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Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

M PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND DISTRIBUTION 

This appendix describes the efforts to involve the public in preparing this Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS)/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS), including distribution of the 

Draft EIS/OEIS. 

M.1 PROJECT WEBSITE 

A public website was established for this project: https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftteis. This website 

address was published in the Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplement to the 2018 Final Atlantic Fleet 

Training and Testing Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement 

(hereinafter referred to as the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS) (Appendix N, Federal Register Notices). It was 

subsequently reprinted in newspaper advertisements, agency letters, emails, and postcards for the 

Notice of Intent and the Notice of Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The scoping fact 

sheets, public meeting fact sheets, technical reports, and various other materials are available on the 

project website and were made available throughout the course of the project. 

M.2 SCOPING PERIOD 

The public scoping period began with issuance of the Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on 

November 17, 2023. This notice included a project description, website address, and instructions on 

how to provide comments. The scoping period lasted 30 days, concluding on December 16, 2023. The 

public was able to provide comments on the scope of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS during the scoping 

period via the project website or by mail. 

M.2.1 PUBLIC SCOPING NOTIFICATION 

The Action Proponents made significant efforts to notify the public to ensure maximum public 

participation during the scoping process. A summary of these efforts follows. 

M.2.1.1 Notification Letters 

Notice of Intent and Scoping Notification letters were distributed at the beginning of the scoping period 

(November 17, 2023) to federally recognized tribes; state-elected officials; and federal, regional, and 

state agencies. Entities that received the Scoping Notification letter can be found in Table M.2-1 and an 

example of the letter can be found in Figure M.2-1.  

https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftt-phase-iii/
https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftt-phase-iii/
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Table M.2-1: Entities that Received the Scoping Notification Letter

Federally Recognized Tribes 
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas  
Aroostook Band of Micmacs  
Catawba Indian Nation  
Cayuga Nation of New York  
Chickahominy Indian Tribe 
Chickahominy Indian Tribe - Eastern Division 
Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana  
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana  
Delaware Nation 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of North Carolina  
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians  
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas  
Mashantucket Pequot Indian Tribe  
Mashpee Wampanoag Indian Tribe   
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians  

Mohegan Indian Tribe of Connecticut  
Nansemond Indian Nation 
Narragansett Indian Tribe of Rhode Island  
Oneida Nation of New York  
Onondaga Nation of New York  
Passamaquoddy Tribe of Indian Township  
Penobscot Nation  
Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama  
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe  
Seminole Tribe of Florida  
Seneca Nation of Indians 
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
Shinnecock Indian Nation 
Stockbridge-Munsee Band of the Mohicans 
Tonawanda Band of Seneca Indians of New York  
Tunica-Biloxi Indian Tribe of Louisiana  
Tuscarora Nation of New York  
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head of Massachusetts  
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo of Texas  

Alabama 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Alabama Department of Environmental Management  
Alabama Historical Commission 

Connecticut 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Connecticut Commission on Culture and Tourism, State Historic Preservation Office 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, Land and Water 
Resources Division 

Delaware 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, Delaware 
Coastal Programs 
Delaware Division of Historical and Cultural Affairs 

Florida 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Management Program, 
Office of Resilience and Coastal Protection 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, State Clearinghouse 
Florida Division of Historical Resources 

Georgia 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Georgia Historic Preservation Division 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Zone Management Program 

Louisiana 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Louisiana Office of Cultural Development, Division of Historic Preservation 

Maine 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Maine Coastal Programs 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 
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Maryland 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Chesapeake and Coastal Service 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wetlands and Waterways 
Maryland Historical Trust 

Massachusetts 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Office of Coastal Zone 
Management 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 

Mississippi 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Mississippi Department of Archives and History, Historic Preservation Division, 
Federal and State Project Review 
Mississippi Department of Marine Resources, Coastal Programs 

New Hampshire 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services, Coastal Program 
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources 

New Jersey 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Management Program 
New Jersey Historic Preservation Office 

New York 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New York Department of State, Office of Planning, Development, and Community 
Infrastructure 
New York Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 

North Carolina 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Coastal Management 
North Carolina Division of Coastal Management, Coastal Area Management Act 

Rhode Island 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council 
Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission 

South Carolina 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and 
Coastal Resource Management 
South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office 
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Texas 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Texas General Land Office, Coastal Resources Division 
Texas Historical Commission 

Virginia 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Coastal Program, Environmental 
Impact Review and Long Range Priorities  
Virginia Department of Historic Resources  
Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources 

U.S. Virgin Islands 

Department of Planning and Natural Resources, Coastal Zone Management Program 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Federal Agencies 
Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary 
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Marine Fisheries Service; Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of Protected Resources 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of National Marine Sanctuaries 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Eastern North Carolina Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, South Carolina Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Ecological Services 

M.2.1.2 Scoping Email 

On November 17, 2023, emails were sent to recipients on the project mailing list, including individuals, 

nonprofit organizations, and for-profit organizations. The emails provided information on the Proposed 

Action, methods for commenting, and the project website address to obtain more information. The text 

of the email is shown in Figure M.2-2. 

M.2.1.3 Newspaper Advertisements 

To announce the scoping period, advertisements were placed in the listed newspapers in the following 

cities on the dates indicated in Table M.2-2. The advertisements included a description of the Proposed 

Action, the address of the project website, the duration of the comment period, and information on 

how to provide comments. An example of the advertisement is shown in Figure M.2-3.
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Figure M.2-1: Stakeholder Scoping Notification Letter 
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Figure M.2-2: Stakeholder Scoping Email 
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Table M.2-2: Newspaper Announcements of Scoping Period 

Bath, ME  
The Times Record  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Portland, ME  
The Portland Press Herald  

November 18, 2023 
November 19, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

New Bedford, MA 
The Standard Times 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Boston, MA  
The Boston Herald  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Providence, RI  
The Providence Journal 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Newport, RI 
The Newport Daily News 

November 17, 2023 
November 18, 2023 
November 20, 2023 

Salisbury, MD 
The Daily Times 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Norfolk, VA 
The Virginian-Pilot  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Newport News, VA 
The Daily Press 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Manteo, NC 
Coastland Times 

November 19, 2023 
November 22, 2023 
November 26, 2023 

Jacksonville, NC  
Jacksonville Daily News  

November 21, 2023 
November 23, 2023 
November 25, 2023 

Wilmington, NC  
Wilmington Star News 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Charleston, SC 
Charleston Post and Courier 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Savannah, GA  
Savannah Morning News  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Jacksonville, FL   
Florida Times Union 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 
Florida Sun Sentinel 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Brevard, FL 
Florida Today  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Panama City, FL 
Panama City News Herald  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Pensacola, FL   
Pensacola News Journal 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Biloxi, MS   
Sun Herald 

November 21, 2023 
November 22, 2023 
November 24, 2023 

New Orleans, LA 
Times-Picayune 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Galveston, TX 
Galveston Daily News  

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

Corpus Christi, TX   
Caller-Times1 

November 19, 2023 
November 20, 2023 
November 21, 2023 

 

 

Notes: 1 Advertisement was also run in Spanish. 
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Figure M.2-3: Newspaper Announcement of Scoping 

M.2.2 PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS 

The scoping comments could be submitted via the project website or by mail. The Action Proponents 

received comments from federal agencies, state agencies, non-governmental organizations, and 

individuals. A total of 15 scoping comments were received. The comments provided agency input; urged 

the consideration of impacts to the North Atlantic right whale, Rice’s whale, and marine mammals in 

general; requested the use of updated sea turtle data for impact analysis; and provided general support 

for the Proposed Action. The scoping comments submitted during the public scoping period are 

provided in Table M.2-3 and relevant and substantive comments were considered during the 

development of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS. Comments received through the project website are 

shown in Table M.2-3. Hard copy comments received by mail, comments received via email, and the 

attachments provided with website comments are shown in Figure M.2-4 through Figure M.2-14.  
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Table M.2-3: Scoping Comments 

Commenter Date Comment 

Private Individual (1) November 19, 2023 WHAT IS THE BREAKING SYSTERM IN USE FOR ANY AND ALL 
OF YOUR SHIP’S? 

Virginia Department 
of Environmental 
Quality 

November 20, 2023 Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Office of 
Environmental Impact Review Scoping Comments  
(Figure M.2-4) 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

November 21, 2023 Comment email (Figure M.2-5) 

Private Individual (2) November 24, 2023 It is critically important for the continued security of the 
United States of America that the U.S. Navy proceeds with 
the proposed action to continue training and testing in the 
AFTT Study Area. Other countries, particularly the USSR and 
China, are building up their naval capabilities, and are posing 
a greater and greater threat to our national security. 
Proceed without delay!!!! 

Private Individual (3) November 25, 2023 Hard copy comment (Figure M.2-6) 

Texas Historical 
Commission 

November 28, 2023 Comment email (Figure M.2-7) 

Virginia Department 
of Health, Office of 
Drinking Water 

November 30, 2023 VDH – Office of Drinking Water has reviewed the above 
project and has no comments to submit at this time. 

Private Individual (4) December 1, 2023 Hard copy comment (Figure M.2-8) 

Private Individual (5) December 4, 2023 As a boat captain and frequent fisherman in the Gulf of 
Mexico with many friends that are boat captains, we 
strongly support the Navy and Coast Guard training and 
testing in the Gulf. Current efforts to shut down large areas 
of the northern Gulf to "protect" the recently identified 
Right Whale would severely hurt our fishing in the Gulf and 
would likely adversely impact the Navy and Coast Guards 
training and testing to maintain a ready force. We believe 
the concerns about the whale are unjustified. Therefore we 
strongly support approval of this EIS. 

New Jersey 
Department of 
Environmental 
Protection, Office of 
Permitting and 
Project Navigation 

December 15, 2023 Comment provided as attachment (Figure M.2-9) 
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Commenter Date Comment 

Congressman Seth 
Moulton 

December 15, 2023 As the U.S. Navy and U.S. Coast Guard undertake a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(Supplemental EIS)/Overseas Environmental Impact 
Statement (OEIS) for Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing 
(AFTT) activities, I urge consideration of the impact on North 
Atlantic right whales. North Atlantic right whales are on the 
brink of extinction. As noted by the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, there are approximately 360 
individuals remaining of this endangered species in Atlantic 
waters, including fewer than 70 reproductively active 
females. Vessel strikes are a leading cause of mortality for 
North Atlantic right whales and increased ocean noise levels 
may interfere with their communication, stress levels, 
navigation, and ability to find food.  Ensuring critical military 
readiness is of paramount importance when developing the 
AFTT Supplemental EIS/OEIS. When considering the 
environmental impacts of AFTT activities, informed decisions 
regarding impacts on North Atlantic right whales will be 
important for helping to conserve this endangered species.  
Thank you for your attention to this critical matter. I 
commend the U.S. Navy and U.S. Coast Guard’s stalwart 
dedication to ensuring our national security interests and 
welcome your commitment to safeguarding the North 
Atlantic right whale. (Figure M.2-10) 

Private Individual (6) December 16, 2023 Hard copy comment (Figure M.2-11) 

Maine Historic 
Preservation 
Commission 

December 16, 2023 Hard copy comment (Figure M.2-12) 

New Hampshire 
Division of Historical 
Resources 

December 16, 2023 Comment email (Figure M.2-13) 

Turtle Island 
Restoration Network 

December 16, 2023 Comment provided as attachment (Figure M.2-14) 
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Figure M.2-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment 
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Figure M.2-5: Federal Aviation Administration Comment
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Figure M.2-6: Private Individual (3) Comment  
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Figure M.2-7: Texas Historical Commission Comment
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Figure M.2-8: Private Individual (4) Comment  
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Figure M.2-9: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Permitting and 

Project Navigation Comment  
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Figure M.2-10: Congressman Seth Moulton Comment  
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Figure M.2-11: Private Individual (6) Comment   
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Figure M.2-12: Maine Historic Preservation Commission Comment   
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Figure M.2-13: New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources Comment  
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Figure M.2-14: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment
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M.3 NOTIFICATION OF AVAILABILITY OF DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The public comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS began with the issuance of the Notice of 

Availability and a Notice of Public Meetings in the Federal Register on September 20, 2024 (Appendix N, 

Federal Register Notices). The Federal Register notices included notification of the availability of the 

Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS and where it can be accessed; an overview of the Proposed Action and its 

purpose and need; public commenting information; and the locations, dates, and times of public 

meetings. The purpose of the public meetings was to inform the public about the Proposed Action and 

to solicit public comments on the environmental issues addressed and analyzed in the Draft 

Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS public review and comment period lasted 

60 days, concluding on November 21, 2024. Comments were accepted by mail, through the 

Supplemental EIS/OEIS website at https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftteis/, and at the public meetings. 

M.3.1 NOTIFICATION OF DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND PUBLIC MEETINGS 

The Action Proponents made significant efforts to distribute information about the project and notify 

the public to ensure maximum public participation during the public comment period. A summary of 

these efforts follows. 

