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COMMENTS 
The following comments are addressed to the U.S. Navy Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) scoping 

for the EA-18G Growler Airfields Operations at Naval Air Station (NAS) Whidbey Island. 

I am a practicing physician in Washington State and trained in acoustic sciences as well as environmental 
safety among other things. All my comments are based on scientific studies or references to scientific 

journal articles. All citations are supported and included in the text and/or the bibliography. 

I have included 18 areas of concern that I believe should be addressed in the EIS. I have discussed these 

issues extensively with many members of the community and have found unanimous support. 
I have no issues with the mission of the US military. I have proudly served in the U.S. Navy myself during 

a previous war. My thoughts and comments are merely concerns for the safety and welfare of the total 

community relative to naval flight operations at NAS Whidbey. 

  

1. The Environmental Impact Is Ignored 
Prior EIS reports regarding flight operations at NAS Whidbey identified significant environmental impacts 

on civilian communities by flight operations emanating from Ault Field and OLF Coupeville. These 

impacts are discussed in detail below and consist of health impacts from aircraft noise and safety concerns 

with loss of life and property from an aircraft accident. 
The writers of these previous EIS reports say that there is no environmental impact when comparing their 

various alternatives. This is circular reasoning to justify actions already taken. 
Clearly, an environmental impact is taking place. In the current study additional Growler aircraft are 

proposed to be stationed at NAS Whidbey. The environmental impact may again be shown not to have 

“significantly” changed from operations without these additional aircraft. But once again a serious 

environmental impact will be demonstrated in spite of no change. Going from serious environmental 

impact to “no further significant change” does not obviate the fact that there is a serious environmental 

impact already in existence. 
There are still residents of Whidbey, Fidalgo, Camano, and Lopez Islands who lived here prior to any naval 

aircraft operations at NAS Whidbey. These people can and have attested to the significant impacts that 

have occurred due to naval aviation. 
An alternative plan that includes movement of many flight operations to an outlying field such as 

Quillayute, Moses Lake, or some other facility located in a relatively sparsely populated area should be 

considered. This would significantly reduce the environmental impact of noise, negative health effects, and 

accident potential over the higher population area surrounding NAS Whidbey and OLF Coupeville. 

  

Conclusion 
An environmental impact is demonstrated clearly by the data in prior EIS studies for NAS Whidbey and 

should be addressed in the DEIS. Alternatives should include development of a supplemental practice field 

as well as a reduction of flight operations in numbers and impact. 

  

2. Average Noise Measurement (Ldn) is Inadequate 
The use of average noise measurements as exemplified by the Ldn is useful for comparative purposes in 

some situation. Their use for aviation noise is limited unless special assumptions and criteria are used. 

There are several reasons. 

First, the “Shultz synthesis” must be considered. Shultz collected data from many environmental noise 

studies and claimed to show a consistent relationship between Ldn and community annoyance. Based on 

his findings, several federal agencies have adopted standards of permissible Ldn levels for various activities 

related to highways, waterways, and airports. 
Since Shultz originally published his synthesis in 1979, many authors have contested his findings. 

Griffiths(1) severely criticizes the methodology and hence validity of Schultz in deriving his annoyance 

curve. Bullen(2) cites Shultz’s use of a subjective verbal response “highly annoyed” in his synthesis. Using 

a linear, non-subjective scale, Bullen shows that Shultz underestimates community response to aircraft 

noise with his Ldn curve. Hall(3) criticizes Shultz for collecting his data in different countries over many 
years. Hall studied community response in Toronto to aircraft noise vs. highway noise and concluded there 

is a difference between the community response to aircraft noise and to road noise when each is measured 



by Ldn. For the same noise level, a greater percentage of people are highly annoyed by aircraft noise. This 

difference in annoyance at the two sources is not constant, but increases as Ldn increases. The difference is 

equivalent to roughly 8 dBA at an Ldn of 55 dBA, increasing to roughly 15 dBA at an Ldn of 65 dBA. 
The Navy in various communications regarding aircraft operations at NAS Whidbey has stated that Ldn 

values of 65 dBA are of concern and values above 75 dBA are incompatible. The results of Hall and others 

show that these values should be adjusted downward by approximately 10 dBA for aircraft noise. If Ldn 

values are to be used, community annoyance will occur at 55 dBA from aircraft noise and severe 

community response are predicted above 65 dBA. This is in agreement with a previous community study 

performed by FISE (Fidalgo Islanders for a Sound Environment. 
Second, FISE completed 5,578 hours over 261 days of noise monitoring in 14 communities during 1988-

1989 when Prowlers were deployed at NAS Whidbey. Two Quest Sound Level Meters were utilized 

(Models M-27 & M-28). These are “level 2” sound meters that are certified and calibrated to standards 

traceable to the Federal Bureau of Standards. A PhD in acoustics trained FISE members in the 

instrumentation and supervised the project. The instruments record sound continuously for 24 hours and 

give hard copies of average noise as well as statistical distributions of individual events. Logs were kept at 

each site to record Navy flight activity and its impact on the residents at the site. (3,000 pages of data are 

available for inspection.) 

