognize the
impacts of Growler noise on health as documented in the World Health Organization
"Guidelines on Community Noise", "Night Noise Guidelines for Europe" and other
published studies. 6. The Draft includes some independent noise measurements and
ignores others. Section 1.9.5 states "The Navy continues to evaluate noise reports that
have been developed by independent sources and review their findings in conjunction
with this EIS analysis." Not included in the Draft EIS is data collected by San Juan
County (SJC) Data collected since May 14, 2014 has been regularly sent to NASWI.
More than 6000 citizen reports include date, time, location and noise characteristics. The
Navy should correlate that data with the information they collect on flight tracks to
understand what activity causes disruptive noise in SJC. Actual noise reports and
measurements should be used to benchmark the computer modeled noise impacts relied
on for decision-making. Noise reports can also help to understand the benefits of
mitigation measures. http://sjcgis.org/aircraft-noise-reporting/ In 2013, Citizens of Ebey
Reserve engaged an independent noise study by JGL Acoustics to obtain actual on-site
Growler noise data at Outlying Field Coupeville because “rather than simply accept the
computer-modeled data used by Wyle Labs because we believed on-site validation was
critical.” http://citizensofebeysreserve.com/References/Files/JGL Noise Report.pdf
RECOMMENDATION: Incorporate the San Juan County noise reports and the Coupeville
noise measurements performed by JGL Acoustics into the EIS analysis. 7. The Draft EIS
suggests that the lands and waters of the San Juan Islands National Monument are
exempt from National Environmental Policy Act protection because the 2013
proclamation establishing the Monument states: "Nothing in this proclamation shall be
deemed to restrict safe and efficient aircraft operations, including activities and exercises
of the Armed Forces in the vicinity of the monument." Legally, this only has the effect of
preserving the status quo: it clarifies that the creation of the National Monument does not
place any additional burden on the Navy to justify its operations in the vicinity. The
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President did not--indeed, he did not have the power to exempt the Monument area from
federal laws that already applied to wildlife there. Hence creation of the Monument did
not exempt the Navy from NEPA or Endangered Species Act with respect to wildlife in
the Monument, such as Marbled Murrelets or marine mammals. At 3.5.2.4 the Draft EIS
acknowledges "However, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has determined that
BLM-owned and controlled lands in the San Juan Islands National Monument possess
wilderness characteristics." It also concedes that the Monument is subjected to a
maximum noise level of 95 dB (SEL) an estimated 372 times per year (at 3-34). For
more information on this issue see
http://media.wix.com/ugd/f9226a_c2a40618270749a4b74a6d43bb2al19c3.pdf
RECOMMENDATION: Evaluate impacts of the Alternatives on the SJI National
Monument and remove language stating that the Monument is exempt from NEPA. 8.
The three Alternatives considered in the Draft are very similar and are based on old
technology — a piloted jet that requires constant pilot training for safe carrier landing. In
2014 the Department of Defense successfully demonstrated carrier takeoff, landing, and
formation flying capabilities of the X-47B prototype (“drone”) that is part of the Unmanned
Carrier-Launched Airborne Surveillance and Strike (UCLASS) program.
http://breakingdefense.com/2014/08/x-47b-drone-manned-f-18-take-off-land-together-in-h
istoric-test The UCLASS jets can meet the Purpose and Need, delivering the same
capability for electronic surveillance and attack against enemy radar and communications
systems as the Growlers. This Alternative has many benefits. Because of its inherent
automation UCLASS would significantly reduce the amount of land-based training that
impacts our community. It eliminates the high risk to the Growler's two-person crew from
advanced anti-aircraft threats. The smaller UCLASS vehicle is lighter and uses less fuel.
Eliminating the $3 billion purchase of 36 Growlers will save taxpayer money. Some
experts believe we are already flying the last generation of manned military aircraft. With
a focused effort the Navy could deploy the UCLASS while the existing 82 Growlers plus
spares carry out the mission. RECOMMENDATION: Evaluate a new Alternative that
deploys UCLASS jets (drones) instead of more Growlers to significantly reduce the need
for land-based carrier training. 9. The Draft only examines socioeconomic impacts on
Island and Skagit Counties (see Section 3.10.2). San Juan and Jefferson Counties are
excluded from the socioeconomic impacts analysis but sites in those Counties appear in
the Points of Interest (Figure 3.2-6) and experience significant Single Event Noise
(Tables 3.2-4 through 3.2-8). Clallam County may also be impacted by Growler noise but
no noise analysis was documented. The San Juan County Comprehensive Plan states
“...the islands are places of peace ... We support a pattern of economic growth...which
recognizes the rural, residential, quiet, agricultural, marine, and isolated nature of the
islands.” Anecdotal evidence from San Juan County realtors is that property sales have
been lost due to Growler activity. The three counties excluded from the socioeconomic
analysis are very dependent on outdoor recreation that is being harmed by Growler flight
activity. These Counties receive little, if any, economic benefit from employment
associated with NASWI. RECOMMENDATION: Examine socioeconomic impacts,
including real estate values, on San Juan, Jefferson and Clallam Counties. 10. At 1-20
the Draft EIS discusses Noise Mitigation. The only cited measure in place is “to share
flight schedules and other information and to solicit public feedback.” Potential measures
include construction and operation of a noise suppression facility for engine maintenance
(Hush House), Engine Chevrons (noise reduction) and MAGIC CARPET (automating
parts of carrier landing which will reduce FCLP training activity). Further discussion on
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Existing Mitigation at 3-30 states “NAS Whidbey Island has noise-abatement procedures
... to minimize aircraft noise. Airfield procedures used to minimize/abate noise ... include
optimizing of flight tracks, restricting maintenance run-up hours, runway optimization, and
other procedures ... 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.” Each
Alternative is an irrevocable decision to add 35 or 36 Growlers at NASWI. Therefore the
Navy should commit to Mitigation Measures as part of the Final EIS and Record of
Decision. Since experts have identified the need for additional research on health effects
of low frequency noise the Navy should sponsor this research. RECOMMENDATION:
Commit to noise Mitigation Measures and their timelines in the Final EIS and Record of
Decision. 11. The Draft EIS analysis is deficient in numerous areas as described in the
comments above and by others, and is inadequate to support a decision. CEQ
Regulation 1502.9 (a) states “If a draft statement is so inadequate as to preclude
meaningful analysis, the agency shall prepare and circulate a revised draft of the
appropriate portion.” RECOMMENDATION: Supplement the EIS to address deficiencies
identified in comments and allow further opportunity for public comment before the Final
EIS is prepared.
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1.a. Thank You
2.k. Range of Alternatives
Freeland, WA 98249 2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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



