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APPENDIX G.1  

OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS AND COMMENT RESPONSES 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The 75-day public comment period provided an opportunity for government agencies, interest groups, 

and the general public to comment on the Draft SEIS. The DON advertised three methods to submit 

comments: (1) written or oral statements at the public open house meetings and public hearings, (2) 

written comments mailed or hand-delivered to Joint Guam Program Office (JGPO) Forward on Guam, 

and (3) written comments submitted to the comment page on the SEIS public website. The public 

comment period began on April 18, 2014 Eastern Daylight Time (EDT) (April 19, 2014 Chamorro 

Standard Time [ChST]) and closed on July 2, 2014 (ChST). Late comments that were received within a 

few days after the end date of the comment period were accepted and included in the review and 

response process. 

This Appendix contains all comments received during the public comment period. All received 

comments were assessed and considered both individually and collectively during development of this 

Final SEIS. Written responses were prepared for all comments and are also included in this Appendix. 

Certain substantive comments inspired additional data collection, impact analysis, and text changes or 

additions that were incorporated into this Final SEIS. 

1.2 SUMMARY OF DRAFT SEIS PUBLIC COMMENTS 

1.2.1 Official Comments Received During the Public Comment Period 

A total of 906 unique comments were received via the three official comment submittal methods 

(during public meetings, via the website, and by mail or hand-delivery). Table G-1 shows a 

breakdown of the number of comments received through each comment submittal method. An additional 

20 comments were exact duplicates (e.g., the commenter submitted the same comment more than once) 

and 2 comments were entered by the DON to test the website database. These 22 comments were not 

included in the total number of comments.  

Table G-1. Summary of Comments Received During Public Review of the Draft SEIS 

Comment Submittal Methods Number of Comments Received 
Public Meetings Written 36 

Okkodo High School in Dededo 14 
Father Dueñas School in Chalan Pago 15 
Former McCool School in Santa Rita 7 

Public Meetings Oral 123 
Okkodo High School in Dededo 36 
Father Dueñas School in Chalan Pago 43 
Former McCool School in Santa Rita 44 

Public Website 286 
Via mail or hand-delivery 461 

Total 906 

One commenter submitted the same on-line petition as an attachment three different times (each containing 

the same petition declaration and signatures but with additional signatures with each succeeding iteration). 
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The third version of this petition had the most signatures (1,178) and is included here with Comment ID: 

#340. The two earlier versions of the petition were submitted with Comment ID: #90 and #107. The 

petition signatures were not counted as separate comments since they all indicated concurrence with the 

single petition statement that was the same as the comment to which it was attached. Also included with 

each petition comment is a list of “comments” offered by signers of the petition in response to the on-line 

question “Why did you sign?” The majority of the answers to the “Why did you sign?” question were 

unrelated to the SEIS and are therefore collectively addressed by the response to Comment #90, #107, and 

#340. However, five of the responses to the question pertained specifically to the SEIS and have been 

addressed separately as unique comments #340:A, 340:B, 340:C, 340:D, and 340:E. 

1.2.2 Public Comment Dominant Themes 

The DON reviewed and considered every comment submitted during the 75-day public comment period 

(and several that were received afterward). In response to the comments, the DON either revised the Final 

SEIS or reaffirmed that the existing analyses and impact determinations were appropriate and no change to 

the SEIS was required. Where numerous similar concerns/comments were submitted, the DON prepared a 

common response to address those concerns/comments. As a result, many responses are repeated for 

similar comments in Section G.2 of this Appendix. 

In general, the largest number of comments indicated general disagreement with the proposed action (and 

the LFTRC Alternative 5 in particular), without addressing any specific problems with or elements of the 

SEIS content. Within this context, specific and well-represented themes included: 

 Complaints about H.R. 4402 (also the focus of the on-line petition).

 Concerns about restricted access to the Ritidian Unit of the Guam NWR and requests to adjust

the orientation of ranges in LFTRC Alternative 5 to reduce the area restricted.

 Concerns about the loss of Chamorro culture and culturally important sites.

 Concerns about Guam’s political status within the U.S. and historical land acquisition and

ownership issues.

 Restrictions on access to fishing areas.

 Potential for increased crime from project-related population growth

 Loss of habitat and impacts to terrestrial biological resources.