The results of the FISE noise measurements are shown in Table 1. The Ldn exceeded 55 dBA in most 

communities studied. In two communities, Guemes Island and Campbell Lake, Ldn was less than 55 dBA 

yet both were significantly annoyed by the aircraft noise. For example, some residents around Campbell 

Lake found that the aircraft noise occurred at night (during summer months) and interfered with sleep. 
Even though Ldn was 53, the noise that occurred came at bedtime. One physician called frequently to 

complain that sleep disturbances threatened his functioning in early morning surgery at Island Hospital. 

Measurements made at the physician’s house showed loud noises at bedtime hours despite low noise 

averages (Figure 1). 

  

Conclusion 
On the basis of more current information, the Shultz Synthesis should be abandoned and an Ldn criterion of 

55 dBA adopted as significantly impacting communities, hospitals, and schools and an Ldn of 65 dBA 

adopted as incompatible with residential existence. 
Ldn measurements of 55 dBA and greater should be plotted. In addition to the flight pattern curves, 

continuous community studies in outlying areas should be included as listed in Table 1. 

Furthermore, Ldn should not be utilized as the only criterion for community annoyance and compatibility 
with flight operations. The Ldn should be used in conjunction with frequency and intensity of single 

aircraft events as described in the next sections. 

  

3. Noise Methodology Flawed 
The methodology used for noise evaluation in the EIS consists of measuring noise for a typical aircraft 

operation and then multiplying that noise energy by the number of such flight operations according to Navy 

flight logs. A significant problem occurs when either component is inaccurate. Examples of both types of 

inaccuracies have been found in previous NAS Whidbey EIS studies as well as in community observations. 
Errors in noise measurement were made by not making measurements on the San Juan Islands, especially 

Lopez Island where personal testimonial and community noise measurements demonstrated significant 

impacts (Table 1). In addition, measurements by the EIS study made at several sites during inappropriate 

times: Admirals Cove measurements made during use of runway 32 and not runway 14; Guemes Island 

during quiet, limited flight activities. 
Errors in relying on Navy flight logs occur because pilots frequently stray from published procedures. This 

has been a recurrent theme throughout many years of public complaint and study of this issue. Even prior 

EIS studies unknowingly documents examples of this. For example, modeled Ault Field Daylight and 

Darkness FCLP tracts depict no tracts over Dewey Beach or Rosario Bluff yet residents of both have 

reported such activity on numerous occasions. 

  

Conclusion 
The noise data methodology in the past was flawed since it was based on some measurements made at 

inappropriate times or based on inaccurate and incomplete flight logs. The methodology should have 



included multiple continuous community measurement technique with observed flight activity logs. Such 

techniques were utilized by FISE and demonstrate significant adverse environmental and health impacts. 

  

4. Use Frequency of Maximum Noise Levels in Addition to Ldn 
Some authors have disputed the utility of Ldn measurements compared to measurement of maximum 

noises. Both Borsky(4) and Stephens(5) show that maximum dBA readings are better indicators of 

community annoyance. Generally frequent maximum sounds of 70 dBA or greater correlate in a linear 

fashion with community annoyance. Results from the FISE noise studies show that three communities 

stand out with incompatible frequency of maximum noise occurrences: Coupeville, Shelter Bay, and 
Deception Pass (Table 2). At those locations maximum noise frequently exceeds 90 dBA and often exceeds 

100 dBA. Most other communities are seriously impacted with maximum noises often exceeding 70 dBA. 

  

Conclusion 
The frequency and loudness of maximum noise events generated during flight activities should actually be 

measured in homes, schools, and hospitals in the EIS study area. These should be correlated with 

community annoyance. 

An alternative should be developed to reduce frequent maximum sound during flying to dBA’s <80. 