MADJAOO0O01
1.a. Thank You

Friday Harbor , WA 98250

| am opposed to any increase in operations of the EA-18G "Growler" by NAS WHIDBEY
ISLAND. I find the noise disturbance excessive already and do not support any increase
for the negative effects it will have on health and environment.



Friday Harbor , WA 98250

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

12.a. Socioeconomic Study Area

12.h. Tourism

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

2.k. Range of Alternatives

2.n. Alternatives Considered But Eliminated

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

4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric

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

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

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

4.t. Noise Mitigation

7.h. San Juan Islands National Monument
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comments and offer further opportunity for public comment before the Final EIS is
prepared.
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1.a. Thank You
4.d. Day-Night Average Sound Level Metric
Langley, WA 98260 4.9. Average Annual Day/Average Busy Day Noise Levels

The annual day-night noise level noise contours depicted in the DEIS are misleading and
false due to: 1) inappropriate use of 365-day averaging rather than busy-day averaging,
and 2) holding up as scientifically valid an outdated, misleading and scientifically
invalidated DNL threshold for high noise annoyance.
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l.a. Thank You
4.f. Noise Measurements/Modeling/On-Site Validation

Langley, WA 98260 4.j. Other Reports

The DEIS claim that the JGL noise study was "flawed" is disingenuous and
unsupportable; actually the WYLE modeled noise levels haven't been validated with

on-site noise data..
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1.a. Thank You
4.j. Other Reports
Langley, WA 98260

The DEIS didn't comply with the Nat'l Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): it failed to
judiciously examine off-Whidbey Island sites for conducting flight carrier land practice
(FCLP).
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1.a. Thank You
4.j. Other Reports

Langley, WA 98260

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



Langley, WA 98260

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

1.a. Thank You
4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects
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Langley, WA 98260

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

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

MADSA0006



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

January, 2017 Comments

Fill in and mail with comments to:
EA-18G EIS Project Manager
NAVFAC Atlantic Attn: Code EV21/SS

6506 Hampton Blvd.
Norfolk, VA 23508

1. First Name __-
2 LastName __ [N

3. Organization/Affiliation

4.City, State, ZIP 40 PB 2 X liwd WA 2Z08

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield
Operations at Naval Air Station Whidbey Island Complex

January, 2017 Comments

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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7. The Draft suggests that the fands and waters of the San Juan Islands (SJI) National
Monument are exempt from National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) protection.
Protection was granted prior to the establishment of the SJI National Monument,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. Add your own comments here:

01/08/16 www.QuietSkies.info
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1.a. Thank You

Langley, WA 98260 13.a. Environmental Justice Impacts

Environmental Justic analysis disregarded fact that farm workers, gardeners, and recycle
ctr. workers are mostly low-income and/or ethnic minorities, and because they must work
outside, they are disproportionately affected by the overhead Growler noise.