 Community/Military segregation (schools, housing, etc.).

 Environmental release of contaminants.

1.3 COMMENT RESPONSE PROCESS 

Comments on the Draft SEIS were generated through written correspondence and oral statements during 

the public comment period. The following process was used for reviewing and responding to these 

comments: 

 All comment letters, website comments, and oral statements were reviewed carefully and

assigned a unique number.

 All comments were reviewed by the appropriate resource specialist and provided a response.

 Three guidelines were used for determining substantive comments that may require modification

of the SEIS:

1. The comment questioned the proposed action, alternatives, or other components of the

proposal.
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2. The methodology of the analysis or results was questioned.

3. The use, adequacy, and/or accuracy of data were questioned.

 The SEIS was also modified to make any corrections and improve or clarify the analysis as

appropriate.

1.4 COMMENT DIRECTORIES 

Separate directories are provided below for the following groups of commenters: Federal Agencies, 

Guam Agencies, Guam Elected Officials, Non-Governmental Organizations, and Individuals. Each 

directory provides a listing of commenters alphabetized by the name given with the comment (or the 

“SEIS Username” if a preference for using one was indicated on the comment form). After locating the 

name (or the organization’s name) in the appropriate directory, note the Comment ID number in the next 

column. This number was uniquely assigned to the comment and also appears as a label in the upper left-

hand corner of the comment in Section G.2. The last column in the directory shows the page number in 

Section G.2 where the original comment and the DON’s response to the comment can be found. All 

original comments (with corresponding responses shown on the right side of the page) are presented in 

Section G.2 in numerical order by Comment ID number. If an SEIS Username was provided, then the 

commenter’s real name has been blacked out on the comment form. For all comments submitted by 

individuals and Non-Governmental Organizations, any personal information (address, etc.) has also been 

blacked out. Finally, in some instances, individuals indicated on their comment form that their comment 

was “Sensitive,” meaning that there was a concern about making the comment publicly available. In such 

cases, the commenter’s name or username can be found in the appropriate directory, but on the assigned 

page number in Section G.2 there is a statement indicating that the comment has been withheld from this 

Appendix. Such comments were still processed and considered by DON along with the other comments, 

but the content of the comment and its response does not appear in the SEIS.  

Federal Agencies 

Agency Comment ID Page # 

Federal Aviation Administration 133 G.2-315 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX 621 G.2-1439 

U.S. Department of the Interior 925 G.2-2025 

Guam Agencies 

Agency Comment ID Page # 

Bureau of Statistics & Plans 545 G.2-1324 

Department of Administration 603 G.2-1396 

Department of Corrections 604 G.2-1402 

Department of Education, Office of the Superintendent 660 G.2-1574 

Department of Integrated Services for Individuals with Disabilities 600 G.2-1388 

Department of Labor 350 G.2-996 

Department of Land Management 602 G.2-1391 

Department of Parks and Recreation 607 G.2-1411 

Department of Public Health and Social Services 606 G.2-1408 
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Guam Agencies 