  

5. Use of Relative Loudness 
Since Ldn adds a decibel penalty for noise between 2200 and 0700, it doesn’t reflect the noise actually 
heard. The use of Leq and relative loudness obviates this deficiency. Leq is a measure of the noise actually 

heard and averaged over 24 hours. Acoustic physics have shown that for every increase in 10 dBA of sound 

measured, the human hears a doubling in loudness. For example, 60 dBA is twice as loud as 50 dBA and 70 

dBA is four times as loud as 50 dBA. For noise associated with intermittent events such as aircraft 

overflight, relative loudness changes that exceed a doubling are increasingly annoying to people. During 

the FISE noise study, Leq was measured during flying and no flying periods in all communities. These 

values are shown in Tables 3 & 4. Five communities experienced 2-3 fold increases in loudness during 

flying (Lopez, Shelter Bay, Oak Harbor, North Whidbey, and Oak Harbor). Three communities 

experienced intolerable increases in loudness with 3-8 fold changes (Rosario Bluff, Deception Pass, and 

Coupeville). 

  

Conclusion 
The use of relative loudness by comparing Leq while flying and not flying should be studied in all 

communities in the study area. An alternative should be included that reduces flight operations when 

loudness increases above 2-3 fold occur. 

  

6. Health Effect – Startle Reaction 
One medical effect of aircraft overflight occurs when people are exposed to loud peak dBA from low 

aircraft overflight or sonic booms. This can cause a startle reaction. When exposed to peak dBA in the 100-

113 range, researchers measured increases in heart rate and avoidance behavior in subjects. There was no 

habituation to these effects over three days of study(6)(7). Data from FISE noise studies, Tables 2, shows 

potential problems with startle reactions at Coupeville, North Whidbey, Deception Pass, and Shelter Bay 

where all have maximum dBA’s above 100 during flying. 

  

Conclusion 
The EIS should address the issue of startle reactions. Frequency of maximum dBA’s should be documented 

and medical surveys completed in affected communities. 

  

7. Health Effect – Loss of Control 
Study subjects who could chose the level of noise (70-105 dBA) had less subjective discomfort and lower 

excretion of cortisol and catecholamines during noise exposure(8). Another group demonstrated decreased 

performance and ability to make decisions during loud noise when they had no ability to stop the noise(9). 

Surveys show that loss of control over one’s life is one of the most disturbing effects of low level military 

overflights and/or sonic booms on rural Americans(10). FISE noise studies, Tables 2 & 3, show that noise 
levels of 70-105 dBA were achieved in all communities during flying. Clearly residents have no control 

over the level of noise. 



  

Conclusion 
The EIS should address the issue of community residents experiencing a sense of loss of control during 

military jet flying. 

  

8. Health Effect – Pediatric Behavior 
In Canada, Innu children are very distressed by low military jet overflights(11). In Germany extensive 
studies have revealed the following behavior in children associated with low overflights: terror, panic, 

screaming, freezing in place, palpitations, shaking, dizziness, bed wetting, sleep disturbances, nail biting, 

anxiety, slowed motor response, elevation of blood pressure and blood cortisol levels(12). No habituation 

was observed. In one study, blood pressure and hormonal response occurred after just mentioning that a 

low flight was coming in those who preciously experienced them(13). 

  

Conclusion 
The DEIS does not but should address the issue of low level and loud military jet aircraft on children in 

affected communities. A survey should document the number of children in each community in the study 

area. Parents and children should be questioned about behavioral responses to overflights. 

  

9. Health Effect – Psychiatric Effects 
Two studies done around Heathrow Airport in London showed increased incidence of “nervous 

breakdowns” and admissions to psychiatric hospital in areas subjected to loud aircraft noise compared to 

those in quiet areas(14,15). A medical survey completed by residents near OLF Coupeville, Table 5, shows 

that many residents exposed to low level Navy jet overflights experience significant psychiatric symptoms. 

Several people reported hospitalization for stress related illnesses associated with aircraft overflights. 

  

Conclusion 
The EIS should complete medical surveys in all communities involved to document psychiatric and other 

medical effects of low level Navy jet operations. 

  

10. Health Effect – Sleep Disturbances 
Sleep can be disturbed in many ways by loud environmental noise. Single events of loud peak dBA are 

better predictors of disturbance than averaged values such as Leq and Ldn. Periodic noise is more 

disturbing than continuous noise. The indoor threshold is considered to be 35-40 dBA for falling to sleep. 

