
October 31, 2014

Supervisor of Olympic National Forest
1835 Black Lake Blvd SW
Olympia WA 98512
(sent via email to Greg T Wahl, gtwahl@fs.fed.us)

Dear Supervisor,

As an American citizen, I’m submitting my NEPA comments on the U.S. 
Navy’s application to conduct military exercises using Mobile Electronic 
Warfare vehicles on Olympic National Forest roads. The following are my 
comments in objection to granting the U.S. Navy access to forest service 
roads.

1. The U.S. Navy did not notify the U.S. citizens of America of their plans in 
their Environmental Assessment to use National Forest roads for military 
exercises. They admit that there were no objections to their plans because 
they only notified a limited public population adjacent to the Olympic 
National Forest excluding the rest of the public who use the forest from 
time to time for recreation, hunting and fishing, grazing, hiking, plant and 
animal identification and research, wood harvesting, firewood gathering, 
etc. This oversight by the Navy EA is not acceptable and misleads the 
Forest Service in believing there is not objection from the public to use 
Forest Service roads for this purpose.

2. The Navy’s EA did not represent accurately the military flights over 
Forest Service lands that will be used to locate the Mobile Electronic 
Warfare vehicles positioned on designated forest service roads. These 
aircraft overflights will impact not only wildlife, but also the quality of the 
forest experience for all the other uses of the forest I have mentioned 
above. 

3. It is my preference that the Navy’s application to use forest roads for 
military purposes needs to be made to the U.S. Army’s Yakima Training 
Center where land has been set aside for military exercises, where the 
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public does not go to recreate, hunt, fish, gather wood, or harvest wood 
and cultural resources, and where wildlife has either left the area or have 
become accustomed to such disruptions. Our National Forests are set 
aside as watersheds, wildlife habitats, for recreation, for limited industrial 
disturbances such as grazing, logging & mining, but they have not been set 
aside for military use.

4. The Navy’s EA does not identify direction or intensity of electronic 
radiation mobile emitters will be pulsing through adjacent forests lands. 
They have only stated that signage will be posted to warn animals who can 
read to “keep moving” as they are in a “Radio Frequency Hazard” zone 
or “Personnel Hazard Exists in this Area.” The EA excludes looking at 
effects radio frequency hazards will have on livestock and wildlife and how 
their habitats will be affected by their activities (electronic radiation hazard 
and overflights of jet aircraft). The EA warns that “physical reactions to 
electromagnetic radiation are subject to the power and energy of the 
emitted electromagnetic wave” without identifying what power or energy 
level will be used.  They do state that “human tissue is directly susceptible 
to shock or burns when metallic objects, which have absorbed high 
electromagnetic radiation, are touched.” How will they make sure that no 
person who has jewelry on their bodies or metal rods and screws holding 
together a fractured femur or hip, or birds that have been banded or 
animals with radio collars are not within the “Radio Frequency Hazard” 
zone? These types of burns would be similar to the those produced inside 
a microwave oven when a metal object pops or explodes, depending upon 
the heating effects of electromagnetic energy power and frequency. The 
Navy admits that their “study data are inconsistent and insufficient at this 
time” to determine the effects other than to say animals must stay at least 
away from “controlled and action level environments in which personnel 
and the public must not be allowed to loiter.” Again, wildlife and livestock 
have been excluded from “warnings to [their] health.”

5. The Navy’s EA has stated that “certain resource areas were eliminated 
from detailed study in the EA because research revealed that the 
Proposed Action is unlikely to have any potential environmental impacts 
on these resources, or that impacts would be negligible. The resources 
that were not evaluated in their EA included geology, water, land use, 
cultural, transportation, socioeconomics, environmental justice, and [the] 



protection of children.” How can the Navy not consider how restrictions 
placed on humans and wildlife can affect geology (school field trips to the 
forest, rock climbing, etc); land use (grazing allotments, wood gathering, 
timber harvest, recreation, mushroom gathering, etc.); transportation (use 
of forest roads for commercial use, recreation, and travel through 
restricted areas posted by the Navy as hazardous zones); water (used by 
wildlife in hazardous zones); and cultural significant resources 
to indigenous people by omnidirectional electromagnetic radiation? In 
addition, how can the EA not consider impacts to the socioeconomics of 
the public who depend upon resource procurement in the forest like wood 
cutters, herbalists, mycologists, etc.; the environmental justice of not 
disturbing or harming wildlife and humans within their natural habitats that 
provide them sustenance or livelihood; and protecting children who may 
be with parents in the forest for collection of food items, wood gathering, 
or recreating in Nature?

I wish that my comments be included in the NEPA process and be seriously 
considered and weighed in making a decision not to allow the application 
submitted by the U.S. Navy to use roads in the Olympic National Forest.

Sincerely,

Stuart R. Gillespie
2055 Chesaw Road
Oroville WA 98844
509.485.3844
rickg@columbiana.org
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