Agency Comment ID Page # 

Department of Public Work's 608 G.2-1414 

Department of Youth Affairs 615 G.2-1427 

Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center 658 G.2-1571 

Guam Chamber of Commerce 136 G.2-323 

Guam Chamber of Commerce 365 G.2-1022 

Guam Chamber of Commerce 404 G.2-1111 

Guam Customs & Quarantine Agency 573 G.2-1359 

Guam Department of Agriculture 649 G.2-1484 

Guam Department of Chamorro Affairs 675 G.2-1653 

Guam Department of Labor 348 G.2-994 

Guam Department of Labor 349 G.2-995 

Guam Department of Labor - Alien Labor Procession & Certification 

Division 

108 G.2-244 

Guam Department of Labor, Director's Office 661 G.2-1576 

Guam Economic Development Authority 662 G.2-1579 

Guam Environmental Protection Agency 676 G.2-1655 

Guam Fire Department 663 G.2-1589 

Guam Homeland Security Office of Civil Defense 664 G.2-1592 

Guam Housing and Urban Renewal Authority 335 G.2-922 

Guam Housing and Urban Renewal Authority 665 G.2-1593 

Guam International Airport Authority 666 G.2-1596 

Guam Memorial Hospital Authority 669 G.2-1600 

Guam National Guard 842 G.2-1861 

Guam Peace Officer Standards and Training Commission 367 G.2-1059 

Guam Peace Officer Standards and Training Commission 434 G.2-1143 

Guam Police Department 674 G.2-1643 

Guam Power Authority 325 G.2-872 

Guam Power Authority 356 G.2-1007 

Guam Power Authority 673 G.2-1605 

Guam Visitors Bureau 688 G.2-1689 

Guam Visitors Bureau 689 G.2-1693 

Guam Waterworks Authority 377 G.2-1075 

Guam Waterworks Authority 690 G.2-1697 

Judiciary of Guam 68 G.2-89 

Judiciary of Guam 703 G.2-1715 

Municipality of Tinian and Aguiguan 347 G.2-991 

Office of the Public Auditor 142 G.2-352 

Port of Guam 844 G.2-1864 
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Guam Elected Officials 

Last Name First Name Office Comment ID Page # 

Aguon Frank Senator 156 G.2-446 

Blaney Michael Legislature of Guam - Office of Vice Speaker Cruz 369 G.2-1064 

Blaney Michael Legislature of Guam - Office of Vice Speaker Cruz 368 G.2-1060 

Blas June U. Barrigada Office of the Mayor and Vice Mayor 522 G.2-1291 

Bordallo Madeleine Congresswoman - House of Representatives 419 G.2-1124 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker B.J. Cruz - Guam Legislature 374 G.2-1072 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 375 G.2-1073 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 376 G.2-1074 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 378 G.2-1085 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 379 G.2-1086 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 380 G.2-1087 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 381 G.2-1088 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 382 G.2-1089 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 399 G.2-1106 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 400 G.2-1107 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 401 G.2-1108 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 402 G.2-1109 

Branch Carlo Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 403 G.2-1110 

Cruz BJ Senator 169 G.2-481 

Cruz BJ Senator 248 G.2-738 

Dela Cruz Ramon M. Office of the Mayor - Municipality of Tinian and Aguiguan 920 G.2-1974 

Inos Eloy Governor of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 342 G.2-984 

Limtiaco Michael Senator 922 G.2-1977  

Pangelinan Ben Senator 220 G.2-652 

Pangelinan Ben Senator 264 G.2-783 

Pangelinan Vicente (Ben) 

C. 

32nd Guam Legislature 468 G.2-1192 

Pangelinan Vicente C. Senator 923 G.2-1980  

Pangelinan Vicente C. Senator 924 G.2-2003  

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 383 G.2-1090 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 384 G.2-1091 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 385 G.2-1092 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 386 G.2-1093 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 387 G.2-1094 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 388 G.2-1095 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 389 G.2-1096 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 390 G.2-1097 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 391 G.2-1098 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 392 G.2-1099 
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Guam Elected Officials 

Last Name First Name Office Comment ID Page # 

Reyes Dani Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature 393 G.2-1100 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 87 G.2-121 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 277 G.2-821 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 394 G.2-1101 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 395 G.2-1102 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 396 G.2-1103 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 397 G.2-1104 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 398 G.2-1105 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 412 G.2-1117 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 413 G.2-1118 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 414 G.2-1119 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 415 G.2-1120 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 416 G.2-1121 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 417 G.2-1122 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 418 G.2-1123 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 420 G.2-1129 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 421 G.2-1130 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 422 G.2-1131 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 423 G.2-1132 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 424 G.2-1133 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 425 G.2-1134 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 426 G.2-1135 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 427 G.2-1136 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 428 G.2-1137 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 429 G.2-1138 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 430 G.2-1139 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 431 G.2-1140 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 432 G.2-1141 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 433 G.2-1142 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 191 G.2-552 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 235 G.2-699 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 882 G.2-1907 

Won Pat Judith T. Senator 883 G.2-1923 

Non-Government Organizations 

Last Name / 

Username 
First Name Organization Comment ID Page # 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 117 G.2-255 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 118 G.2-256 
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Non-Government Organizations 

Last Name / 

Username 
First Name Organization Comment ID Page # 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 121 G.2-260 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 119 G.2-257 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 120 G.2-258 