M.3.1.1 Notification Letters  

Letters were sent to federally recognized tribes; state-elected officials; and federal, regional, and state 

agencies. The letters provided a description of the Proposed Action, address of the project website, 

duration of the comment period, and information on the public meetings. Entities that received the 

notification letters are listed in Table M.3-1. Figure M.3-1 provides an example letter.  
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Table M.3-1: Entities that Received the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Notification Letter

Federally Recognized Tribes 
Absentee Shawnee Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas  
Aroostook Band of Micmacs  
Catawba Indian Nation  
Cayuga Nation of New York  
Chickahominy Indian Tribe 
Chickahominy Indian Tribe - Eastern Division 
Chitimacha Tribe of Louisiana  
Coushatta Tribe of Louisiana  
Delaware Nation 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of North Carolina  
Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians 
Jena Band of Choctaw Indians  
Kickapoo Traditional Tribe of Texas  
Mashantucket Pequot Indian Tribe  
Mashpee Wampanoag Indian Tribe   
Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 

Mohegan Indian Tribe of Connecticut  
Nansemond Indian Nation 
Narragansett Indian Tribe of Rhode Island  
Oneida Nation of New York  
Onondaga Nation of New York  
Passamaquoddy Tribe of Indian Township  
Penobscot Nation  
Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama  
Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe  
Seminole Tribe of Florida  
Seneca Nation of Indians 
Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma 
Shinnecock Indian Nation 
Stockbridge-Munsee Band of the Mohicans 
Tonawanda Band of Seneca Indians of New York  
Tunica-Biloxi Indian Tribe of Louisiana  
Tuscarora Nation of New York  
Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head of Massachusetts  
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo of Texas  

Alabama 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Alabama Department of Environmental Management  
Alabama Historical Commission 

Connecticut 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Connecticut Commission on Culture and Tourism, State Historic Preservation Office 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, Land and Water 
Resources Division 

Delaware 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Delaware Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control, Delaware 
Coastal Programs 
Delaware Division of Historical and Cultural Affairs 

Florida 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Management Program, 
Office of Resilience and Coastal Protection 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, State Clearinghouse 
Florida Division of Historical Resources 

Georgia 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Georgia Historic Preservation Division 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Zone Management Program 

Louisiana 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
Louisiana Office of Cultural Development, Division of Historic Preservation 
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Maine 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Maine Coastal Programs 
Maine Historic Preservation Commission 

Maryland 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Chesapeake and Coastal Service 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Wetlands and Waterways 
Maryland Historical Trust 

Massachusetts 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs, Office of Coastal Zone 
Management 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 

Mississippi 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Mississippi Department of Archives and History, Historic Preservation Division, 
Federal and State Project Review 
Mississippi Department of Marine Resources, Coastal Programs 

New Hampshire 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services, Coastal Program 
New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources 

New Jersey 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Coastal Management Program 
New Jersey Historic Preservation Office 

New York 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

New York Department of State, Office of Planning, Development, and Community 
Infrastructure 
New York Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation 

North Carolina 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
North Carolina Division of Coastal Management, Coastal Area Management Act 

Rhode Island 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council 
Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission 

South Carolina 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and 
Coastal Resource Management 
South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Table M.3-1: Entities that Received the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Notification Letter (continued) 

M-39 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

Texas 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Texas General Land Office, Coastal Resources Division 
Texas Historical Commission 

Virginia 

State-Elected Officials State Agencies 
Office of the Governor  
Congressional Delegates  

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality, Coastal Program, Environmental 
Impact Review and Long Range Priorities  
Virginia Department of Historic Resources  
Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources 

U.S. Virgin Islands 

Department of Planning and Natural Resources, Coastal Zone Management Program 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Federal Agencies 
Gray’s Reef National Marine Sanctuary 
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Marine Fisheries Service; Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southeast Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Office of Protected Resources 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of National Marine Sanctuaries 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Eastern North Carolina Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, South Carolina Ecological Services 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Virginia Ecological Services 
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Figure M.3-1: Stakeholder Letter for the Notification of the Draft Supplemental Environmental 

Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement 
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M.3.1.2 Stakeholder Postcard 

Postcards were mailed to recipients on the project mailing list, including individuals, nonprofit 

organizations, and for-profit organizations. The postcards acted as formal notification of the Notice of 

Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS and announcement of public meetings. An example of 

the postcard is shown in Figure M.3-2. 

M.3.1.3 Newspaper Advertisements 

To announce the Notification of Availability of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS and public meetings, 

advertisements were placed in the listed newspapers on the dates indicated in Table M.3-2. The 

advertisements included a description of the Proposed Action, the project website, the duration of the 

comment period, and information on how to provide comments. An example of the advertisement is 

shown in Figure M.3-3. 
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Figure M.3-2: Stakeholder Postcard 
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Table M.3-2: Newspaper Announcements of Notification of Availability of the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement 

and Announcement of Public Meetings 

Bath, ME  
The Times Record  

September 20, 2024 
September 24, 2024 
September 27, 2024 

Portland, ME  
The Portland Press Herald  

September 20, 2024 
September 21, 2024 
September 22, 2024 

New Bedford, MA 
The Standard Times 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Boston, MA  
The Boston Herald  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Providence, RI  
The Providence Journal 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Newport, RI 
The Newport Daily News 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Salisbury, MD 
The Daily Times 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Norfolk, VA 
The Virginian-Pilot  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Newport News, VA 
The Daily Press 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Manteo, NC 
Coastland Times 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Jacksonville, NC  
Jacksonville Daily News  

September 24, 2024 
September 26, 2024 
September 28, 2024 

Wilmington, NC  
Wilmington Star News 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Charleston, SC 
Charleston Post and Courier 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Savannah, GA  
Savannah Morning News  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Jacksonville, FL   
Florida Times Union 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Fort Lauderdale, FL 
Florida Sun Sentinel 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Brevard, FL 
Florida Today  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Panama City, FL 
Panama City News Herald  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Pensacola, FL   
Pensacola News Journal 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Biloxi, MS   
Sun Herald 

September 22, 2024 
September 25, 2024 
September 29, 2024 

New Orleans, LA 
Times-Picayune 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Galveston, TX 
Galveston Daily News  

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

Corpus Christi, TX   
Caller-Times1 

September 22, 2024 
September 23, 2024 
September 24, 2024 

 

 

Notes: 1 Advertisement was also run in Spanish. 
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Figure M.3-3: Newspaper Announcement of Notification of Availability of the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement and 

Announcement of Public Meetings  
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M.3.2 PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Three in-person public meetings were held on the following dates in the listed cities: 

• October 8, 2024 in New Bedford, Massachusetts 

• October 10, 2024 in Silver Spring, Maryland 

• October 16, 2024 in Metairie, Louisiana 

The meetings were structured in an open-house format, presenting informational posters and written 

materials and handouts, with Navy staff and project experts available to answer participants’ questions. 

Additionally, two virtual public meetings were held via Zoom.gov on the following dates: 

• October 22, 2024 

• October 24, 2024 

The virtual meetings began with a presentation and were followed by a question and answer session 

with Navy staff and project experts. 

M.3.3 DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS was made available on the project website at 

https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftteis/. Electronic copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS were also 

delivered to the repositories listed in Table M.3-3 along with hard copies of the Executive Summary. 

Table M.3-3: Repositories that Received the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement

Maine 
Portland Public Library 
5 Monument Square 
Portland, ME 04101 

Massachusetts 
New Bedford Free Public Library Casa da Saudade Branch 
58 Crapo Street 
New Bedford, MA 02740 

Rhode Island 
Providence Public Library 
150 Empire St. 
Providence, RI 02903 

Maryland 

Brigadier General Charles E. McGee Library  
900 Wayne Ave. 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

North Carolina 

Jacksonville Main Library 
58 Doris Avenue East 
Jacksonville, NC 28540 

Georgia 

Camden County Public Library 
1410 Highway 40 East 
Kingsland, GA 31548 

https://www.nepa.navy.mil/aftteis/
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Florida 

Broward County Main Library 
100 S. Andrews Ave. 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33301 

West Florida Public Library, Southwest Branch  
12248 Gulf Beach Highway 
Pensacola, FL 32507 

Louisiana 

East Bank Regional Library 
4747 West Napoleon Ave. 
Metairie, LA, 70001 

Texas 

Corpus Christi Public Library La Retama Central Library  
805 Comanche 
Corpus Christi, TX 78401 

M.3.4 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Action Proponents would like to thank the elected officials, Native American tribes and nations, 

federal regulatory and state resource agencies, business and community leaders, organizations, and 

individuals for taking the time to review the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, attend the public meetings, 

and submit comments. Public informational meetings and public participation are an essential aspect of 

the environmental review process.  

Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS were received from three federal agencies, five state 

agencies, one nongovernmental organization and two private individuals for a total of 11 comment 

submissions. 

The 11 comment submissions were reviewed and categorized according to topic. Longer comments 

were broken down into multiple separate categories to properly and fully capture all of the different 

points within the letter (i.e., a comment may contain more than one theme within it). 

M.3.4.1 Comment Response Process 

The Action Proponents considered and responded to all comments received on the Draft Supplemental 

EIS/OEIS. Comments were assessed and responded to as described below. 

The project team carefully reviewed all comments and categorized them. Each comment was assigned 

to one or more resource-specific specialists from the interdisciplinary team for review. Substantive 

comments, defined as those that provided new information or analysis or remarked on the 

methodology, data, or conclusions of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, were identified for further 

consideration. The Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS analysis was updated as warranted based on the review 

of substantive comments. Comment responses were developed for every comment based on the above-

described comment review and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS update process. These responses identify 

sections of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS where revisions were made or provide details on where 

additional information can be found.  
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Substantive comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS and responses are provided in Error! Not a valid bookmark self-reference.. The 

original copy of each comment submission is shown in Figure M.3-4 through Figure M.3-13.   

Table M.3-4: Public Comments and Responses

Category Comment Response 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) (Figure M.3-4) (note: Virginia DEQ consolidated and submitted comments from all Virginia state agencies) 

Mitigation [Department of Conservation and Recreation’s Division of Natural Heritage 
(DCR)] recommends restricting any activities from April until August near 
the Parramore Island, Wreck Island, and False Cape Natural Area Preserves 
during migration/nesting activities for Sea Turtles and Migratory Birds. 

The only activity that occurs near these islands is aircraft overflight. The 
Virginia Capes Bird Mitigation Area (a continuation from the 2018 Final 
EIS/OEIS) establishes a year-round requirement for rotary-wing aircraft to 
maintain shoreline standoff distances from important nesting habitats within 
the Virginia Capes Range Complex. While the protection focus is Endangered 
Species Act (ESA)-listed and other birds, nesting sea turtles would also benefit 
from this year-round restriction.  

ESA 
Consultation 

Due to the legal status of many of these species, DCR also recommends 
continued coordination with the Virginia Department of Wildlife Resources 
(DWR), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USWFS) and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration-National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NOAA-NMFS) for information regarding the possible 
impacts and to ensure compliance with protected species legislation. 

Thank you for your review. The Navy consulted with NMFS and USFWS. The 
Navy will continue to comply with its obligations under applicable laws and 
regulations, including reinitiating consultation as required. 

Section 106 
Consultation 

The Department of the Navy or its agents must consult directly with 
[Department of Historic Resources (DHR)] pursuant to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (as amended) and its implementing 
regulations codified at 36 CFR Part 800 which require Federal agencies to 
consider the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. 

Thank you for your review. The Action Proponents consulted with the State 
Historic Preservation Office for Virginia, as required by Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations. 
Consultation has also been conducted with State Historic Preservation Offices 
from all other potentially impacted States. 

Permitting Permanent or temporary impacts to surface waters and wetlands may 
require DEQ authorization under §401 of the Clean Water Act, Virginia 
Code §62.1-44.15:20, and Virginia Administrative Code 9 VAC 25-210-10 et 
seq. Provided that any and all necessary permits are obtained and complied 
with, the project will be consistent with DEQ program requirements. 

The Action Proponents will comply with applicable laws and regulations. 
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Category Comment Response 

Pollution 
Prevention 

We have several pollution prevention recommendations that may be 
helpful in operations, as applicable: Consider development of an effective 
Environmental Management System (EMS)…Consider environmental 
attributes when purchasing materials…Consider contractor' commitment to 
the environment when choosing contractors....Integrate pollution 
prevention techniques into facility maintenance and operations to include 
inventory control for centralized storage of hazardous materials. 

While the AFTT Supplemental EIS/OEIS focuses on training and testing 
activities conducted at sea, we recognize the importance of environmental 
stewardship in all Navy operations. 
 
Regarding DEQ's specific recommendations: 
EMS: The Department of the Navy maintains a robust EMS program, as 
directed by the Department of Defense, to ensure environmental compliance 
and readiness at Navy shore installations. This program aligns with many of 
the principles outlined by DEQ's Virginia Environmental Excellence Program 
(VEEP). 
Purchasing & Contractors: The U.S. Navy, in accordance with federal 
mandates (e.g., Federal Acquisition Regulation) and sustainability goals, 
actively incorporates environmental considerations into its procurement 
processes. This includes evaluating factors such as recycled content, toxicity 
levels, and packaging when selecting materials and engaging contractors. 
These requirements are embedded in contracts, solicitations, and 
certifications, and the Navy tailors its approach to address specific 
operational needs while promoting environmental responsibility. 
Pollution Prevention Techniques: The Navy is committed to integrating 
pollution prevention (P2) principles into its operations. This includes 
minimizing waste generation through source reduction, material substitution, 
conservation practices, and reuse initiatives, particularly for hazardous 
materials. The Navy also prioritizes proper waste management, including for 
solid waste, plastics, and ozone-depleting substances, and provides training 
on responding to and mitigating accidental releases. 
 
The Navy is committed to minimizing the environmental footprint of its 
activities. We will continue to explore opportunities to incorporate pollution 
prevention principles and best practices wherever feasible within the scope 
of the proposed AFTT activities. For a more complete description of the 
Navy’s various Afloat and Ashore environmental compliance programs, view 
the Chief of Naval Operations Environmental Readiness and Program Manual 
(OPNAV M-5090.1) available online. 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Table M.3-4: Public Comments and Responses (continued) 

M-54 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

Category Comment Response 

Pollution 
Prevention 

DEQ encourages all projects to implement pollution prevention principles, 
including: The reduction, reuse and recycling of all solid wastes generated; 
and the minimization and proper handling of hazardous wastes. 