Arousal from deep sleep (NREM, stage 4) requires louder noise in the 70 dBA range. The usual cycles of 

sleep and EEG patterns are affected occasionally (10%) at 40 dBA and often (60%) at 70 dBA. Children 

are less susceptible and the elderly more susceptible to noise induced disturbances. These disruptions can 

lead to symptoms of fatigue, lethargy, decreased efficiency, anxiety, and desiring to be left alone, and can 

lead to health disorders or interfere with convalescence from illness (16-22). 
FISE noise studies show that periodic peak dBA’s during jet flying are routinely above 70 and often above 

90 in many communities (Tables 2 & 3). These are outdoor measures which will translate to indoor 

measures of approximately 10 dBA less with windows open and 20-25 with windows closed. Therefore, 

sleep disturbing levels are frequently found in the study area during flying. Simultaneous indoor/outdoor 

studies utilizing two sound meters were made near OLF Coupeville, (Figures 2 & 3). Results document that 

indoor levels with windows closed are well above those expected to prevent sleep. A medical survey 

completed by residents near OLF Coupeville, Table 5, shows that many residents exposed to low level 

Navy jet overflights experience significant sleep disturbances. 
Some residents around Campbell Lake found that the aircraft noise occurred at night and interfered with 

sleep. Even though Ldn was 53, the noise that occurred came at bedtime. One physician called frequently 

to complain that sleep disturbances threatened his functioning in early morning surgery at Island Hospital. 

Measurements made at that physician’s house (Figure 1) showed loud noises at bedtime hours despite low 

noise averages. These substantiated his claims of sleep interference. 

  

Conclusion 
The EIS should address the issue of sleep disturbance by making indoor measurements of maximum dBA 
in affected communities during flying. A survey of residents in the study area should document the extent 



of this problem. An action alternative that removes FCLP and approach practice at Ault Field and OLF 

Coupeville between 2200 and 0800 should be developed, studied, and implemented. 

  

11. Heath Effect – Speech Interference 
Speech interference will generally occur with background noise exceeding 60 dBA, especially when it 

exceeds 80 seconds/hour(23). The USAF has published a table of speech interference with noise and 

distance. It shows that background noise of 60-70 dBA will generally interfere with telephone usage and 

speech at a 3-6 foot distance(24). 
FISE noise studies, Table 3, show that average dBA exceeds 70 during many minutes a day during outside 

measurements in most sites studied. Indoor measurements at Coupeville, Figures 12-13, show speech to be 

impossible for long time periods during flying. In addition, resident logs kept during flight activities 

frequently mentioned interference with speech, telephone, and listening to music or television. 

  

Conclusion 
The frequency and duration of noise generated during flight activities should actually be measured inside 

and outside homes, schools, and hospitals in the EIS study area. These noise levels should be correlated 

with speech interference testing. 

  

12. Health Effect – Performance Interference 
As noise increases, both reaction time and number of errors increase, especially for more complex tasks. 
These effects are seen at continuous levels above 90 dBA or at lower levels that have a high frequency 

component (jet engine), intermittency, are unexpected, or are uncontrollable. These performance effects 

may last after the noise stops especially when the noise source is unpredictable or uncontrollable(25-27). 

FISE noise studies, Tables 3, show that measurements expected to interfere with performance are often 

encountered. In addition, resident logs kept during flight activities frequently mentioned interference with 

speech, telephone, and listening to music or television, reading, writing, thinking, and sleep. 

  

Conclusion 
The frequency and duration of noise generated during flight activities should actually be measured inside 

and outside homes, schools, and hospitals in the EIS study area. These noise levels should be correlated 

with performance interference testing. 

  

13. Health Effect – Noise Induced Hearing Loss 
Exposure to loud noise, either periodic or continuous can produce a temporary threshold shift (TTS). With 

further exposure a permanent noise induced hearing loss (NIHL) occurs. Thresholds have been measured in 

various circumstances: 105 dBA for multiple single aircraft overflights or 115 dBA for a single overflight 

in a day, 102 dBA for impulse noise and 107 dBA for steady noise. Several studies have shown that aircrew 
or airport workers can have TTS with short exposures to 117-128 dBA and NIHL with 10 years of 

exposure in the 86-92 dBA range during an eight hour work day. The USAF set work place noise exposure 

standard at 30 min for 100 dBA, 13 min for 105 dBA, 5 min for 110 dBA, and 2.2 min for 115 dBA. When 

referring to averaged noise measures, experimental data suggests a threshold at Leq = 70 dBA and the EPA 

has adapted this value as a level of protection with a margin of safety(28-34). 
FISE noise studies show that three areas, Coupeville, Deception Pass Park, and Shelter Bay (Table 2) 

experience noise exposure that puts them at the threshold of nearing damage. Personal testimonial indicates 

that Dugualla Bay area residents and workers are also excessively exposed although measurements are not 

available. In a medical survey completed by residents near OLF Coupeville, (Table 5), 53% said they 

believed they were losing their hearing over and above the normal aging loss. 