Guahan Coalition for Peace and 

Justice 

Guahan Coalition for Peace and Justice 351 G.2-997 

Guam Comprehensive Cancer Control 

Coalition 

Guam Comprehensive Cancer Control Coalition 483 G.2-1242 

Guam Fisherman’s Cooperative 

Association 

Guam Fishermen's Cooperative Association 452 G.2-1163 

Duenas II Manuel P. Guam Fishermen's Cooperative Association 677 G.2-1664 

Evelyna Taijeron Akimoto Guam Memorial Hospital Volunteers Association 36 G.2-38 

Quinata Joseph Guam Preservation Trust 366 G.2-1053 

Quinata Joe Guam Preservation Trust 678 G.2-1675 

Webber Lee Micronesian Divers Association 40 G.2-42 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

SOCIAL WORKERS GUAM 

CHAPTER 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL 

WORKERS, GUAM CHAPTER 

46 G.2-52 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

SOCIAL WORKERS GUAM 

CHAPTER 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL 

WORKERS, GUAM CHAPTER 

47 G.2-58 

Turner Bryan National Trust for Historic Preservation 926 G.2-2063 

Proud Islander 2014 Social Work Student Alliance of University of Guam 17 G.2-16 

Cruz Candace The Voices of Chamoru People 287 G.2-833 

Hattori Anne Perez University of Guam History Program 927 G.2-2111 

Baker Gypsy University of Guam History Program 128 G.2-268 

Bascon Derick University of Guam History Program 129 G.2-281 

Baza Carmen University of Guam History Program 130 G.2-291 

DeOro Moneka University of Guam History Program 131 G.2-301 

Santos Elyssa University of Guam History Program 132 G.2-305 

Flores Augustia University of Guam History Program 134 G.2-317 

Cruz Judy R.P. University of Guam History Program 137 G.2-324 

Guerrero Jermaine University of Guam History Program 138 G.2-328 

Mendiola Adam University of Guam History Program 139 G.2-339 

Olive Mark University of Guam History Program 143 G.2-354 

Orsini Romolo University of Guam History Program 144 G.2-364 

Salas Pedro University of Guam History Program 146 G.2-377 

Sanders Mariana University of Guam History Program 148 G.2-394 

Sanz Fu'una University of Guam History Program 149 G.2-404 

Andrew Soledad K University of Guam History Program 150 G.2-409 

San Nicolas Shelby University of Guam History Program 151 G.2-419 

SzeMan Cheng University of Guam History Program 152 G.2-429 
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Non-Government Organizations 