The Navy complies with all applicable laws and regulations governing solid 
and hazardous waste. The Navy actively reduces, reuses, and recycles solid 
wastes generated, prioritizing waste reduction at the source and actively 
pursuing reuse and recycling opportunities, both onboard vessels and at 
shore installations. The Navy also minimizes the generation of hazardous 
waste and ensures its proper handling, storage, and disposal in accordance 
with all applicable regulations. While this Supplemental EIS/OEIS focuses on 
training and testing activities conducted at sea, these pollution prevention 
principles are integrated into all aspects of Navy operations to minimize 
environmental impacts. 

Marine Mammal Commission (Figure M.3-5) 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The Commission recommends that the Navy review the data from Kastelein 
et al. (2024a) and determine whether inclusion of the data would alter the 
weighting function and/or thresholds for very high-frequency cetaceans 
and if so, whether those modifications are sufficient to warrant revision of 
the current weighting function and associated thresholds for non-impulsive 
sources as stimulated in Department of the Navy (2024a). 

The Marine Mammal Commission (Commission) notes that while the Navy's 
Phase IV criteria (Department of Navy, 2024a) align with the thresholds 
recommended in Finneran (2024), Kastelein et al. (2024a) presents more 
recent data that could influence these calculations. The Navy acknowledges 
that data sharing for ongoing research is at the discretion of the researchers 
and funding agencies. Because the specific data from Kastelein et al. (2024a) 
were not shared with the Navy prior to peer review and publication, it could 
not be incorporated into the development of the Phase IV Criteria and 
Thresholds. 
 
However, the Navy's current approach, using the existing Phase IV criteria, 
remains conservative even when compared to the findings of Kastelein et al. 
(2024a). Specifically, incorporating the temporary threshold shift (TTS) onset 
value of 169 decibels (dB) sound exposure level (SEL) reported by Kastelein et 
al. (2024a) would raise the very high frequency (VHF) non-impulse exposure 
function by 4 dB. Thus, the current function is more protective. The impact on 
other impulsive and non-impulsive exposure functions is negligible (1 dB or 
less). Therefore, the Navy concludes that revisions to the Phase IV Criteria 
and Thresholds are not warranted at this time. 
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Category Comment Response 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

[T]he Commission recommends that the Navy specify whether the [low 
frequency (LF)] weighting function has been shifted far enough to the 
higher frequencies to reflect that 32 [kilohertz (kHz)] was the most 
sensitive frequency testing in minke whales, determine whether use of the 
[Phocid Composite Weighting (PCW)] composite audiogram, weighting 
function, and threshold parameters are more representative of [very low 
frequency (VLF)] and LF cetaceans than medians and means of the five 
other functional hearing groups, and revise the VLF and LF composite 
audiograms, weighting functions and thresholds as needed for impulsive 
and non-impulsive sources for the [Final] EIS and [Letter of Authorization 
(LOA)] application. 

The Navy disagrees that wholesale adoption of the PCW parameters or 
shifting the LF weighting function solely based on the 32 kHz sensitivity of 
minke whales is scientifically justified. 
 
There is no scientific evidence to support the exclusive use of the PCW 
composite audiogram and weighting function parameters for the LF and VLF 
groups. Adolescent minke whales were tested by Houser et al. (2024) 
specifically because of their small size compared to other baleen whales. 
Smaller head size generally facilitates hearing at higher frequencies, so a shift 
of the entire LF curve to a center frequency of 32 kHz is not likely 
representative of most baleen whales, which are larger in size compared to 
adolescent minke whales. 
 
Therefore, the Navy maintains, based on the weight of the evidence, that the 
existing LF weighting function and the use of medians and means from 
multiple functional hearing groups provide a more representative and 
protective approach for assessing acoustic impacts on VLF and LF cetaceans. 
This approach incorporates data from a broader range of species and avoids 
overreliance on data from a single species or functional hearing group. 
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Category Comment Response 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

Justification was not provided regarding why the upper bound of the 
[behavioral response functions (BRFs)] increased from 185 to 200 [decibel 
referenced to one micropascal (dB re 1 µPa)] for Phase IV. 
• None of the raw behavioral data include exposures above 185 dB re 1 µPa 
(see Table E-1 in Department of the Navy 2024a). 
• Although the upper bound was set by subject matter experts for Phase III 
(Department of the Navy 2017a), it appears arbitrary for Phase IV. Such a 
change would result in the Phase IV functions moving farther to the right 
toward high received levels, the 50 percent probabilities occurring at high 
received levels, the slopes of the functions being less steep, and the overall 
BRFs for odontocetes and mysticetes being less precautionary as compared 
to Phase III (see figure 42 in Department of the Navy 2024a and note the 
flat slope between 185 and 200 dB re 1 µPA on all BRFs for Phase III). 
• Additionally, the Department of the Navy (2024a) indicated that the 50 
percent probability of a behavioral response was estimated to occur at 185 
dB re 1 µPA for the mysticete BRF, 8dB higher than the TTS threshold for LF 
and VLF cetaceans. 

The Navy adjusted the upper bound of the BRFs in Phase IV to more 
accurately reflect observed behavioral data, particularly at higher received 
levels. For example, sonar received levels between 170 and 182 dB re 1 µPa 
for humpback whales during 3S2 and between 175 and 186 dB re 1 µPa for 
sperm whales during 3S3 did not elicit observable responses. Please see Table 
E-1 in the revised technical report Criteria and Thresholds for U.S. Navy 
Acoustic and Explosive Effects Analysis (Phase IV) (herein referred to as the 
Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report) (Department of Navy 2025a). 
 
Extending the upper bound to 200 dB re 1 µPa allows the BRFs to account for 
this lack of response at higher received levels. This adjustment does not 
arbitrarily shift the entire curve to the right, as the Commission suggests. For 
groups like pinnipeds, where responses are consistently observed at lower 
received levels, the BRF approaches 100 percent response probability at 185 
dB re 1 µPa. Therefore, the upper bound adjustment primarily impacts the 
odontocete and mysticete BRFs, reflecting the observed data at higher 
exposures. It is also important to note that the BRFs were extended to 90 dB 
re 1 µPa in Phase IV (compared to the 100 dB re 1 µPa lower limit used in 
Phase III), further demonstrating that the adjustments were not solely 
focused on increasing the upper bound. 
 
The Commission's observation of a flat slope between 185 and 200 dB re 1 
µPa for the Phase III BRFs shown in Figure 42 (Department of the Navy 2024a) 
was a result of anchoring the Phase III BRFs at 185 dB re 1 µPa and then 
extending them to 200 dB re 1 µPa for plotting purposes. 
 
Finally, regarding the point that the upper level of the mysticete BRF exceeds 
the TTS onset, it's important to emphasize that auditory and behavioral 
criteria are not directly linked. The Navy recognizes the evolving nature of 
acoustic science and will continue to refine its effects criteria as new data and 
understanding become available. 
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Threshold 
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None of the Southall et al. (2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022, 2023) data for 
the Atlantic behavioral response study (BRS) involving beaked whales and 
other odontocetes were included. However, 'in prep' data were included 
for auditory thresholds, and data that were underlying but not specifically 
included in the publications were used for the BRFs. This information may 
have been particularly useful to [assess] whether the less sensitive BRFs 
that were developed for Phase IV would have been supported by the 
Atlantic BRS data. 

The Commission notes that data from the BRS conducted by Southall et al. 
(spanning 2018 to 2023) were not included in the development of the Phase 
IV BRFs. The Commission suggests that this information, particularly 
regarding beaked whales and other odontocetes, may have been valuable in 
assessing the appropriateness of the Phase IV BRFs. 
 
The Navy develops its BRFs using the best available scientific data. While data 
from the Atlantic BRS cited by the Commission were collected during the 
timeframe referenced, these data were not available for use in the 
development of the behavioral risk functions for Phase IV. These functions 
are always developed in close consultation with scientists conducting 
BRS/CEE studies, but when the data are not yet published, it is up to the 
researchers whether they are ready to share their raw data with the Navy. 
The Atlantic BRS scientists were working on their analysis methodologies and 
did not feel that their behavioral response results were ready to be shared in 
time for the development of the Navy risk thresholds. The Navy remains 
committed to incorporating the best available scientific data into its impact 
assessments and will revisit its BRFs as new information, including the 
published results of the Atlantic BRS, becomes available. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The odontocete BRF incorporated 30 random samples from the dose-
response function developed for just the moderate and severe responses 
of captive bottlenose dolphins (Houser et al. 2013b) to give equal weighting 
to the field and captive studies.  
• Houser et al. (2013b) included dose-response functions derived from all 
of the raw data. It is unclear why the Navy used only the moderate and 
severe responses to derive a new dose-response function for captive 
bottlenose dolphins, as this would skew the subsequent odontocete BRF to 
the right, particularly at the lower response probabilities and lower 
received levels, as seen in Figure 42 in Department of the Navy (2024a).  
• Further, there are more than 30 exposures for the field studies, so equal 
weighting of field to captive studies was not achieved as specified in 
Department of the Navy (2024a). 

All the data from Houser et al. (2013a, 2013b) were included in the modified 
risk functions developed for subsampling in the Navy's BRFs. However, low-
severity responses were classified as "non-responses" when deriving the 
BRFs. This approach, consistent with Phase III, reflects that low-severity 
behavioral responses are not considered "harassment" under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) during military readiness activities. 
 
To balance field and captive study data, a subsampling method was used. This 
involved creating modified risk functions incorporating the new scoring 
values (classifying low-severity responses as non-responses) at different 
received levels. Thirty data points were then randomly selected from the 
bottlenose dolphin risk function generated using this method. 
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 This subsampling approach, similar to that used for beaked whale data in 
both Phase III and Phase IV, ensures each individual animal from the captive 
study receives equal weight, comparable to individuals from field studies. 
This allows for a more comprehensive consideration of exposures and 
responses for each species, unlike Phase III's selection of a single response 
level per individual. This methodology is clarified in the revised Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The sensitive species BRF16 incorporated 10 random samples from the 
generalized additive models (GAMs) that were developed from passive 
acoustic monitoring data in Moretti et al. (2014) and Jacobson et al. (2022) 
and that ranged from 120 to 180 dB re 1 μPa. 
• Department of the Navy (2024a) did not specify how the 10 random 
samples were allocated between the GAMs nor did it specify how it 
handled the fact that the Jacobson et al. (2022) GAM went to only 165 dB 
re 1 μPa and was based on the decrease in the probability of a group vocal 
period (GVP; i.e., foraging dive), while the Moretti et al. (2014) GAM went 
to 180 dB re 1 μPa and included GAMs for both the decrease in the 
probability of a GVP and probability of disturbance.  
• Jacobson et al. (2022) specifically stated that they did not make an 
inference on sonar received levels above 165 dB re 1 μPa, because no GVPs 
were observed above this received level. Since the 10 random samples 
used for the BRFs were not included in Table 21 of Department of the Navy 
(2024a), it is unclear whether those samples could be causing the lesser 
sensitivity at the higher received levels in the sensitive species BRF as 
compared to the Phase III BRF.  
• It also is unclear why similar passive acoustic monitoring data were not 
used for beaked whales at the Southern California Acoustic Range and 
minke whales at [Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF)], since those data 
have been collected and reported on as part of the Navy’s Marine Species 
Monitoring Program for Phase III. 
 

While the GAM published in Jacobson et al. (2022) only extended to 165 dB, 
the Navy requested that authors rerun their model to 200 dB to create a new 
curve that could be subsampled for the Navy Phase IV risk function; the same 
was done for the Moretti et al. (2014) data. Therefore, the two beaked whale 
range-based risk functions extended to the same bandwidth as the Navy BRF 
and the subsampling matched the rest of the data. The Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report has been updated to reflect that the published 
GAMs were rerun with the broader bandwidth.  
 
The Navy is committed to ensuring scientific integrity in datasets used for BRF 
development. Using data that do not meet these criteria could result in 
unreliable or misleading risk assessments. A risk function has not yet been fit 
to Southern California Anti-Submarine Warfare Range (SOAR) data for beaked 
whales, nor has one been fit for minke whales at PMRF. The BRFs in Phase IV 
utilized only individual response-RL data outside of the four pre-existing risk 
functions that were subsampled. There were not individual response-RL data 
available for beaked whales at SOAR nor for minke whales at PMRF, therefore 
those data were not used in the Phase IV BRFs. As the science continues to 
evolve, the Navy will continue to refine its effects criteria. The Navy remains 
committed to incorporating new data and analyses, including those from 
SOAR and PMRF, as they become available and meet the rigorous standards 
required for robust BRF development. 
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16 Department of the Navy (2024a) indicated that, for harbor porpoises, a 
large enough aggregation of controlled exposure studies involving captive 
animals existed such that a risk function could be developed. The 
Commission understands that the Navy was referring to development of 
the actual BRF, not a separate harbor porpoise dose-response function that 
was used for other captive studies. This should be clarified in Department 
of the Navy (2024a).   

As requested in footnote to this comment (#16), the statement in the revised 
Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report regarding the use of harbor porpoise 
data in behavioral response function development has been clarified. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

For harbor porpoises, multiple received levels were noted for the same 
individual exposed to the same sound source (i.e., high-frequency active 
sonar (HFAS)) in table E-1. Since the specific Kastelein et al. references 
were not provided, it is unclear whether the experimental scenarios 
differed enough that the data were considered independent or whether 
only the lowest received level for each individual should have been used. 

When the same individuals were tested at multiple received levels for the 
same source within a single study, only the lowest received level eliciting a 
response was included in the Kastelein data used for BRF development. 
However, in some studies Kastelein tested the same sources using different 
parameters, such as an upsweep versus a downsweep signal (e.g., Kastelein 
et al. 2014b, where both low frequency and mid frequency active sonar 
signals were tested as both a downsweep and upsweep), or as a continuous 
versus pulsed active sonar signal (e.g. Kastelein et al. 2018b). In that case, the 
response to both signal parameters would have been used in the BRF as 
those would be considered different signals. The citations for the relevant 
Kastelein studies, previously provided in Tables 19 and 20, have been added 
to Table E-1 in the revised Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The pinniped BRF incorporated 15 random samples from the dose-
response function developed for just the moderate and severe responses 
of captive California sea lions (Houser et al. 2013a). 
• It is unclear why the captive dose-response function from Houser et al. 
(2013a) that was derived from all of the raw data was not used for 
subsampling. 

The Navy confirms that all data from the Houser et al. (2013a) California sea 
lion controlled exposure experiment were considered in developing the 
Phase IV BRFs. However, as with the odontocete BRF, low-severity responses 
were classified as "non-responses" when deriving the BRF. This decision 
aligns with the Navy's approach to assessing potential harassment under the 
MMPA during military readiness activities, where low-severity responses are 
not considered indicative of harassment. The original curves developed by 
Houser et al. (2013a) were not used because they included the low-severity 
responses as responses. This approach is clarified in the revised Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report.  
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Threshold 
Science 

The executive summary, Tables 21-24, Figures 43-45, and accompanying 
text, as well as Table E-1 in Department of the Navy (2024a) included 
contradictory information regarding the range of received levels for both 
exposures and responses, distances at which the responses occurred, and 
the number of significant responses (see the Addendum herein). Further, 
Table E-1 does not appear to include the Blainville's beaked whale 
information from Tyack et al. (2011), Moretti et al (2014), and Jacobson et 
al. (2022). The table also appears to include only the raw data from Houser 
et al. (2013a, b), not the subsampled data from the re-derived dose-
response functions that then were used for the BRFs. Absent consistent 
information, it is difficult to assess the appropriateness of the various BRFs 
and the Navy's cut-off distances. 
 
The Commission recommends that the Navy revise Department of the Navy 
(2024a) to clarify and address all of these points.  
 
The Commission further recommends that the Navy use the dose-response 
functions that were developed from all the raw data rather than those that 
were regenerated for only moderate and severe responses and refrain 
from extrapolating beyond the bounds of the underlying data when 
revising BRFs. 

The Navy has carefully reviewed the discrepancies identified in the 
Commission's addendum and has made the necessary corrections to the 
revised Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report. These revisions ensure 
consistency in the reported ranges of received levels, distances, and 
significant responses across the executive summary, tables, figures, and 
accompanying text. 
 
Specifically, the Navy updated Table E-1 in the revised Criteria and Thresholds 
Technical Report to include data for Blainville's beaked whales from Tyack et 
al. (2011). The studies by Moretti et al. (2014) and Jacobson et al. (2022) 
involved aggregated and modeled data rather than individual animal 
responses and were therefore incorporated into the BRFs through a random 
subsampling process, as described in the Criteria and Thresholds Technical 
Report, rather than being presented directly in Table E-1, which focuses on 
individual-level data. 
 
Finally, the Navy confirms that it used the data from Houser et al. (2013a, 
2013b) to develop the new risk functions. As noted earlier, low-severity 
responses were scored as "non-responses" within these functions to align 
with the Navy's approach to assessing potential harassment under the 
MMPA. These new risk functions were then subsampled using the same 
method applied to the beaked whale range risk functions in both Phase III 
and Phase IV, ensuring consistency in the Navy's treatment of such data. This 
subsampling approach, described in detail within those reports, ensures 
appropriate weighting of individual responses and contributes to the 
robustness of the Navy's BRFs. 
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Modeling The Commission recommends that the Navy make a concerted effort to 
incorporate data that support criteria and threshold development more 
often than on a decadal cycle and revise [the Navy Acoustic Effects Model 
(NAEMO)] to implement the relevant criteria and thresholds at a true post-
processing stage so that animate dosimeter data can be re-queried if 
thresholds change, rather than needing to remodel the animate-portion of 
NAEMO. 

Navy Criteria and Thresholds are typically updated at the beginning of each 
at-sea Phase.  This is a significant effort that involves collecting published 
data; working with marine mammal researchers to collect and understand 
emergent data; developing methods to incorporate the data; writing and 
publishing the technical report; and seeking approvals from Navy leadership 
and NMFS. Nevertheless, emergent data is continuously assessed against the 
current criteria and thresholds to ascertain whether it would create 
significant changes to the Navy’s analysis. If so, the analysis would be altered 
to reflect this emergent data. The Navy is continuously reassessing and 
evolving its analysis methods including the need to more frequently update 
criteria and threshold and the feasibility for NAEMO to more rapidly 
incorporate such changes. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The Commission remains concerned that, following the development of the 
BRFs and consistent with Phase III, the Navy implemented various cut-off 
distances beyond which it considered the potential for significant 
behavioral responses to be unlikely (Table 4 in Department of the Navy 
2024a). The Navy previously indicated that the context of the exposure is 
likely more important than the amplitude at large distances (Department of 
the Navy 2017a)—that is, the context-based response dominates the level-
based response. The Commission agrees with that notion but notes that 
the Bayesian BRFs specifically are intended to incorporate those factors. 
Thus, including additional cut-off distances would contradict the data 
underlying the Bayesian BRFs, negate the intent of the functions, and 
ultimately underestimate the numbers of takes. 

The Phase IV approach represents a refinement in assessing potential 
behavioral impacts. It employs a probability of response condition for high 
source level exposures, addressing previous concerns from the Commission 
about potentially cutting off responses when the probability remained above 
50 percent. This approach, combined with the distance cut-off, provides a 
more nuanced and protective assessment compared to the Phase III 
methodology, which relied solely on distance cut-offs. Therefore, directly 
comparing Phase III and Phase IV cut-off distances is not appropriate.  
 
The Navy is confident that this combined distance and probability threshold 
approach is well-substantiated by available data and effectively avoids 
underestimating potential behavioral responses to acoustic sources. 
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Threshold 
Science 
(continued) 

For Phase IV activities, the Navy did add a condition that if a take were to 
occur beyond the relevant cut-off distance but above the 50 percent 
probability for a given BRF (e.g., a bottlenose dolphin exposed at 18 km and 
at a received level where the probability of response was 65 percent), it 
would be considered a significant response. That condition was further 
qualified based on the Navy assuming that animats would avoid a sound 
source between the response probabilities of 50 to 90 percent (avoidance 
is discussed further herein). Regardless of how the cut-off distances were 
qualified, they remain unsubstantiated and are less than what the Navy 
used for Phase III activities. 
 
Regardless of how the cut-off distances were qualified, they remain 
unsubstantiated and are less than what the Navy used for Phase III 
activities. 

To clarify, Section 3.1.4 (Dose and Contextual Responses) of the Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report explains that at low received levels, distance to 
the sound source or platform likely mediates the likelihood of a behavioral 
response. Although distance was investigated as a covariate in the Bayesian 
behavioral response function model, most behavioral response studies to 
date have used similar source levels making received level and source-
receiver distance tightly correlated (see Section 3.1.9 [Behavioral Cut-off 
Conditions] of the Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report). Therefore, 
including distance in the model using the available response- received level 
data did not improve the behavioral response functions. Still, the Navy agrees 
that distance is an important contextual factor. Since it was not possible to 
directly account for distance in the Bayesian model at this time, the Navy 
incorporated the behavioral cut-off conditions, beyond which significant 
behavioral reactions are assumed to be unlikely. As described in Section 3.1.9 
([Behavioral Cut-off Conditions)] of the Criteria and Thresholds Technical 
Report, the distance cut-off conditions were conservatively estimated based 
on observations from multiple cited studies. Applying the distance cut-off 
condition is appropriate to reasonably estimate significant impacts.  
In addition, high source level exposures are addressed using a probability of 
response condition rather than the dual distance cut-off applied in Phase III. 
This method was devised in part to address public comments, including those 
from the Commission, received in Phase III that were concerned with cutting 
off behavioral responses, in some cases, where the probability of response 
was still above 50 percent. The concurrent application of this probability of 
response condition in Phase IV increases the prediction of significant impacts 
beyond the distance cut-off in some instances. 

Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

Further, Figures 43–45 in Department of the Navy (2024a) are missing 
certain data that were specified in Table E-1 and in some instances have 
depicted the data incorrectly in terms of response, range, received level, 
and/or sample size relative to Table E-1. These inconsistencies make it 
difficult to assess the Navy’s assumptions regarding cut-off distances 
similar to the BRFs. 

Appendix E in the Navy’s Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report has been 
revised to correct these discrepancies. 
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Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

As another example, a sperm whale stopped resting and had a moderate 
change in its dive profile that occurred for a shorter duration than the 
exposure. It is unclear how long the response lasted but it did occur nearly 
38 km from the sound source and at a received level of approximately 114 
dB re 1 μPa (Table E-1 in Department of the Navy 2024a)—the cut-off 
distance for odontocetes is 15 [kilometers (km)] and the received level for 
the 50-percent probability of response is 168 dB re 1  μPa. Although this 
animal was incorrectly denoted as having a significant behavioral response 
in Table E-1 of Department of the Navy (2024a) due to the length of 
response, it highlights that responses do occur at larger distances and 
lower received levels than the cut-off distances and 50-percent probability 
of response portray. For harbor porpoises and pinnipeds, there currently 
are no data on a wild animal’s response and relative distance to Navy 
acoustic sound sources.  

As described in Section 3.1.9 (Behavioral Cut-off Conditions), the cut-off 
conditions are applied to predict significant behavioral responses. As the 
Commission points out, data to support distant cut-offs is not absent. The 
data used to inform the behavioral response functions includes observations 
beyond 10 km, as do other studies cited in Section 3.1.9 (Behavioral Cut-Off 
Conditions) in the Navy’s Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report. This 
includes data on exposures to other sound sources which is informative when 
data on exposure to sonars is limited. The cut-off conditions encompass the 
data (where distance and received level are known) used to develop the 
behavioral response functions. Although behavioral responses are predicted 
beyond the cut-off conditions, these are not expected to rise to the level of 
harassment under the MMPA as defined for military readiness activities. 
 
Finally, the Commission raises a separate point about a mysticete response; 
however, this example refers to a bottlenose whale, which falls under the 
Sensitive Species group (including beaked whales). This response, occurring at 
16.8 km and 128 dB re 1 µPa, falls within the established cut-off conditions 
for this group. 
 
The error in the entry for the sperm whale in Table E-1 of the Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report has been addressed. 
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The Commission again recommends that the Navy refrain from using cut-
off distances in conjunction with the Bayesian BRFs and re-estimate the 
numbers of marine mammal takes based solely on the Bayesian BRFs for 
the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and LOA application. 

The Navy acknowledges the Commission's perspective but maintains that the 
combined use of cut-off distances and BRFs provides a more accurate and 
realistic assessment of potential behavioral impacts, particularly for military 
readiness activities. While Tyack and Thomas (2019) cautioned against using 
step functions anchored to the 50 percent response level of dose-response 
curves, the Navy's methodology does not employ such an approach. Instead,  
the cut-off distances, informed by the farthest observed distances of 
significant behavioral reactions in the available data (including those 
exceeding 10 km), serve as a threshold for identifying responses reasonably 
likely to rise to the level of harassment under the MMPA as applied to 
military readiness activities.  This approach prevents underestimation of 
significant impacts while acknowledging that responses occurring beyond 
these distances, while possible, are less likely to reach this level of concern. 
 
The Navy's Phase IV approach, incorporating both BRFs and scientifically 
informed cut-off distances, offers a more nuanced and realistic assessment of 
potential behavioral impacts compared to relying solely on BRFs. This 
approach balances the statistical probabilities derived from the BRFs with 
empirical observations of behavioral responses in the field. The Navy is 
confident that this combined approach, while still incorporating conservatism 
to account for uncertainty, does not underestimate potential Level B takes 
under the MMPA during military readiness activities and provides a more 
accurate representation of potential impacts. Therefore, the Navy believes 
that re-estimating marine mammal takes solely based on BRFs is not 
warranted.  
 
As the science related to marine mammal behavior advances, the Navy will 
continue to work with NMFS to refine consideration of contextual factors, 
such as distance, in its assessment of behavioral responses. Currently, the 
Navy’s behavioral response functions with the cut-off conditions provide the 
public and regulators with a more realistic (but still conservative where 
uncertainties exist) estimate of impacts and potential takes under military 
readiness for the Proposed Action. Because the Navy’s estimations were 
realistic and conservative where uncertainties exist, it is not necessary for the 
Navy to re-estimate marine mammal takes. 
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Criteria & 
Threshold 
Science 

The Commission recommends that the Navy include behavior takes of 
marine mammals during all explosive activities, including those that involve 
single detonations and gunnery exercises that have several detonations 
occurring with a few seconds, in the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and LOA 
application and invest additional resources in conducting behavioral 
response studies on marine mammals' responses, including pinnipeds, to 
underwater detonations for the derivation of explosive BRFs. 

There is limited information upon which to estimate behavioral response 
thresholds specific to explosives. Therefore, as described in the Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report, the behaviors exhibited by animals exposed to 
brief intense tones in the Schlundt et al. (2000) study continue to inform the 
behavioral response threshold for explosives. Some of the observed 
behaviors in that study would be considered moderate severity for captive 
animals with trained behaviors and thus may be potentially significant. 
Appropriate threshold metrics are applied for this criterion given the 
supporting data. Additionally, root-mean-square sound pressure levels are 
not a preferred metric for explosives due to the challenge of identifying the 
appropriate time window. 
 
Most explosive activities, including all explosive gunnery activities, analyzed 
in this Supplemental EIS/OEIS include multiple detonations. For these 
activities, significant behavioral responses are assumed to occur if the 
cumulative sound exposure levels are equal to or greater than 5 dB less than 
the threshold for onset of TTS. For single detonations, the analysis in 
Appendix E (Acoustic and Explosive Impact Analysis) assumes that any 
auditory impact (TTS or AINJ) may have a concurrent significant behavioral 
response. This assumption for single detonations has been clarified in the 
revised Criteria and Thresholds Technical Report.   