Sequim, WA 98382

Feb 24, 2017 To: EA-18G EIS Project Manager Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Atlantic 6506 Hampton Blvd Norfolk, VA 23508 Attn: Code EV21/SS Dear Sir/Madam, |
have several concerns with the Navy’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement 2016-2017
(DEIS) for the EA-18G Growler airfield operations at NAS Whidbey Island Complex which
are itemized below. 1. Noise from EA-18 Growlers is significantly affecting populated
areas on the Olympic peninsula, Olympic National Forest, Olympic National Forest
Wilderness Areas, and Olympic National Park far outside the vicinity of Naval Air Station
Whidbey. | can personally attest to the frequent noise disturbances over my home in
Sequim, WA and to sightings of Growlers overhead during hikes in both the Olympic
National Forest and Olympic National Park. Yet, the Navy's DEIS only conducted noise
analyses in the immediate vicinity of the runways at Ault Field and Outlying Field (OLF)
Coupeville. By ignoring the noise generated by aircraft outside the study area, the DEIS
is deficient in assessing the full impacts of flight operation. 2. The Area of Potential Effect
from sound and vibration to cultural and historic sites was so narrowly defined that
significant impacts to areas outside this area were not considered in the DEIS. The US
Department of Housing and Urban Development classifies 65 decibel (dB) sound levels
as “normally unacceptable” and above 75 dB as “unacceptable”. EA-18G Growlers can
produce up to 150 dB sound levels and residents in outlying areas have reported levels in
excess of 75 dB. Failure to consider impacts of sound and vibration in all areas of flight
operation in the DEIS violates both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 3. The DEIS only attempts to address the
impact of 36 Growlers instead of considering the full impact of 118 Growlers (36 plus
existing aircraft). For the Navy to conclude that adding 36 Growlers to its current fleet will
have no significant impact is deceptive because collectively the impact of 118 Growlers is
likely highly significant. The number of flights at OLF Coupeville alone is proposed to
increase more than ten-fold from 3,200 to 35,100 in 2017. In the same way, in its 2014
Environmental Assessment (EA) the Navy only considered the effects of operating
ground-based mobile emitters without addressing the full range of effects of emitters and
engaged Growler aircraft. The Navy has consistently separated each proposal from its
predecessors when considering impacts. This piecemeal approach does not accurately
assess the total cumulative impacts to public health and safety, the physical environment,
biological resources, climate change, cultural and historical sites and socioeconomics.
The Navy has an obligation to consider the full range of impacts of proposed actions in its
DEIS for the public to comment effectively and gain legal standing. 4. The DEIS does not
analyze effects to groundwater and soil from the use of firefighting foam on its runways
during Growler operations, despite acknowledging prior to the publication of the DEIS
that contamination of properties adjoining runways had occurred. The Navy concludes in
its DEIS that there is no significant impact related to the use of foam despite a projected
10-fold increase in flights from OLF Coupeville. A Department of Defense publication
(https://dec.alaska.gov/spar/ppr/hazmat/Chemical-&-Material-Emerging-Risk-Alert-for-AF
FF.pdf) states that there is currently no technology that can treat soil or groundwater that
has been contaminated with firefighting foam. The Navy needs to revise its current DEIS
to include analyses of soil and groundwater contamination in areas adjacent to operation
airfields and accept responsibility for affected residents. 5. The DEIS does not consider
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1.c. Segmentation and Connected Actions
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8.c. Noise and Vibration Impacts to Cultural Resources