Last Name / 

Username 
First Name Organization Comment ID Page # 

BOONZA WE ARE GUAHAN 358 G.2-1015 

BOONZA WE ARE GUAHAN 359 G.2-1016 

BOONZA WE ARE GUAHAN 360 G.2-1017 

Camacho Leevin We Are Guahan 466 G.2-1188 

Dr. John W. Jenson, Hydrogeologist, 

U, of Guam 

WERI 344 G.2-988 

ellenraec Women's Voices Women Speak 111 G.2-247 

Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Ablania Morito 507 G.2-1274 

Abraham Frank 502 G.2-1269 

Ada Tom 10 G.2-9 

Addy Mike 236 G.2-702 

Ady Michael 35 G.2-33 

Ady Michael R. 102 G.2-189 

Agnete, Jr. Eduardo 503 G.2-1270 

Aguilar Jose V. 504 G.2-1271 

Agulto Marcianna 820 G.2-1837 

Ajigal Reynaldo D. 505 G.2-1272  

Ala May Dema 506 G.2-1273  

Alcaide Dominador 508 G.2-1275  

Alfons Alex 509 G.2-1276  

Alfonso M. Pangelinan 352 G.2-998 

Alvarez Joe 157 G.2-447 

Alvarez Joe 158 G.2-448 

American Niyug 38 G.2-33 

Anderson Thomas 22 G.2-19 

Anderson Thomas E. 510 G.2-1277  

Angel Crisostomo 511 G.2-1278  

Aniti Magalahi Maga 192 G.2-555 

Ann Ada Auyong 516 G.2-1283 

AnnaMarieCharters 298 G.2-843 

Anos Dionisio 512 G.2-1279 

Antonio Ablania E. 513 G.2-1280 

apph 320 G.2-866 
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

apph 321 G.2-868 

apph 322 G.2-869 

Aquiningoc Jesse 514 G.2-1282  

Aquino Amanda 821 G.2-1840 

Armas Angelo S. 515 G.2-1283  

Arnett Joe 237 G.2-706 

Artero Matthew 76 G.2-107 

Artero Matthew 159 G.2-450 

Artero Pascual 561 G.2-1345 

Artero Franklin 928 G.2-2112 

Artero M.D. 440 G.2-1149 

Babauta Francisco 517 G.2-1286 

Baias Emmanuel L 518 G.2-1287 

Balgame Dawna 519 G.2-1288 

Baltazar Ed 520 G.2-1289 

Banilig Rudy 521 G.2-1290 

Barb 64 G.2-85 

Barbara 5 G.2-3 

Bartolome Anthon 523 G.2-1302 

Bates Dean 524 G.2-1303  

Battad Conrado 525 G.2-1304 

Bautista Rene A. 527 G.2-1306 

Bautista Jr. Plurencio A. 526 G.2-1305 

Baza Maria 238 G.2-708 

Baza Cindy Calugay 528 G.2-1307 

Becbec Patricio C. 529 G.2-1308 

Bejado Christopher 160 G.2-454 

Bejado Chris 239 G.2-711 

Bejado Lou Flores 240 G.2-715 

Bejado Salvador L. 530 G.2-1309 

Bejado Jr. Salvador 531 G.2-1310 

Belanger Zenon 473 G.2-1232 

Benavente Barbara 161 G.2-458 

Benavente Bobbie 193 G.2-559 

Benavente Barbara S. 241 G.2-719 

Benevente Barbara S.N. 90 G.2-125 

Benevente Barbara S.N. 107 G.2-198 

Benevente Barbara S.N. 875 G.2-1899 

Benitz Juan Carlos 194 G.2-562 
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Berserk 80 G.2-114 

Bert Johnston 302 G.2-848 

Bevacqua Michael Lujan 242 G.2-722 

Bevacqua Robert 822 G.2-1841 

Billimon Willenda 25 G.2-22 

Bisquera Mario B. 532 G.2-1311 

BK 823 G.2-1842 

Black Fred 297 G.2-843 

Blas Roque 162 G.2-462 

Blas Roque 163 G.2-466 

Blas Joana 824 G.2-1843 

Bliss Brian 295 G.2-841 

Bobbie 485 G.2-1244 

Bolano Josephine 533 G.2-1312 

Bonapard Saylee 534 G.2-1313 

Bonilla Nelson 116 G.2-254 

Borja Ralph 535 G.2-1314 

Borja Jemille 536 G.2-1315 

Borja Mario 537 G.2-1316 

Borja Norberto 538 G.2-1317 

Brel Jordan G. 539 G.2-1318 

Brel Pablo 540 G.2-1319 

Brel Pablo 541 G.2-1320 

Brizuela F. 542 G.2-1321 

Brown Wayne 164 G.2-467 

Brown John 195 G.2-566 

Buena Linda 543 G.2-1322 

Buensuceso Reynold D. 544 G.2-1323 

Bumanlag Deborah Santos 243 G.2-723 

Bush David 546 G.2-1330 

Cabingas Gerino 547 G.2-1331 

Cadiliman Ruben 548 G.2-1332 

Cafky Melvia Artero 165 G.2-471 

Cafky Melvia A 72 G.2-100 

Calbang A. 549 G.2-1333 

Camaauchi Kee 550 G.2-1334 

Camaddu A 551 G.2-1335 

Campaniel Rodeline 552 G.2-1336 

Caneta Roberto 553 G.2-1337 
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Carino Rylma 555 G.2-1339 

Carino Jr. German M. 554 G.2-1338 

Carlos Fernando 311 G.2-857 

Caron Will 125 G.2-264 

Carpio Carl 556 G.2-1340 

Carter Glenda 23 G.2-20 

Casaje Hernando 557 G.2-1341 

Castillo Romeo 558 G.2-1342 

Castro F 166 G.2-475 

Castro F. 196 G.2-570 

Castro F. 197 G.2-572 

Castro F. 244 G.2-726 

Castro Jesse 167 G.2-476 

Castro Jesse 245 G.2-727 

Castro Joseph A. 559 G.2-1343 

Castro Joseph A. 560 G.2-1344 

Castro Jesse 562 G.2-1347 

Castro Herwin 563 G.2-1349 

Castro Jesse 71 G.2-99 

Casupanay Gil 564 G.2-1350 

Catherine Castro 405 G.2-1112 

Celestin Ben 565 G.2-1351 

Cepeda Cathy 566 G.2-1352 

Certeza Joseph 198 G.2-574 

Certeza Joseph 199 G.2-578 

CFM, SOS, EC 499 G.2-1264 

CFM, SOS, EC 500 G.2-1266 

CFM, SOS, EC 501 G.2-1268 

Chamorro Tribe 317 G.2-863 

Chamy Harry 567 G.2-1353 

Chargualat Mikela 825 G.2-1844 

CharlesDerrick 106 G.2-197 

Christine Cruz 826 G.2-1845 

Cipriano Fernando 568 G.2-1354 

Clark Don 246 G.2-729 

clark gie 373 G.2-1071 

Clemento Ricardo 569 G.2-1355 

CM 447 G.2-1158 

coco9781 407 G.2-1114 
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Collera Alberto 570 G.2-1356 

Concerned 126 G.2-265 

Conner Roderick 571 G.2-1357 

Cortez Jaime 572 G.2-1358 

CR89 449 G.2-1160 

CR89 451 G.2-1162 

Crisostomo-Kaaihue Frank 282 G.2-828 

Crispin 828 G.2-1847 

Cristobal Hope Alvarez 168 G.2-478 

Cristobal Hope 200 G.2-580 

Cristobal Hope 201 G.2-587 

Cristobal Hope 247 G.2-731 

Cruz Noel 202 G.2-592 

Cruz Teresita 203 G.2-595 

Cruz Eva A. 249 G.2-742 

Cruz Adrian P. 283 G.2-829 

Cruz Adrian P. 284 G.2-830 

Cruz Alvin 574 G.2-1362 

Cruz Andrew 575 G.2-1363 

Cruz Peter 576 G.2-1364 

Cruz Jesse 577 G.2-1365 

Cruz Gerald 578 G.2-1366 

Cruz, Jr. Rodney 170 G.2-483 

Cubano Cindy 579 G.2-1367 

Cura Rodlie 580 G.2-1368 

dan vice 2 G.2-1 

Dar Floreno 581 G.2-1369 

Darren 280 G.2-826 

Dave Eddie 582 G.2-1370 

Dave Lotz 61 G.2-77 

Davis Luke 364 G.2-1021 

Davis Luke 370 G.2-1068 

Dayao Conrado 583 G.2-1371 

ddlagman 829 G.2-1848 

De Jesus Noel 588 G.2-1376 

De Leon Randy 591 G.2-1379 

De Silva Sheahon 594 G.2-1382 

Dedicatorna Leo 720 G.2-1739 

DeGuzman Alexander 584 G.2-1372 
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

DeGuzman Camille 585 G.2-1373 

DeGuzman Crispin 586 G.2-1374 

DeGuzman Rodelito 587 G.2-1375 

Dela Cruz Reyna 589 G.2-1377 

Dela Cruz Robert 590 G.2-1378 

DeLisle Christine 406 G.2-1112 

Demamaj Noel 592 G.2-1380 

Denger Alan 593 G.2-1381 

DeOro Art 171 G.2-487 

DeOro Art 204 G.2-600 

DeOro Art 250 G.2-743 

DeOro Moneka 251 G.2-746 

Derrick Charles 60 G.2-76 

Diagallanes Feodoro 595 G.2-1383 

Diaz Jonathan 205 G.2-603 

Diaz Jonathan Frank Blas 252 G.2-750 

Diaz A 596 G.2-1384 

Diaz Robert 597 G.2-1385 

Diaz. Jonathan F.B. 830 G.2-1849 

Dikki 19 G.2-18 

Dimla Jesus 598 G.2-1386 

Diopulos Enderko 599 G.2-1387 

Dizon Marlon 601 G.2-1390 

doe john 67 G.2-88 

doe john 281 G.2-827 

doe john 371 G.2-1069 

Dominguez Carl 172 G.2-492 

Donre Penihdo 605 G.2-1407 

Dr. Dale Weaver 441 G.2-1152 

Dr. John W. Jenson, Hydrogeologist, U, of Guam 292 G.2-838 

Dublon Noel 609 G.2-1421 

Duenas Manny 253 G.2-752 

Duenas Scott 285 G.2-831 

Duenas Cris 610 G.2-1422 

Duenas Tom 611 G.2-1423 

Dulay Jeffrey 612 G.2-1424 

Dumanal Rose 613 G.2-1425 

Dungca Alfie 614 G.2-1426 

Dungca Barbara 91 G.2-174 
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Dydasco Jesse 206 G.2-606 