Marine 
Mammal 
Science 

Department of the Navy (2024b) did not justify why spherical spreading 
was used rather than the propagation loss resulting from NAEMO modeling 
for each individual event.  
The Commission recommends that the Navy use an avoidance swim speed 
of no more than 2 [meters per second (m/s)] for harbor porpoises and 1 
m/s for pinnipeds and revise the NAEMO modeling and take estimates 
appropriately for the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and LOA application. 

The avoidance method was newly integrated into the existing NAEMO 
software framework for Phase IV and was built into the post-processor stage. 
The post processor stage does not have access to the propagation loss data. 
Using a generalized spherical spreading propagation loss was most 
appropriate given the data available within the post processor and the design 
of the avoidance methods. Therefore, using a simplified propagation loss 
model for this specific analysis does not significantly impact the overall 
conservatism of the impact assessment. 
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Mammal 
Science 
(continued) 

 
The Navy acknowledges the importance of using appropriate swim speeds in 
the avoidance analysis, which assesses the potential for animals to mitigate 
high-intensity sound exposures that could lead to auditory injury. While 
baseline swim speeds can be informative, the Navy prioritizes data on swim 
behavior observed near and during anthropogenic disturbance. These data 
are considered more representative of how animals might respond to 
acoustic stimuli and potentially reduce injury risk. 
 
The Commission references a study by Kastelein et al. (2018) as support for a 
lower harbor porpoise swim speed. However, the cited 7.1 kilometers per 
hour (km/hr) (approximately 2 m/s) represents the sustained average speed 
of a single captive harbor porpoise in a relatively small pool during a pile 
driving playback study at exposures below those causing auditory injury. This 
specific observation does not accurately reflect the full range of harbor 
porpoise swim capabilities. As documented in Table 8 of the technical report, 
Quantifying Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles: Methods 
and Analytical Approach for Phase IV Training and Testing, data from free-
swimming harbor porpoises indicate swim speeds up to and exceeding 3 m/s, 
supporting the Navy's chosen value for modeling avoidance. 
 
For pinnipeds, the avoidance analysis uses a reasonable swim speed of 2 m/s 
for a limited duration (10 minutes), acknowledging the lack of observed data 
on their swim behavior during acoustic exposures. This assumption balances 
the need for a realistic representation of potential avoidance behavior with 
the limited data availability, contributing to a conservative assessment of 
potential impacts. 
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Modeling Since NAEMO’s current animat modeling and avoidance processes are not 
considered best available science, the Commission recommends that the 
Navy incorporate moving animates that can actively avoid sound sources 
based on species-specific dive profiles and swim speeds for Phase V 
activities and, if that is not feasible, incorporate species-specific swim 
speeds and the actual modeled sound propagation to simulate avoidance 
for a given event into NAEMO. 

The Navy’s approach to modeling impacts, as described in the Criteria and 
Thresholds Technical Report, is based on the best available science. In early 
NAEMO development, the Navy compared the number of exposures (i.e., 
>120 dB) using the Marine Mammal Movement and Behavior (3MB) model 
vs. horizontally stationary animats and concluded that there was no 
significant difference in behavioral exposures between the two distribution 
methods. Thus, horizontally stationary animats were selected for 
computational efficiency.  

The Navy recognizes the evolving nature of modeling techniques and 
acknowledges the Commission's desire for more dynamic and species-specific 
avoidance behaviors in future iterations of NAEMO. The Navy will consider 
species-specific swim speeds and potentially more complex movement 
models, as data availability and computational capabilities allow. Currently, 
however, detailed avoidance data for many species are limited, necessitating 
the use of surrogate data and generalized approaches, as is also the case with 
dive profiles. 
 
The Navy will continue to prioritize research and development efforts to 
enhance the accuracy of its impact modeling tools, ensuring the best 
available science informs its environmental assessments. 

Modeling To better assess repeated exposures of individuals and population-level 
consequences, the Commission recommends that the Navy use NAEMO to 
conduct modeling of both multi-day events and multiple single-day events 
to estimate the number of repeated exposures an individual is expected to 
incur. 

While the assessment of the distribution of repeated takes amongst 
individuals may appear basic, calculating repeated takes is challenging to do 
at the scale required for the major Navy study areas. A credible assessment of 
the repeated takes due to the Navy’s proposed action per the approach 
suggested in the comment would require treating animats as unique 
individuals over the course of a year’s activity and across a large study area, 
while incorporating migration patterns and nomadic movement. Such an 
effort would be computationally intensive and likely infeasible given 
reasonable resources. In contrast, the action analyzed by Zeddies et al. was 
less complex than the Navy action. Thus, Zeddies et al. could assess repeated 
takes within spatially and temporally limited areas with undirected animal 
ingress/egress. 
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Modeling 
(continued) 

 Still, the Navy’s analysis provides sufficient information to assess impacts to 
marine mammal populations. In addition to the ratio of takes to abundance 
presented in Appendix E (Acoustic and Explosive Impacts Analysis), the Navy 
has presented other information in its assessment that can inform the 
potential for repeated takes of individuals and impacts to each stock. This 
includes the geographic region in which impacts are predicted, whether 
impacts occur in cold or warm seasons, stock vulnerability factors (defined in 
Section 2.3.4 [Risks to Marine Mammal Populations] of Appendix E), and 
relevant information related to the population consequences of disturbance 
themes identified in Keen et al. (2021). The Navy will review the best 
available science and consider additional methods to assess repeated 
exposures in future updates to NAEMO software. 

Modeling The Commission recommends that the Navy conduct a rigorous 
comparison of [the Comprehensive Acoustic Simulation System using the 
Gaussian Ray Bundle model (CASS/GRAB)] and the similitude equation and 
the in situ measurements of the USS Ford ship shock trial from Seger et al. 
(2023) to fulfill the intent of the project. 

The Navy plans to conduct a verification of the impulsive propagation 
methods in NAEMO using the Seger et al (2023) data. 

Modeling It is unclear why [the Range-dependent Acoustic Model/Parabolic Equation 
(RAM/PE)] was not used for underwater detonations that would occur in 
waters 50 m or less, where CASS/GRAB generally is not used. Further, 
Department of the Navy (2024b) specified that the similitude equation is 
valid only over a range of pressures equating to a NEW of up to 28.8 lbs. 
 
The Commission further recommends that the Navy use RAM/PE to model 
all underwater detonations for Phase IV activities for which modeling has 
not been completed and for all Phase V activities, until such time that 
CASS/GRAB and the similitude equation have been validated for the range 
of detonation sizes and environmental parameters (water depth and 
receiver range) in which it would be used. 

The NAEMO impulsive modeling methods, as described in the technical 
report Quantifying Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles: 
Methods and Analytical Approach for Phase IV Training and Testing 
(Department of the Navy, 2024b), require arrival times, sound levels, and 
phases to be output from the propagation model. RAM/PE does not output 
the time information necessary for simulation and is thus not a suitable 
option for impulsive modeling in NAEMO. The limitations of the similitude 
equation are discussed in Section 4.1.3.2 of the technical report Quantifying 
Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles: Methods and 
Analytical Approach for Phase IV Training and Testing, and comparisons 
between the peak pressure computed at various ranges against the 
theoretical value based on the similitude equation showed agreement, 
providing confidence that the similitude equation was appropriate for use in 
NAEMO.  
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Modeling 
(continued)  

The Navy is committed to ensuring the accuracy of its impulsive propagation 
models and recognizes the importance of ongoing validation efforts. While 
the similitude equation has been evaluated and demonstrated good 
agreement with measured data, as detailed in Section 4.1.3.2 of the technical 
report Quantifying Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles: 
Methods and Analytical Approach for Phase IV Training and Testing, the Navy 
is open to exploring alternative approaches to meet NAEMO's requirements. 

Modeling Thus, contrary to the Navy and NMFS’s continued presumption, behavioral 
responses do in fact occur at ranges beyond TTS for single detonations. 

The Navy clarifies that it does not presume that behavioral responses are 
absent beyond the TTS range for single detonations. Rather, the Navy 
assumes that any significant behavioral responses rising to the level of 
harassment under the MMPA for military readiness activities are unlikely to 
occur beyond the range to TTS. 
 
For most locations and animal classes, acoustic presence was not significantly 
different after the detonation compared to before the detonation. The 
researchers note that decreases in acoustic presence following the 
detonations could have been affected by natural diel or crepuscular cycles. 

Modeling The Commission recommends that the Navy review its previous monitoring 
reports for both construction activities and any pile-driving activities 
associated with AFTT Phase I, II, or III [Final EISs] to estimate the mean time 
an animal is expected to remain near a pile-driving activity and revise the 
accumulation time, range to effects, and numbers of takes accordingly for 
the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and LOA application. 

The Navy’s monitoring procedures for shoreline construction activities are 
often not able to ascertain residence time due to several factors. Although 
there are some cases where animals are reported near pile driving activities 
during monitoring efforts, this is often during pre- and post- monitoring 
periods or after a pile driving activity has been shut down (i.e., no sound). 
These instances are also reported while the animals are beyond any predicted 
AINJ or TTS range to effect. Time frames from these efforts therefore are not 
always indicative of typical sound exposure durations. The Navy’s assumption 
is that most animals would avoid areas with higher sound levels that could 
cause injury over periods of time shorter than 5 minutes.  
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Modeling 
(continued) 

 Since pile driving occurs in relatively calm, shallow, coastal waters, and 
lookouts are on stationary platforms (e.g., elevated piers, bulkhead walls), 
there is a high likelihood that marine mammals would be sighted within or 
approaching the 100 yd shutdown zone and mitigation implemented 
preventing potential TTS or AINJ as all the predicted ranges for these effects 
are shorter than 100 yds. For individuals sighted within this zone during 
active pile driving training, even if the source was not immediately turned off, 
bottlenose dolphins (the only species with estimated impacts from pile 
driving activities) would be able to swim far beyond the estimated AINJ and 
TTS zones in less than 5 minutes (see the technical report titled Quantifying 
Acoustic Impacts on Marine Mammals and Sea Turtles: Methods and 
Analytical Approach for Phase IV Training and Testing for nominal swim 
speeds). Furthermore, criteria for AINJ and TTS are already conservative in 
that they do not account for recovery of hearing effects during breaks in 
sound exposure (i.e., silent periods as the hammer is repositioned). This likely 
results in an over estimation of take under the current analysis. Regardless, 
additional data would be needed to justify an increased accumulation period, 
which currently is not available.   

Mitigation The Commission recommends that, in the [Final EIS] and LOA application, 
the Navy (1) ensure that the Gulf of Mexico Rice’s Whale Mitigation Area 
encompasses the Rice’s whale parent [biologically important area (BIA)], (2) 
consider the new delineations for the North Atlantic right whale feeding, 
migrating, and most importantly reproductive BIAs and expand the various 
North Atlantic Right Whale Mitigation Areas as needed, (3) ensure that the 
Ship Shock Trial Mitigation Areas are at least 5 nmi beyond the boundaries 
of the Rice’s whale parent and child BIAs and all of the North Atlantic right 
whale BIAs, and (4) evaluate whether any of the draft BIAs for the other 
marine mammal species should inform expansion of or additional 
mitigation areas. 

The Action Proponents have worked collaboratively with NMFS to develop 
mitigation areas, using the best available science described in Chapter 3 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences), marine species 
monitoring and density data, predicted activity impact footprints, and inputs 
from the operational community. A Biological Assessment and operational 
analysis of potential mitigation areas were completed throughout the entire 
Study Area. Even though the revised BIAs (BIA II) are not yet finalized or 
published, the Navy and NMFS have considered the best available science, 
which forms the basis of the BIA II effort, as part of our consultation process. 
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Mitigation 
(continued) 

 Rice's Whale: The Action Proponents’ current Rice’s Whale Mitigation Area 
fully encompasses the existing designated critical habitat and BIA for this 
species. This mitigation area was developed using the best available science, 
including the information used in the development of the BIA, ensuring that 
this important habitat is protected. As noted in Table 5.7-10, the Action 
Proponents repositioned the northern Gulf of America ship shock trial box so 
it is situated outside of the Rice’s whale core distribution area identified by 
NMFS in 2019 (84 Federal Register 15446). Further repositioning of this box 
would have unacceptable impacts on the Action Proponents’ ability to test 
new vessels. There are five of these events anticipated over the seven-year 
period and they have extensive mitigation measures.  
 
North Atlantic Right Whale: The Action Proponents’ mitigation areas for 
North Atlantic right whales consider the currently designated critical habitat 
and BIAs.  
•  The feeding and mating BIAs, as well as the foraging unit of the Critical 
Habitat, are contained wholly within the Gulf of Maine Mitigation Area, the 
Northeast NARW Mitigation Area, and the Northeast Major Training Exercise 
Planning Awareness Mitigation Area. 
•  The migration BIA is contained wholly within the Dynamic North Atlantic 
Right Whale Mitigation Areas. 
•  Much of the calving BIA and the calving unit of the Critical Habitat are 
contained within the Southeast NARW Mitigation Area. Extending this 
Mitigation Area to fully encompass the calving unit of the critical habitat was 
carefully evaluated in both Phase 3 and 4 of and was determined to have 
unacceptable impacts on the ability for the Action Proponents to continue 
meetings its mission requirements. See references 85, 119, and 214 on Table 
H.3-1 (Comment Response Matrix) of the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS. In 2018, the 
Action Proponents created the Southeast North Atlantic Right Whale Special 
Reporting Mitigation Area that does cover the entire unit of the critical 
habitat. 
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Mitigation 
(continued) 

 The mitigation measures identified in Section 5.7 (Geographic Mitigation) 
represent those considered safe and practical to implement, and balancing 
the potential environmental benefit with the impact on military readiness 
activities. Expanding mitigation areas further would ultimately prevent the 
Action Proponents from meeting critical training and testing objectives. 
Additional details regarding the operational impacts and impracticality of 
further expanding these mitigation areas are provided in Chapter 5 
(Mitigation) and Table H.3-1 (Comment Response Matrix) of the 2018 Final 
EIS/OEIS. We remain committed to minimizing impacts on marine mammals 
while ensuring essential training and testing activities can be conducted 
effectively. We will continue to monitor the best available science, including 
updated BIAs, and adapt our mitigation strategies as appropriate. 