the potential impacts of down-directed electromagnetic radiation from Growlers
interacting with ground-based emitters on humans or wildlife. 6. The Navy has
announced that it does not intend to allow for a public comment period on the final EIS. If
the Navy modifies the DEIS to address the public’'s numerous concerns in a final EIS,
then federal law requires that a federal agency provide a supplement to a final EIS and
allow the public to comment. 7. The three alternatives offered in the DEIS propose the
same number of flights but differ in the percentage of flight activity at runways. Therefore,
none of the alternatives reduces the total environmental impact of runway noise. This
violates NEPA Section 1506.1, i.e., a proposed action that has an adverse environmental
impact or that fails to offer reasonable mitigating alternatives should not be taken.
Furthermore, the DEIS does not identify a preferred alternative as required by NEPA
Section 1502.14(e). Aside from violating NEPA, this proposal makes it impossible for the
public to evaluate and comment on impacts at each runway. 8. Noise from Growler
activity was not evaluated in the current DEIS or in any other previous document
submitted by the Navy for the Olympic Peninsula. 9. Actual noise measurements of
in-flight Growler aircraft have not been made either around Whidbey Island airfields or in
outlying areas including the military operations area of the western Olympic Peninsula.
The Navy did conduct computer modeling for a 10-mile radius around the Whidbey Island
airfields but did not conduct similar modeling in any other area affected by Growler
activity. The Navy uses an unrealistic, outdated Day-Night Average Sound Level metric
which averages jet noise with quiet periods over the course of a year to arrive at a 65 dB
average. Because Growlers have afterburners capable of producing 150 dB sound levels,
fly at various altitudes when engaged in aerial combat maneuvers and practice takeoffs
and landings at Whidbey Island airfields, average sound levels will not assess the full
scope of impacts of Growler noise. The Navy’s noise analysis does not address impacts
caused by sporadic peak noise or by low-frequency noise. Therefore, the Navy's claim
that noise standards are not exceeded is highly suspect and cannot be extrapolated to
the Olympic Peninsula where neither sound modeling nor actual sound measurements
were made. The claim by the DEIS that wildlife is “presumably habituated” to noise is
unrealistic. 10. The DEIS uses the term “event” to describe its activities without defining
an “event”. An “event” could consist of a single aircraft flight or multiple flights, involve
one or more aircraft; the duration of an “event” could potentially last for seconds, minutes,
or even days. Therefore, it is impossible to determine what the impact of proposed
actions will be. 11. The possibility that the Navy could conduct flight operations on
weekends was disclosed in the Forest Service Permit Appendix C, page 11
(www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=42759), i.e., “the permit holder (Navy) may request
specific limited weekend activity 30 days in advance of desired use, which is at the sole
discretion of the Forest Service to grant or deny”. Weekend activity was not considered in
previous EISs and notably not in the current DEIS. That both the Navy and the Forest
Service would even consider weekend operations with its attendant adverse
consequences on tourism and recreation without offering the opportunity for the public to
comment is egregious. 12. The Navy has publicly stated that Growlers will fly at a
minimum of 6000 feet above sea level. Yet, the DEIS states guidance from the Aircraft
Environmental Support Office that allows for aircraft to overfly towns and populated areas
by 1000 feet and sparsely populated areas by 500 feet. The noise impact from Growlers
flying at such low altitudes would be overwhelming and raise serious health and safety
concerns but was not even modeled or analyzed in the DEIS. A supplemental DEIS must
be prepared to address these new concerns and a public comment period must be
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provided. 13. No mitigation measures for Growler noise were identified for any of the
three proposed alternatives. The Navy concedes that mitigation measures may be
developed based on public comments received. This amounts to new information and
therefore requires another public comment period. The Navy’s proposal to not allow a
comment period on the final EIS would be unlawful. 14. A discussion of impacts to wildlife
are limited to areas adjacent to runways in the DEIS. An analysis of impacts to wildlife in
areas where flight operations are occurring is totally lacking. Threatened and endangered
species in critical habitat areas where overflights occur on the Olympic Peninsula are
omitted. The DEIS ignored a 2016 literature survey on noise impacts to wildlife [Shannon
G et al (2016) “A Synthesis of Two Decades of Research Documenting the Effects of
Noise on Wildlife”. Biological Review 91:982-1005] which concluded that terrestrial
wildlife responses begin at 40 dB in favor of a dated 1988 synthesis of the literature. It
also conveniently omitted in its discussion the pertinent publication by Engels S et al
(2014) “Anthropogenic Electromagnetic Noise Disrupts Magnetic Compass Orientation in
a Migratory Bird”. Nature 509:353-356. Clearly, the Navy chose to select only references
that supported their conclusions of no significant impact from noise to wildlife while
avoiding references that undermined their conclusions. Thank you for the opportunity to
submit these comments for your consideration. Sincerely,
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l.a. Thank You

10.b. Biological Resources Impacts

10.m. Impacts to Marine Species and Habitat

11.d. Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances

12.e. Agriculture Analysis
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12.h. Tourism

12.j. Property Values
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12.m. Education Impacts

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

4.0. Classroom Learning Interference

4.r. Nonauditory Health Effects

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

5.c. Condition of Outlying Landing Field Coupeville

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

5.e. Lack of First Responders at Outlying Landing Field Coupeville
7.d. Recreation and Wilderness Analysis and Study Area

7.9. Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve