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FACT	SHEET:	
Outlying	Field	Coupeville	–	Fails	to	Meet	Navy	and	DOD	Guidelines	for	Safe	Use	

	
Summary:		Coupeville’s	Outlying	Field	(OLF)	was	built	for	World	War	II	era	aircraft	and	was	never	meant	to	
handle	modern	jet	aircraft.		OLF	does	not	meet	US	Navy	or	Department	of	Defense	Guidelines	for	safe	use,	and	
operates	under	a	32-year	old	safety	waiver.		The	NAS	Whidbey	Island	(NASWI)	complex	may	not	meet	criteria	
for	the	E/A-18G	Growler	itself,	with	intersecting	main	runways	and	a	substandard	OLF.		Barring	significant	and	
expensive	improvements,	and	the	acquisition	of	thousands	of	acres	of	buffer	lands,	operations	at	OLF	
Coupeville	should	remain	under	the	current	level	of	6,100	annually	for	the	safety	of	both	aviators	and	residents.	
	
History	of	Use	-	OLF	Coupeville	
1943:		Constructed	for	World	War	II	Aircraft,	at	a	length	of	5,400	feet.1	
1963:		OLF	no	longer	used	for	active	service;	released	for	civilian	use.1		Admiral’s	Cove	development	built.2	
1967:		Navy	halted	release	of	OLF	due	to	Vietnam	War;	field	active	again	with	various	aircraft	to	present	day.1	
	
OLF	Coupeville	does	not	meet	Navy	or	Department	of	Defense	(DOD)	criteria	for	FCLP	operations.		In	its	
1986	NAS	Whidbey	Island	Master	Plan,	the	Naval	Facilities	Engineering	Command	(NAVFAC)	stated,	“the	
facilities	at	OLF	Coupeville	do	not	meet	criteria	established	for	current	FCLP	operations.”		The	report	cited	that	
the	following	improvements	were	“required”	for	continued	use	of	OLF	for	FCLP:		(a)	Extend	the	OLF	runway	
from	5,400	feet	to	8,800	feet;	(b)	strengthen	existing	pavement;	(c)	improve	roads	and	drainage,	and	(d)	
acquire	land	for	adequate	clear	and	end	zones	of	71	acres3	
	
None	of	these	improvements	have	been	made	in	the	32	years	since	the	NAVFAC	report.		Bringing	the	field	into	
compliance	would	require	relocation	of	adjacent	WA	State	Highway	20,	and/or	the	demolition	of	homes	in	the	
Admiral’s	Cove	development,	as	well	as	purchase	of	sufficient	acreage	for	end	and	Clear	Zones.		The	cost	of	
these	improvements	was	estimated	to	be	$8.75	million	in	19863,	and	would	be	significantly	greater	today.	
	
Additionally,	the	location	of	the	OLF	in	relation	to	the	adjacent	highway	violates	Navy	and	DOD	safety	
guidelines.		Per	DOD	instruction	4165.57,	motor	vehicle	transportation	is	not	allowed	in	Clear	Zones,	the	zone	
with	the	highest	risk	of	aircraft	crashes.4		However,	State	Highway	20	comes	into	OLF’s	southern	Clear	Zone	by	
about	200	feet,	reducing	the	size	to	1300	feet.	Navy	runway	Clear	Zones	must	be	1500	feet	long.5		
	
OLF	Coupeville	operates	under	a	32	year-old	safety	waiver.		Because	the	OLF	runway	is	too	short	and	its	
southern	Clear	Zone	too	small,	OLF	is	out	of	compliance	with	DOD	regulations	for	use.		To	remedy	this,	a	
safety	waiver	was	issued	in	1986	as	part	of	NAVFAC’s	Master	Plan.3	This	safety	waiver	is	noticeably	absent	
from	any	following	Environmental	Impact	Statements	relating	to	the	NASWI	complex.	5,6		
	
OLF	Coupeville	lacks	sufficient	buffer	zone	for	safe	operations.		The	land	buffer	around	OLF	Coupeville	is	664	
acres,6	much	less	than	the	2,000-acre	core	area	and	30,000	acre	buffer	area	the	Navy	needed	for	a	new	OLF	in	
Virginia7	or	the	29,816-acre	buffer	the	F/A-18	aircraft	have	at	NAS	Lemoore.8	
	

NASWI’s	Ault	Field	runways	do	not	meet	standards	for	the	E/A-18G.		During	the	process	of	siting	F/A-18	
aircraft	to	the	West	Coast,	an	Environmental	Impact	Statement	was	written	to	analyze	the	most	appropriate	
location	for	these	aircraft	(which	have	the	same	airframe	and	requirements	as	the	E/A-18G	Growler).8	
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Dual	runways	were	a	key	criterion	in	site	selection.		The	F/A-18	EIS	stated,	“Home	base	must	have	dual	
runways	to	permit	continuous	landings	in	the	event	the	primary	runway	should	become	blocked	or	otherwise	
unusable.”	Of	note,	Ault	Field	has	intersecting	runways,	not	dual	(parallel)	runways.		Indeed,	the	NASWI	
complex	was	rejected	for	F/A-18	siting	because	of	its	“inability	to	meet	critical	operational	criteria.”	The	Navy	
chose	to	site	the	F/A-18	in	Lemoore,	California.	
	
OLF	Coupeville	does	not	compensate	for	Ault	Field’s	intersecting	runways.		This	same	F/A-18	EIS	that	
rejected	NASWI	notes	that	intersecting	runways	are	acceptable	as	long	as	those	home	base	runways	can	
conduct	FCLP	operations	concurrently	with	takeoff	and	landing	operations.		It	also	notes,	“if	home	field	FCLP	is	
not	feasible,	it	would	be	acceptable	to	conduct	FCLP	at	a	sufficiently	configured	outlying	airfield	within	50	NM	
(93	km)	of	the	home	field	to	reduce	airframe	wear,	lost	training	time,	and	engine	use	wear	and	tear.”8	
	
Given	the	Navy’s	own	assessment	that	OLF	Coupeville	does	not	meet	operational	criteria	for	FCLPs,	it	is	
unclear	whether	it	qualifies	as	sufficiently	configured,	and	may	not	be,	given	the	rejection	of	NASWI	in	the	
F/A-18	EIS.		Conditions	of	the	OLF	were	conspicuously	absent	in	the	2005	Environmental	Assessment	for	the	
E/A-6B	Prowler	to	E/A-18G	Growler	transition,	and	OLF’s	existence	alone	was	stated	as	sufficient	to	make	up	
for	the	lack	of	parallel	runways	at	Ault	Field.6	The	NAS	Whidbey	Island	Complex	has	not	been	proven	to	meet	
the	operational	criteria	for	the	E/A-18G	at	either	field,	which	is	a	real	safety	concern	for	aviators	and	residents,	
especially	given	proposals	to	increase	operations	at	OLF	Coupeville	by	4-to-6	fold.5	
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How	you	can	help:		Share	this	fact	sheet	and	others	found	at	www.coupevillecommunityallies.org		
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