Mitigation Given that visual observations by Navy lookouts have proven to be 
ineffective (Oedekoven and Thomas 2022)—such that the Navy has 
removed any ‘credit’ for mitigation implementation from the Phase IV DEIS 
and other compliance documents—the Navy’s currently proposed 
mitigation measure that still relies on a lookout’s visual observations is 
insufficient. 

The Navy maintains that visual observations by trained lookouts remain a 
valuable component of its multi-layered mitigation strategy. Lookouts 
provide a crucial real-time monitoring capability, enabling the Navy to 
respond promptly to potential marine mammal presence and implement 
adaptive mitigation measures when necessary. While biologist observer 
teams offer specialized expertise, their availability and deployment feasibility 
can be limited by factors such as cost, logistics, safety, security, and 
operational constraints. 

Mitigation The Commission recommends that the Navy use its instrumented ranges 
and sonobuoys to localize marine mammals and implement the relevant 
mitigation measures during active acoustic events for Phase IV activities, 
take a harder look at the technologies that the Canadian [Department of 
National Defense (DND)] use during its at-sea activities, and incorporate 
accordingly for other Phase IV [Draft EISs]. 

In the AFTT Study Area, a small subset of Navy training and testing takes place 
on the one instrumented range within the study area. Furthermore, Navy's 
instrumented ranges do not have the capabilities to be used effectively for 
mitigation. See Section 5.5.3 (Active and Passive Acoustic Monitoring Devices) 
of the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS for further details.  
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Mitigation 
(continued) 

 Navy assets with passive acoustic monitoring capabilities (such as sonobuoys) 
that are already participating in an activity will continue to monitor for 
marine mammals, as described in Section 5.6 (Activity-based Mitigations). 
However, the fluidity and nature of military readiness activities (e.g., fast-
paced and mobile readiness evolutions), as well as the limitations of these 
monitoring capabilities make it impractical for passive acoustic devices to be 
used as precise real-time indicators of marine mammal location for mitigation 
(e.g., active sonar power downs or shutdowns, ceasing use of explosives) 
without an accompanying visual sighting.  
 
The Action Proponents will continue to follow progress on and lessons 
learned from the  Canadian DND’s project seeking real-time detection of 
marine mammals during sonar operations, and consider whether any 
elements could be used to improve mitigation in AFTT. 

Mitigation The Commission recommends that the Navy include the use of passive 
acoustic monitoring prior to and during activities involving explosive 
sonobuoys, explosive torpedoes, sinking exercises, and ship shock trials for 
Phase IV activities in the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and its LOA 
application. 

The Navy intends to continue to utilize passive acoustic monitoring prior to 
activities involving explosive sonobuoys and explosive torpedoes, and during 
sinking exercises, as required in Phase III. A change in terminology caused an 
omission of these requirements in the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS and a 
correction has been made for the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
These tables in the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS are instead focused on 
"Mitigation Requirements” and the requirement for passive acoustic 
monitoring has been added to rows for activities involving explosive 
sonobuoys and explosive torpedoes, and for sinking exercises  
 
The requirement was removed because Clarke, 2005, in studying the 2001 
Churchill full ship shock trial, found that passive acoustic monitoring did not 
contribute to effective mitigation even though it was the most expensive 
mitigation component to design and implement. No large whales (e.g. 
mysticetes or sperm whales) were heard or seen during the entire shock trial 
period. This is not unexpected since the time and location are selected 
specifically to minimize presence. 
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Mitigation The Commission recommends that the Navy include a 600-yard and 1,000-
yard mitigation zone for surface-to-surface activities using explosive 
medium- and large-caliber projectiles, respectively, in the [Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and its LOA application. 
 
The Commission again recommends that the Navy include the use of 
passive acoustic devices (i.e., DIFAR and other types of passive sonobuoys, 
operational hydrophones) prior to air-to-surface and surface-to-surface 
explosive bomb, missile, and rocket exercises to detect marine mammals 
and implement the necessary mitigation measures in the [Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS]  and LOA application and, when sonobuoys are 
used, deploy them at the same time as the surface target. 

The Navy does implement these recommended mitigation zones. These 
mitigations were unintentionally omitted from the Draft Supplemental 
EIS/OEIS Table 5.6-2 (Visual Observations for Explosives). They were included 
in an updated LOA application and in Table 5.6-2 (Activity-Based Mitigations 
for Explosives) of this Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
 
The aircraft that are used in explosive bombing exercises are not the same 
aircraft that are used in anti-submarine warfare exercises (i.e. that have the 
capability to deploy sonobuoys) and these different types of aircraft are 
based in different locations. There are significant manpower and logistical 
constraints that make constructing and maintaining additional passive 
acoustic monitoring systems or platforms for additional training and testing 
activities impracticable. Additionally, diverting platforms that have passive 
acoustic monitoring capabilities would impact their ability to meet their Title 
10 requirements and reduce the service life of those systems. 

Mitigation The Commission recommends that the Navy include the requirement to 
delay, relocate, or cease activities if floating vegetation or jellyfish are 
observed in the mitigation zone during activities involving active acoustic 
sources, pile driving, airguns, and explosives consistent with Phase III 
mitigation measures in the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and LOA 
application. 

The Navy does implement this recommended mitigation measure. These 
requirements are stated in section 5.6.1 (Mitigation Specific to Acoustic 
Stressors, Explosives, and Non-Explosive Ordnance) of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/OEIS. 

Mitigation The Commission recommends that the Navy include the requirement that 
lookouts wear polarized sunglasses in the Inshore Manatee and Sea Turtle 
Mitigation Areas to better implement the required mitigation measures in 
the [Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS] and Biological Assessment submitted 
under the Endangered Species Act. 
 
The Commission recommends that the Navy cease any active acoustic, 
explosive, pile driving, or airgun activity if a marine mammal is observed to 
be injured or killed during or immediately after the activity and consult 
with NMFS to review or adapt the mitigation measures, as necessary. 

In consultation with operators, this mitigation requirement, as previously 
written in Phase III, was determined to not be practicable. Rather than 
removing it altogether, Navy maintained it as a recommendation for all 
Lookouts regardless of location as described in Section 5.6 (Activity-Based 
Mitigations). Navy Marine Species Awareness Training also states that 
polarized sunglasses should be used whenever possible to help reduce sun 
glare.  
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Mitigation 
(continued) 

 Besides ship strike, the only training or testing activity that could result in 
injury or mortality is use of explosives. It has been Navy policy for many years 
to suspend the use of explosives if a marine mammal is visibly injured or 
killed as a result of detonation. However, since the publication of the 
Proposed Rule, the Action Proponents have explicitly added this requirement 
to the activity-based mitigations for all activities involving the use of 
explosives. It has also always been Navy policy and a requirement of the LOA 
that  incident reporting procedures be followed. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Figure M.3-6) 

MPRSA and 
SINKEX 
Program 

The [Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)] recommends that the Navy 
incorporates additional details in Vol 1 about the [sinking exercise (SINKEX)] 
Program concerning the [Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act] 
general permit, the decommissioned vessels that will be used for sinking 
exercises, the Navy’s vessel clean-up procedures, and information about 
when and where sinking exercises may take place (including whether these 
exercises will always take place in the "SINKEX box" identified in most of 
the maps).  

The Navy has incorporated more detail in Chapter 6, Table 6.1-1 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 

MPRSA and 
SINKEX 
Program 

Additionally, EPA recommends adding a discussion of the potential 
localized impacts to the environment, including the seafloor specifically 
associated with SINKEX. Once provided, this information could then be 
referenced to other sections of the EIS/OEIS that discusses impacts from 
explosives more generally. 

The Navy has incorporated more detail in Chapter 6, Table 6.1-1 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 

MPRSA and 
SINKEX 
Program 

The EPA recommends adding the Marine Protection, Research and 
Sanctuaries Act to Table 6.1-1 (Summary of Environmental Compliance for 
the Proposed Action) with a brief statement about the status of compliance 
as similarly addressed for other applicable laws included in the table. 

The Navy has incorporated more detail in Chapter 6, Table 6.1-1 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 

MPRSA and 
SINKEX 
Program 

Additionally, Navy may consider adding a short text summary in Section 6.1 
generally describing the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
and the general permit authorizing SINKEX activities. 

The Navy has incorporated more detail in Chapter 6, Table 6-1 of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
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Environment
al Justice 

The EPA recommends that the Navy evaluate any areas (or incorporate by 
reference the analysis in any separate [National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA)] documents) that include inshore waters consistent with Executive 
Orders on environmental justice and NEPA regulations to determine 
whether there are disproportionate and adverse human health and 
environmental effects on communities with environmental concerns as 
appropriate. If any disproportionate and adverse effects to communities 
with [Environmental Justice (EJ)] concerns are identified, mitigation 
measures should be incorporated to address these effects. 

Executive Order (EO) 14148, issued in January 2025, rescinded previous 
executive orders related to EJ, including EO 12898, EO 13985, EO 14031, and 
EO 14096. Therefore, a specific EJ evaluation focused on areas including 
inshore waters was not conducted for this Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
 
However, the Action Proponents remain committed to considering potential 
impacts on all communities. The comprehensive impact analyses included in 
this document encompass a wide range of environmental and socioeconomic 
factors, providing a robust assessment of potential effects on all potentially 
affected populations. This includes a thorough evaluation of potential 
impacts on human populations in coastal areas, addressing concerns related 
to noise, visual impacts, and potential economic effects. 

Social cost of 
greenhouse 
gas (SC-GHG) 

EPA recommends that the climate damages from all reasonably 
foreseeable emissions be monetized using the best available estimates of 
the SC-GHG. 

Analysis of SC-GHG is not required by law, regulation, or government policy.  
While NEPA requires the consideration of environmental impacts, it does not 
mandate the specific use of the SC-GHG methodology for quantifying climate 
damages. 
 
EO 14154, issued on January 20, 2025, explicitly revoked all SC-GHG guidance 
and instructions. This EO, titled "Unleashing American Energy," stated that 
"The calculation of the 'social cost of carbon' is marked by logical deficiencies, 
a poor basis in empirical science, politicization, and the absence of a 
foundation in legislation." As such, reliance on SC-GHG estimates would be 
inconsistent with current Executive Branch policy. 
 
On March 12, 2025, the EPA announced that it was revisiting the SC-GHG 
measurements. This announcement further underscores the uncertainty 
surrounding the SC-GHG estimates and suggests that the current values may 
not be the most reliable basis for decision-making. 
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Social cost of 
greenhouse 
gas (SC-GHG) 
(continued) 

 A comprehensive analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions has been 
provided. To help the public and decision-makers understand the potential 
climate change impacts associated with the Proposed Action, we have 
included a thorough analysis of GHG emissions.  This analysis provides a 
sufficient basis for informed decision-making regarding the environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Action. 

SC-GHG EPA notes that there appears to be an error in the "Climate Change" 
section on page 4-11. It states, "For example, the estimated SC-GHG 
emissions from Alternative 1 and 2 are similar to that of electricity used by 
197,000 and 232,100 average U.S. households annually (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 2024)."  EPA recommends that the "SC-GHG emissions" 
be replaced with "greenhouse gas emissions." 

This error was corrected in Section 4.3.1 (Air Quality) of this Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS  

Spill 
Response 

The draft Supplement EIS/OEIS briefly references ship-to-shore fuel 
transfer system training and major spill events. However, there is no 
discussion about refueling at sea. This includes both refueling a ship at sea 
(underway replenishments (UNREP)) and refueling an aircraft while at sea 
(Vertical replenishments (VERTREP)). There is a potential risk of oil spillage 
for each of these issues. EPA recommends that the final Supplement 
EIS/OEIS provide a discussion about spill response for each of these issues 
as appropriate. 

UNREP and VERTREPs are not part of the proposed action. The Navy has plans 
and procedures for preventing, reporting, and responding to spills. 
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U.S. Department of the Interior (Figure M.3-7) 

Consultation/ 
Mitigation  

For any training activities occurring within a National Park Service (NPS) 
unit, the Navy shall coordinate with the affected NPS unit. Homestead Air 
Force Base regularly coordinates training activities within the Biscayne 
National Park (NP) boundary with park staff. A similar level of coordination 
with the Navy is requested to mitigate potential negative impacts to 
sensitive habitats and wildlife. 

While the Navy is committed to minimizing impacts on sensitive habitats and 
wildlife within all NPS units, the dynamic and often unpredictable nature of 
Navy training and testing activities, which are essential for maintaining 
national security, necessitates a high degree of operational flexibility.  
Requiring pre-activity coordination with the NPS for activities in its vicinity 
would significantly hinder the Navy's ability to respond to evolving training 
needs and maintain operational readiness. 
 
The Navy already implements a comprehensive suite of mitigation measures 
designed to minimize impacts on marine resources. These measures, detailed 
in Section 5.6 (Activity-Based Mitigation) and Section 5.7 (Geographic 
Mitigation), encompass activity-based mitigation, which are specific 
procedures and protocols implemented during activities to reduce the 
potential for impacts, and geographic mitigation, which are designated areas 
where certain activities are restricted or modified to minimize impacts on 
sensitive habitats and species. The Action Proponents completed a full 
biological assessment and operational analysis of potential mitigation areas 
throughout the entire Study Area.  This analysis considered the best available 
science, predicted activity impact footprints, and marine species monitoring 
and density data.  Developing additional mitigation areas or establishing a 
formal coordination process specifically for NPS units would be impracticable 
due to implications for safety, sustainability, and the Action Proponents' 
ability to continue meeting its Title 10 requirements to successfully 
accomplish military readiness objectives. 
 
Notices to Airmen and notices to mariners will be posted prior to Navy 
training and testing activities and will provide information about what the 
Navy may be doing off the coast near Biscayne NP. These notices will help to 
inform the public, including Biscayne NP staff, about the general nature and 
location of Navy activities. 
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Mitigation Extend the offshore mitigation area well beyond NPS unit boundaries. 
Biscayne NP is primarily a marine park whose boundary lies approximately 
15 nautical miles (nm) offshore (60' isobath). Therefore, the Navy’s 
standard mitigation practice of conducting activities greater than 12 nm 
from the coast, is not sufficient for Biscayne NP and potentially jeopardizes 
a significant portion of the park’s marine resources 

East of Biscayne NP, a NARW mitigation area, shallow-water coral reef 
mitigation area, and artificial reef, live hard bottom, shipwreck, or submerged 
aquatic vegetation mitigation area cover from 0-15 nm from shore to ensure 
the Navy activities do not jeopardize the park’s marine resources (See Figure 
5.7-5, Mitigation Areas off the Southeastern United States and in the Eastern 
Gulf of America). The Action Proponents avoid coral reefs, artificial reefs, live 
hard bottom, shipwrecks, and submerged aquatic vegetation in these 
mitigation areas. Chapter 6 (Regulatory Considerations) presents information 
on the national system of marine protected areas located in the Study Area, 
as well as the training and testing activities that could occur within each area 
and the marine protected area considerations at the local level. The Action 
Proponents will avoid or reduce impacts to the maximum extent practicable 
through activity-based mitigation (see Section 5.6, Activity-Based Mitigation) 
and mitigation areas (see Section 5.7, Geographic Mitigation). The Action 
Proponents completed a full biological assessment and operational analysis 
of potential mitigation areas throughout the entire Study Area. Developing 
additional mitigation areas beyond what is described in Section 5.7 
(Geographic Mitigation) would be impracticable due to implications for 
safety, sustainability, and the Action Proponents’ ability to continue meeting 
its Title 10 requirements to successfully accomplish military readiness 
objectives. 
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Louisiana Department of Energy and Natural Resources (Figure M.3-8) 

CZMA Chapter 6, Regulatory Considerations, notes that the [Navy] will provide 
Louisiana with a consistency determination as required by the Coastal Zone 
Management Act [(CZMA)] of 1972, as amended. In preparing your 
consistency determination, please be aware that Louisiana’ s approved 
coastal management program includes, in its list of federal agency 
activities, "Outer Continental Shelf activities adjacent to the coastal zone 
which are not subject to consistency review under other provisions of 
Section 307 of the CZMA." In practice, this encompasses any reasonably 
foreseeable coastal effects resulting from federal activities anywhere 
within the 200 mile Exclusive Economic Zone off Louisiana’s coast, including 
the New Orleans [Operating Area] identified in the OEIS. Most of the 
proposed activities will take place far from Louisiana’s coastal zone, and 
relatively few effects to the State’s coastal resources are anticipated. 
Among the State’ s coastal uses and resources for which there may be 
reasonably foreseeable impacts, are the offshore oil and gas industry, 
shipping, and commercial and recreational fishing. These uses have a 
significant presence in the Gulf, and may occur in proximity to Navy 
operations 

The Navy prepared CZMA consistency determinations to ensure consistency 
with the enforceable policies of the applicable Coastal Zone Management 
Programs. Please see Section 6.1.1 (Coastal Zone Management Act 
Compliance) and Appendix L (Agency Correspondence) of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS for details. 

Birds Louisiana is host to large residential and migratory bird populations. It is 
noted that the National Marine Protected areas have been updated in this 
submission to mirror those of the International Union for Conservation of 
Nature. To the extent practicable, we request that overflights of the 
Louisiana coastal zone in any location should be managed to minimize 
potential adverse impacts. 

The Navy prepared CZMA consistency determinations to ensure consistency 
with the enforceable policies of the applicable Coastal Zone Management 
Programs. Please see Section 6.1.1 (Coastal Zone Management Act 
Compliance) and Appendix L (Agency Correspondence) of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS for details. 
 
The Navy has implemented a comprehensive suite of mitigation measures 
and developed Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), both of which 
contribute to minimizing potential impacts on birds. Details on these 
measures and SOPs can be found in Section 3.9 (Birds and Bats) and Appendix 
A, Section A.1.7 (Standard Operating Procedures) of this Final Supplemental 
EIS/OEIS. 
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Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (Figure M.3-9) 

DOPAA The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has 
reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
for the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing Phase IV (AFTT). CZM is 
supportive of the least environmentally harmful alternative that meets the 
purpose and need of the Proposed Action, which based on the SEIS appears 
to be Alternative 1. 

The Navy prepared CZMA consistency determinations to ensure consistency 
with the enforceable policies of the applicable Coastal Zone Management 
Programs. Please see Section 6.1.1 (Coastal Zone Management Act 
Compliance) and Appendix L (Agency Correspondence) of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS for details. 

Species 
Monitoring  

CZM is also highly supportive of the Navy’s continued support of research 
and monitoring of potentially impacted wildlife including marine mammals, 
sea turtles, and protected fish species. The data gathered through these 
research and monitoring studies is used not only to ensure impacts from 
Navy activities are mitigated, but also to increase the scientific 
understanding of the ecology of the ocean including the distributions, 
behaviors, and abundance of protected species. The knowledge gained 
through Navy-supported research and monitoring has contributed to CZM’s 
responsible management of ocean resources for a variety of uses beyond 
the military, and we encourage the Navy to continue to support these 
efforts. 

Thank you for your participation in the National Environmental Policy Act 
process. Your comment is part of the official project record.  

New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources (comment received via website) 

Cultural 
Resources  

The New Hampshire Division of Historical Resources is New Hampshire’s 
State Historic Preservation Office. We have reviewed the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental 
Impact Statement and do not have concerns with either above-ground or 
archaeological resources within the project area. 

Thank you for your participation in the National Environmental Policy Act 
process. Your comment is part of the official project record.  



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Table M.3-4: Public Comments and Responses (continued) 

M-82 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

Category Comment Response 

Turtle Island Restoration Network (Figure M.3-10) 

Marine 
Mammals  

Given the recent developments in marine mammal data and the 
occurrence of Unusual Mortality Events (UME) along the Atlantic Coast, it is 
crucial to carefully evaluate the testing locations and the exercises being 
conducted…We urge the US Department of the Navy and the US Coast 
Guard to consider halting training and testing exercises within these critical 
areas in light of the ongoing UMEs associated with both humpback and 
North Atlantic Right Whales...However, with ongoing training and testing 
activities within the AFTT study area following the 2018 [Final EIS], it is 
important to consider that an increase in vessel traffic related to these 
exercises could be having a significant impact on humpback whale 
populations along the North Atlantic coast. Given this, the data in the 2018 
[Final EIS/OEIS] is now outdated and cannot reliably be used to attribute 
blame to other vessels operating near the AFTT study area…As the North 
Atlantic Right Whales are still critically endangered, the testing boundaries 
should not be allowed to be located so close to their critical habitat. 

This Supplemental EIS/OEIS builds upon the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS, updating the 
data, effects analysis, and underlying science. The Action Proponents’ impact 
analysis is therefore based on the most current information, and the 
conclusions have been modified accordingly to reflect these updates. 
 
The Action Proponents are committed to minimizing impacts on marine 
mammals, particularly those experiencing UMEs and endangered species like 
the North Atlantic Right Whale. The analysis in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS 
demonstrates that the Proposed Action is not expected to have significant 
impacts on marine species, including those affected by UMEs. Chapter 3 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) provides a detailed 
assessment of potential effects from training and testing activities, 
incorporating the latest available data and scientific understanding. The 
updated ship strike analysis can be found in Section 3.7.3.4. The Navy has 
consulted with NMFS who have determined that the Proposed Action will not 
jeopardize the continued existences of endangered species, including the 
North Atlantic Right Whale.   
 
Further, as described in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, 
the Action Proponents implement mitigation measures during training and 
testing activities. The Action Proponents have specific mitigation measures to 
reduce interactions with whales when vessels are transiting, as well as 
measures to avoid specific areas that have been determined to be important 
to certain marine mammal life functions (e.g. breeding).  
 
There has not been an increase in vessel traffic related to AFTT activities since 
the 2018 analysis. In fact, there has been a decrease in most areas and an 
overall decrease in the study area as a whole (see Table 3.0-9). Sonar and 
explosive use related to AFTT activities has also decreased significantly since 
the 2018 analysis. The volume of vessel traffic generated by Navy activities 
represents approximately 1 percent of the total vessel traffic within the AFTT 
study area. The vast majority of vessel traffic in this region is attributed to 
civilian activities, such as commercial shipping and recreational boating.  
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Marine 
Mammals 
(continued) 

 The request to reduce the size of the Study Area to exclude North Atlantic 
Right Whale critical habitat is not supportable. The Navy's operating areas are 
essential for ensuring effective training and testing while providing the 
flexibility required to meet evolving national security needs. The Action 
Proponents work closely with NMFS to minimize potential impacts within 
these boundaries through a comprehensive suite of mitigation measures, as 
detailed in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. These 
measures include specific protocols to reduce interactions with North Atlantic 
right whales during vessel movements,  commensurate with the increased 
likelihood that whales may be present. See Section 5.7.10 (Northeast North 
Atlantic Right Whale Mitigation Area), Section 5.7.12 (Jacksonville Operating 
Area North Atlantic Right Whale Mitigation Area), Section 5.7.13 (Southeast 
North Atlantic Right Whale Mitigation Area), and Section 5.7.15 (Dynamic 
North Atlantic Right Whale Mitigation Area). The Navy also avoids conducting 
Major Training Exercises in more sensitive locations as part of its mitigation 
strategy agreed upon with NMFS. See Section 5.7.9 (Major Training Exercise 
Planning Awareness Mitigation Areas).  
 
The Action Proponents are confident that their comprehensive mitigation 
strategy, combined with the anticipated reduction in overall activity levels, 
will effectively minimize potential impacts on marine mammal populations, 
including those experiencing UMEs and endangered species like the North 
Atlantic Right Whale. 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Table M.3-4: Public Comments and Responses (continued) 

M-84 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

Category Comment Response 

Marine 
Mammals  

The type of training and testing activities will have negative impacts on the 
behavior, physiology, and communication of marine mammals. [The 
comment provides examples of how marine mammals rely on sound and 
are negatively impacted by anthropogenic noise, including specific 
examples of sonar-related strandings and behavioral disruptions for various 
species.] With so many different areas of military training and testing 
coupled with a diverse array of marine mammal species, it is imperative 
that testing and training should not be conducted near critical habitats of 
marine mammals. 
 

All of the potential effects from training and testing activities were analyzed 
in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) and 
Appendix E (Acoustic and Explosives Impact Analysis) of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The current best available science indicates that 
potential sonar effects depend on how loud the sound is, how close the 
animal is to the sound source, and the duration of exposure. The Navy 
remains committed to researching the effects of sound and reducing 
potential impacts to marine mammals. Much of the research currently 
funded by the Navy is related to better understanding how marine mammals 
produce, receive, and process sound in an effort to reduce the potential for 
human generated sound impacts in the future. In addition, as described in 
Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the Action 
Proponents implement various mitigation measures to further reduce any 
potential impacts to marine mammals and have consulted with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service on all potential impacts to marine mammal critical 
habitats under the Endangered Species Act. After analysis of all training and 
testing activities, NMFS concurred with the Action Proponents that the 
proposed action will either have no effect or is not likely to adversely affect 
any marine mammal critical habitat.  

Sea Turtles  The presence of military training and testing can negatively impact 
endangered and vulnerable sea turtle populations. [The commentor 
highlights the presence of various sea turtle species in the AFTT study area, 
including those with critical habitat, and expresses concern about vessel 
strikes and marine debris related to Navy activities.]  

The analysis in the Supplemental EIS demonstrates that there is not a 
significant impact on marine species, including sea turtles. All of the potential 
effects from training and testing activities were analyzed in Chapter 3 
(Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences) of the Final 
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. These included potential effects from all stressors, to 
include interactions with vessels and military expended materials. Also, as 
described in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the 
Action Proponents implement mitigation measures during training and 
testing activities. In addition, the Action Proponents consulted with the 
National Marine Fisheries Service for sea turtles in the marine environment.  
 
It's important to note that vessel traffic associated with Navy activities 
constitutes less than 1 percent of the total vessel traffic within the AFTT study 
area, with the vast majority attributed to civilian activities like commercial 
shipping and recreational boating. 
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Marine 
Mammals  

With nearly 50 individuals remaining, the critically endangered Rice’s whale 
is at risk of extinction... [The commenter notes that Rice's whale was not 
recognized as a distinct species during the 2018 Final [Supplemental 
EIS/OEIS] and highlights the overlap between the proposed critical habitat 
and the AFTT study area.] We recommend all military training and testing 
be immediately stopped within the Gulf of [America] to ensure the 
protection and survival of the critically endangered Rice’s whale, especially 
within the bounds of their proposed critical habitat. 

Halting all training and testing activities in the Gulf of America is not a 
feasible option. These activities are essential for maintaining national security 
and ensuring the readiness of U.S. forces. The Action Proponents developed 
the alternatives considered in this Supplemental EIS/OEIS after careful re-
evaluation by subject matter experts, including military units and commands 
that utilize the ranges, and environmental managers and scientists. The 
alternatives carried forward meet the Action Proponents’ purpose and need 
(Chapter 1- Purpose and Need) to ensure that it can fulfill their statutory 
obligations under Title 10 of the United States Code. See Section 2.3 (Action 
Alternative Development) for more detailed information on the development 
of alternatives. 
 
The Navy has carefully considered the potential impacts of its activities on 
Rice's whales, as detailed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of this Supplemental EIS/OEIS. This analysis 
includes a thorough evaluation of all potential stressors, incorporating the 
latest available data and scientific understanding of this species. 
 
To minimize potential impacts, the Navy has implemented a comprehensive 
suite of mitigation measures, developed in consultation with NMFS, as 
described in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
 
NMFS concurred with the Action Proponents that the proposed action will 
either have no effect or is not likely to adversely affect any marine mammal 
critical habitat. 
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Marine 
Mammals  

In light of ongoing UMEs, increased anthropogenic pressure, and declining 
species populations, it is vital that the location of military training and 
testing be re-evaluated in an effort to protect vulnerable and endangered 
species. We recommend that all exercises be stopped until safer locations 
and practices can be determined. 

Halting all training and testing activities is not a feasible option. These 
activities are essential for maintaining national security and ensuring the 
readiness of U.S. forces. The Action Proponents developed the alternatives 
considered in this Supplemental EIS/OEIS after careful re-evaluation by 
subject matter experts, including military units and commands that utilize the 
ranges, and environmental managers and scientists. The alternatives carried 
forward meet the Action Proponents’ purpose and need (Chapter 1- Purpose 
and Need) to ensure that it can fulfill their statutory obligations under Title 10 
of the United States Code. See Section 2.3 (Action Alternative Development) 
for more detailed information on the development of alternatives. 
 
The Navy has carefully considered the potential impacts of its activities on 
marine species, as detailed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of this Supplemental EIS/OEIS. This analysis 
includes a thorough evaluation of all potential stressors, incorporating the 
latest available data and scientific understanding, including information on 
UMEs and other anthropogenic pressures. 
 
To minimize potential impacts, the Navy has implemented a comprehensive 
suite of mitigation measures, developed in consultation with NMFS, as 
described in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
 
NMFS concurred with the Navy that the proposed action will have either no 
effect or is not likely to adversely affect any listed species or designated 
critical habitat. 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Table M.3-4: Public Comments and Responses (continued) 

M-87 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 

Category Comment Response 

Florida State Clearinghouse (Figure M.3-11) 

Mitigation  Mitigation measures for right whales as described in the draft EIS/OEIS 
include not detonating explosives, not conducting ship shock training, and 
minimizing the use of sonar and north-south oriented vessel transits in the 
Jacksonville [Operating Area] and Southeast North Atlantic Right Whale 
Mitigation Area between 15 November and 15 April each year. 
Additionally, the Navy will consult Early Warning System (EWS) data when 
planning vessel transits and military readiness activities. [Fish and Wildlife 
Commission (FWC)] continues to commend the Navy’s support and use of 
the EWS surveys. However, the EWS surveys, Lookouts, and other modes of 
detecting marine mammals and other marine wildlife have weaknesses, 
which includes marine wildlife cannot always be detected when present in 
an area. Additionally, airspace restrictions due to military activities have 
limited the EWS aerial surveys in the past, reducing their effectiveness as 
mitigation. FWC staff encourages the Navy to continue working with NOAA 
Fisheries to improve species detection and effectiveness of the EWS 
surveys. 

The Action Proponents are committed to reducing impacts to the North 
Atlantic right whale and will continue to collaborate with NMFS to improve 
species detection and the effectiveness of the EWS surveys. 
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Mitigation  Time-area restrictions are the most effective form of mitigation measures 
given the challenges associated with detecting [North Atlantic Right Whale 
(NARW)] and other marine wildlife. The draft EIS/OEIS describes a time-
area closure in the Southeast NARW Mitigation Area, which resembles the 
NARW critical habitat designated by NOAA Fisheries in 1994, and only 
reporting requirements in the larger Southeast NARW Special Reporting 
Mitigation Area, which covers the current NARW critical habitat established 
by NOAA Fisheries in 2016. The draft EIS/OEIS states that “the mitigation 
area is the largest area practical to implement within the North Atlantic 
right whale reproduction critical habitat”. However, NARWs occur 
throughout and beyond the current critical habitat, and their distribution 
within the Southeast NARW Mitigation Area may be uneven (Roberts et al. 
2024). If the area covered by mitigation is limited, FWC encourages the 
Navy to consult with NOAA Fisheries to consider modifying the 
configuration of the Mitigation Area in a way that provides the most risk 
reduction possible for NARW. If the area covered by mitigation can be 
increased, FWC encourages the Navy to consult with NOAA Fisheries on 
expanding the size of the Southeast NARW Mitigation Area to further 
reduce the risks posed to NARWs. 

The Action Proponents have worked collaboratively with NMFS to develop 
mitigation areas using inputs from the operational community, the best 
available science discussed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, published 
literature, predicted activity impact footprints, and marine species 
monitoring and density data. The Action Proponents completed a biological 
assessment and operational analysis of potential mitigation areas throughout 
the entire Study Area. The mitigation identified in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of 
the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS represents the maximum mitigation within 
the identified mitigation areas that is practicable to implement under the 
Proposed Action.  

Marine 
Mammals 

The draft EIS/OEIS describes mitigation measures for NARWs in the 
Southeastern and Northeastern United States. However, NARWs also occur 
in the mid-Atlantic where vessel strikes to NARWs have been documented. 
FWC encourages the Navy to consult with NOAA Fisheries on increasing 
situational awareness of and other mitigation measures for NARWs, 
particularly for activities east of the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay in the 
[Virginia Capes Operating Area], in the Atlantic City [Operating Area], and in 
the Narragansett Bay [Operating Area], where right whales have been 
observed in high densities in recent years. 

The Action Proponents have worked collaboratively with NMFS to develop 
mitigation areas using inputs from the operational community, the best 
available science discussed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences) of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, published 
literature, predicted activity impact footprints, and marine species 
monitoring and density data. Mitigation for the NARW in the Mid-Atlantic and 
Northeast (including east of the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay in the Virginia 
Capes Operating Area, in the Atlantic City Operating Area, and in the 
Narragansett Bay Operating Area) fall under the Dynamic Management Areas 
(shown in Figure 5.7-3) that could be applied as needed throughout the year. 
NMFS manages the Dynamic Management Areas program off the U.S. East 
Coast with the primary goal of reducing the likelihood of North Atlantic right 
whale vessel strikes from all mariners.  
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Protected/ 
Endangered 
Species 

Protected Species Monitoring Programs in Florida are recommended for in-
water or over-water activities that have been documented and determined 
to pose an increased risk of injury or death to a protected marine species. 
The FWC has created the Observer Guidelines for Protected Species 
Monitoring Programs in Florida State Waters manual for entities 
conducting these activities to determine if individuals have the 
recommended qualifications for the proposed activities. Please note that 
FWC staff recommend a 30-minute wait period, when feasible, to allow the 
animal to move out of the impact area. 

The Action Proponents have developed a full suite of mitigation measures 
which can be found in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Final Supplemental 
EIS/OEIS. Navy Lookouts must complete Lookout Training, which includes 
marine resource sighting cues and observation techniques, as well as the 
roles and responsibilities of Lookouts and the official in charge of an activity. 
Additionally, the Action Proponents have also developed Marine Species 
Awareness Training that is required for all personnel tasked with carrying out 
mitigation measures (See Section 5.3 of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. 
Finally, the Action Proponents’ mitigation measures include waiting periods 
for all activities following a sighting (see Tables 5.6-1, 5.6-2, and 5.6-3).  

Protected/ 
Endangered 
Species 

Any collision with or injury to a manatee, within Florida state waters, 
should be reported immediately to the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) Hotline at 1-888-404-3922. Collision 
and/or injury should also be reported to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in Jacksonville (1-904-731-3336) for north Florida or in Vero Beach (1-772-
562-3909) for south Florida and emailed to FWC at 
ImperiledSpecies@MyFWC.com. 

The Action Proponents comply with the reporting and response requirements 
for incidents involving ESA-listed species under USFWS’ jurisdiction as 
outlined in the USFWS consultation documents, which would include 
immediately halting an event if harassment, injury, or death of a manatee is 
observed. See Section 5.4 (Reporting) for more information. 

Protected/ 
Endangered 
Species 

Inshore activities within Florida should adhere to all posted speed zones, 
including state Manatee Protection Zones, state Boating Restricted Areas, 
and local regulations. Maps identifying the location of these zones can be 
found on the FWC website at: 
https://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/wildlife/manatee/data-and-maps/. 

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Mitigation) of the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the 
Action Proponents implement mitigation to avoid vessel strikes throughout 
the Study Area. As described in Section 2.3.3 (Standard Operating 
Procedures) of the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS, vessels operate in accordance with 
the navigation rules established by the U.S. Coast Guard, which require that 
vessels proceed at a safe speed so that proper and effective action can be 
taken to avoid collision and be stopped within a distance appropriate to the 
prevailing circumstances and conditions. 

Protected/ 
Endangered 
Species 

Due to available foraging habitat and warm-water refuge sites, manatees 
are active near Port Canaveral and Tampa Bay year-round. To minimize 
impacts to manatees, FWC staff recommend limiting any in-water 
demolition, explosive, and/or other high impact activities occurring 
adjacent to Port Canaveral and Tampa Bay between November 15th and 
March 31st. Information on the location of identified warm-water sites in 
Florida can be found in the 2020 Manatee Warm-water Habitat Action 
Plan. 

Demolition or explosive activities are not proposed for use in Port Canaveral 
or Tampa Bay under this proposed action. 
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Protected/ 
Endangered 
Species 

Any collision with (or injury to) a marine turtle, within Florida state waters, 
should be reported immediately to the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) Hotline at 888-404-3922 and to the Sea 
Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network (STSSN) at 
SeaTurtleStranding@MyFWC.com. 

The Action Proponents comply with the reporting and response requirements 
for incidents involving ESA-listed species under NMFS’ jurisdiction as outlined 
in the NMFS consultation documents, which would include immediately 
halting an event if harassment, injury, or death of a sea turtle is observed. 
See Section 5.4 (Reporting) for more information. 

Habitat The draft EIS/OEIS indicates that less than 2.2 acres of submerged aquatic 
vegetation will be affected annually by all military expended materials in all 
training and testing areas. To address these impacts, FWC staff recommend 
working with federal regulatory agencies to develop a mitigation plan to 
offset any impacts that satisfies federal requirements. 

The Action Proponents are committed to minimizing military expended 
materials release and actively recover expended materials whenever practical 
and safe to do so. This includes capturing expended shells during gunnery 
exercises, recovering targets and parachutes, and removing unexploded 
ordnance. The Action Proponents will continue these efforts to minimize 
impacts on submerge aquatic vegetation. For context, the estimated impact 
of 2.2 acres is spread across the entire Study Area, and potential effects are 
thoroughly analyzed in the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) analysis, where 
conservation recommendations are developed as part of the consultation 
process with NMFS. 

Habitat Several of the areas identified and proposed to mitigate habitat impacts 
from the proposed activities are already closed off and would be closed 
regardless of the proposed activities occurring, due to the presence of 
military equipment/cables or security measures. FWC staff recommend 
identification of alternative actions to mitigate for the proposed activities 
that do not include the identification of areas that are already closed for 
other purposes. 

The Shallow-Water Coral Reef Mitigation Areas and Artificial Reef, Live Hard 
Bottom, Submerged Aquatic Vegetation, and Shipwreck Mitigation Areas are 
a continuation from the 2018 Final EIS/OEIS. The geographic database used to 
inform these mitigation areas identifies relevant habitat features 
independent of military equipment or security measures. It's important to 
note that the Navy utilizes this database to inform operators about all 
manner of seafloor conditions and sensitive areas, including those already 
closed for other reasons. This tool helps Navy operators avoid conducting 
training and testing activities that could potentially harm these sites, 
regardless of their existing closure status. 
 
This multi-layered approach ensures that the Navy proactively avoids 
sensitive habitats and resources, even those already subject to restrictions, 
further minimizing potential impacts. 

Private Individual (1) (Figure M.3-12) 

Information In today’s Boston Herald The Navy is asking the Public for input about the 
Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing Supplemental Impact Statement.  

Thank you for your participation in the National Environmental Policy Act 
process. Your comment is part of the official project record.  
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Private Individual (2) (Figure M.3-13) 

Mitigation I viewed the videos and feel grateful for the partnership with agencies to 
protect aquatic wildlife. However, testing with explosives- though I 
understand its necessary for combat- seems contradictory to wildlife 
protection. how do you reconcile these two goals?  

The Action Proponents are committed to the protection of marine species 
and health of ecosystems. Naval forces must be ready for a variety of military 
operations, which includes the use of explosives in training and testing 
activities. However, the Action Proponents recognize the potential impact of 
these activities on marine life and strives to strike a balance between 
operational readiness and environmental stewardship. This balance is 
achieved through the implementation of robust mitigation measures, as 
detailed in Table 5.6-2, designed to reduce impacts to marine species as 
much as practicable. Additionally, the Action Proponents consult extensively 
with regulatory agencies, such as the National Marine Fisheries Service and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and obtain all necessary permits to ensure 
their activities comply with environmental regulations and minimize potential 
harm to marine life. 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-4: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 

M-115 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 

M-120 
 

Appendix M Public Involvement and Distribution 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-5: Marine Mammal Commission Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-6: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comment 



 

Atlantic Fleet Training and Testing  
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS  August 2025 

Figure M.3-6: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-6: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-6: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-6: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-7: U.S. Department of the Interior Comment 
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Figure M.3-7: U.S. Department of the Interior Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-8: Louisiana Office of Coastal Zone Management Comment 
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Figure M.3-8: Louisiana Office of Coastal Zone Management Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-9: Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management Comment 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-10: Turtle Island Restoration Network Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-11: Florida State Clearinghouse Comment (continued) 
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Figure M.3-12: Private Individual (1) Comment   
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Figure M.3-13: Private Individual (2) Comment 
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