  

Conclusion 
Noise measurements documenting frequency and maximum intensity during flying should be made as part 

of the EIS in critical areas such as around OLF Coupeville, Dugualla Bay Farms and residences, Shelter 

Bay residences, Deception Pass State Park and surrounding residences. These measurements should be 

correlated with the thresholds for hearing loss listed above. The EIS should complete medical surveys in all 

communities involved to document hearing loss. Audiograms should be offered to affected citizen to 

document hearing loss. Where possible, the audiograms should be compared to previously recorded ones. 

14. Health Effect – Medication Usage 



A study in one community showed that the use of prescription drugs for sedatives, hypnotics, antacids, and 

antihypertensives increased significantly after opening a runway that resulted in loud aircraft 

overflight(35).In general the physiologic and psychological responses to loud environmental noise increase 

requirements for medical care and medications A medical survey completed by residents near OLF 

Coupeville, Table 5, shows that many residents exposed to low level Navy jet overflights experience stress 

induced illness requiring treatment by a physician. 

  

Conclusion 
The EIS should complete medical surveys in all communities affected by flying to document stress induced 

illnesses and the use of medications to treat them. 

  

15. Health Effect – Hypertension 
Experimental studies have shown: (1) increases of systolic and diastolic blood pressure with exposure to 85 

dBA for 8 hours(36) and (2) increases of blood pressure and blood cortisol during playback of military jet 

overflights with 100-125 dBA(37). In patients with essential hypertension, exposure to noise at 105 dBA 

for 30 min further increased blood pressure and peripheral vascular resistance(38). Epidemiologic studies 

have shown elevated blood pressure and hearing loss in many of 433 children exposed to military jet 

overflights at 75 meters compared to Controls(39). Eighty five workers exposed to 85 dBA showed 

elevations of systolic and diastolic pressures compared to age matched controls not exposed. A review of 

40 studies showed a consistent correlation of prolonged high intensity industrial noise and 

hypertension(40). 
FISE noise studies, Table 2, show that many communities are exposed to noise at or above the thresholds 

cited in studies to induce hypertension. A medical survey completed by residents near OLF Coupeville, 

Table 5, shows that many residents exposed to low level Navy jet overflights experience stress induced 

illness requiring treatment by a physician. 

  

Conclusion 
The EIS should complete medical surveys in all communities affected by flying to document the incidence 

of hypertension and compare it to the expected incidence in 

communities not exposed to the noise and stress associated with military jet operations. 

  

16. Safety and Aircraft Crash Potential 
This section addresses a primary concern of FISE regarding the safety of operation of Navy jet aircraft in 

the vicinity of NAS Whidbey. The immediate area of NAS Whidbey include overflight of three of the 

fastest growing counties in Washington (Island, Skagit, and San Juan), six major communities (Oak 

Harbor, Coupeville, Deception Pass State Park, Shelter Bay, Guemes, and Anacortes), and two oil 

refineries. 
In a previous evaluation Navy data revealed that in flight operations around NAS Whidbey, 29 aircraft 

crashed between1967-1990. Of those crashes, 11 occurred within 15 miles of Ault Field at NAS Whidbey. 

Within this 15 mile radius are located five civilian areas of concern. 
(a) OLF Coupeville is a small naval auxiliary airfield surrounded by a residential community. Annually 

20,000-30,000 FCLP operations are carried out, mostly at night. The civilian residents of the area are 

subjected to frequent noise, vibration, and anxiety about crashes as a result of these operations. A large 

community organization WISE has often complained about this situation. The Navy has continued 

operations under “waivers” at this site due to runway inadequacies and has persisted in operation despite 

repeated warning from local residents and government officials. 
(b) Shelter Bay is a community located at LA Conner, 6.9 miles east of Ault Field directly off the 

approach/departure corridor for runway 25/07. It experiences frequent overflights of low level jet traffic 

and is subject to considerable noise impact and risk of civilian casualty. 
(c) March Point is a small peninsula on Fidalgo Island 11 miles northeast of Ault Field. The peninsula is 

the site of two major oil refineries as well as several smaller chemical industries. Several of the routine 

approaches to NAS Whidbey bring jet aircraft on a ground track over March Point. These include HI 

TACAN 7 & 13, GCA 7 & 13, as well as many vectored and visual approaches. The refineries contain 

billions of pounds of explosive and toxic substances. Among these are substances which have a potential 

for support of fires (4.4 billion pounds), explosive pressure release (160 million pounds), chemical 



reactivity (400,000 pounds), acute health effects (4.7 billion pounds), and chronic health effects (4.4 billion 

pounds). 
In communicating with both refineries, it is apparent that their disaster plans are poorly conceived and 

don’t include the possibility of a navy jet having lost control and crashing into multiple containment 

facilities for these toxic substances. In fact, during February of 1991, a small scale disaster occurred at 

Texaco wherein a pump casing exploded and a large quantity of unrefined oil escaped onto land at the 

refinery. Some of this oil subsequently entered Puget Sound. Texaco’s response was characterized by 

slowness and chaos. Texaco seemed unsure how to proceed with water cleanup and animal rescue 

procedures. Community concerns were raised about the effectiveness of either company responding to a 

large scale disaster. 
(d) Guemes Island is located 13.9 miles north of NAS Whidbey and one mile north of Anacortes. Prior to 

1988, this small island community was rarely overflown by A-6 traffic. In 1988 NAS Whidbey arbitrarily 

made a decision without following the NEPA process to place a radar turning point at Cap Sante and vector 

aircraft away from Anacortes and over Guemes. 
Since that time Guemes has been subjected to exponential increases in noise energy and accident potential. 

The Guemes Island Environmental Trust (GIET) was formed and filed suit against the Navy, claiming a 

violation of their rights under The National Environmental Policy Act. In early 1991, the commanding 

officer of NAS Whidbey announced to the GIET that the radar turning point would be removed from Cap 

Sante. Subsequently, A-6 traffic has flown over Anacortes, avoiding Guemes. As the noise and safety 

issues increase over Anacortes, similar thoughts of lawsuit are entertained by residents of Anacortes for yet 

another violation of the NEPA process. 
(e) Oak Harbor is a small city located two miles south of Ault Field. It is located directly off the 

approach/departure corridor of runways 31/13. Because of its proximity to NAS Whidbey, Oak Harbor’s 

business and residential community is particularly at risk of damage from an accident. NAS Whidbey has 

the smallest land base associated with jet operations of all Naval facilities (<5,000 acres.) No new Navy 
land of significance has been purchased since the 1940’s. The Navy’s aviation operations have encroached 

significantly on the surrounding communities since 1985. Island County is one of the fastest growing 

populations in the state and is composed of many retirement and recreation oriented people. 

Local citizens groups including FISE have repeatedly offered solutions to mitigate many of the factors 

contributing to safety dangers. The cost of them might be high in absolute terms but reasonable in relative 
terms compared to potential property damage and liability claims in legal actions arising out of a disaster at 

Coupeville, Oak Harbor, or the oil refineries on March Point. 

(a) Building an alternate landing field at a remote site such as Quillayute on the Olympic peninsula some 

84 miles from NAS Whidbey would allow FCLP and other operations to occur away from populated areas 

and continue all night if desired. Cost estimates of $25 million have been alleged for restoring the existing 
field to Navy standards. Additional costs would include the added time of flight of approximately 

$840/round trip (25.2 minutes @ 400 KTS $2,000/hr.) 

(b) The cost of relocating operations to Lemoore, CA or Oceana, VA may be significantly less when all 

factors are considered. These sites have existing facilities and surrounding property that buffers them from 

noise and safety considerations. 

  

Conclusion 
Significant navy jet related accident potential exists within 15 miles of NAS Whidbey. A-6’s have often 

crashed due to materials failures that result in loss of ability to control the aircraft. Due to the small size of 

Navy land holdings and the growing civilian residential, business, and industrial communities surrounding 

NAS Whidbey, a navy jet crash will eventually cause a community disaster. The EIS should address the 

issue of jet flight operations encroachment on the surrounding communities. 
The Navy should abandon its philosophy of designating accident zones in community property and replace 

it with one of eliminating the accident risk by purchasing the areas at risk or removing flight operations to 

areas where they own the land at risk. Flight operation over particularly sensitive area should be eliminated. 

One of these is the March Point refinery complex on Fidalgo Island. 

The EIS should include an alternative that removes flights from the populated areas in the EIS study area to 
a remote area where encroachment by the Navy on the community is reduced or removed. A cost analysis 

of implementing such an alternative should be included in the EIS. 
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