Dylesa Bonita 831 G.2-1850 

Eay Roy 616 G.2-1434 

Eay Rody 617 G.2-1435 

Eay Dick 618 G.2-1436 

Eclavea James 619 G.2-1437 

Eldedo45 105 G.2-196 

Encho 484 G.2-1243 

Enrico D.C. 620 G.2-1438 

Escala Claro 622 G.2-1457 

Esiel Wenisner 623 G.2-1458 

Esiel Akiner 624 G.2-1459 

Esmael Ecason 625 G.2-1460 

Espino William 626 G.2-1461 

Espino Elmer 627 G.2-1462 

Esteban Gurrica 832 G.2-1851 

Estrada Jessie 628 G.2-1463 

Estrada Jeremias 629 G.2-1464 

Etse Edihson 630 G.2-1465 

Even Dominique 631 G.2-1466 

Everitt Odin 632 G.2-1467 

Fagalykuy Dominic 633 G.2-1468 

Falrad Jerwin 634 G.2-1469 

FamilianBado 361 G.2-1018 

FamilianBado 362 G.2-1019 

FamilianBado 363 G.2-1020 

Faniyen Peter 635 G.2-1470 

Farnum Taralynn 636 G.2-1471 

Fausto Kenneth 637 G.2-1472 

Fejeran Talayeru F. 173 G.2-494 

Feleichog Nery 638 G.2-1473 

Felipe Ramcel 639 G.2-1474 

Felizand Alejandro 640 G.2-1475 

Fernando Enrique 641 G.2-1476 

Fernando Erica 642 G.2-1477 

Fernando Rolamo 643 G.2-1478 

finager 438 G.2-1147 

Fiscal Nelson 644 G.2-1479 

Flores Jonathan 645 G.2-1480 
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Flores Joe 646 G.2-1481 

Flores Rey 647 G.2-1482 

Flores-May Cara 254 G.2-755 

Flores-Mays Cara 207 G.2-609 

Flory Jason 833 G.2-1852 

Fourby Joe 648 G.2-1483 

Frain B 650 G.2-1554 

Francisco Oscar 651 G.2-1564 

Fred 98 G.2-185 

Gaag Francis 652 G.2-1565 

Galila Julie 653 G.2-1566 

Ganangred Jessy 654 G.2-1567 

Ganangyen Victor 655 G.2-1568 

Garcia Eliodoro P. 656 G.2-1569 

Garcia Jesse G. 657 G.2-1570 

Garrido Jose 73 G.2-104 

Garrido Vicente A. 78 G.2-112 

Garrido Fa'et 174 G.2-497 

Garrido Jose Ulloa 175 G.2-499 

Gaupana Mel P. 659 G.2-1573 

Gaza Renato G. 334 G.2-921 

Gaza Renato G. 335 G.2-922 

GemBoy 834 G.2-1853 

GeorgeLujan 453 G.2-1175 

GeorgeLujan 454 G.2-1176 

GeorgeLujan 455 G.2-1177 

GeorgeLujan 456 G.2-1178 

GeorgeLujan 457 G.2-1179 

GeorgeLujan 458 G.2-1180 

GeorgeLujan 460 G.2-1182 

GeorgeLujan 462 G.2-1184 

GeorgeLujan 464 G.2-1186 

gg3297 478 G.2-1237 

Gilmete Jay Jay 667 G.2-1598 

Gimen Bartholomew 668 G.2-1599 

gmp 296 G.2-841 

Godoy Randy T. 670 G.2-1602 

Gof Li'e' 110 G.2-246 

Gombio Juanito S. 671 G.2-1603 
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Gongon Eric V. 672 G.2-1604 

good for Guam 299 G.2-845 

Graciela 16 G.2-15 

Guahan Guinaiya 448 G.2-1159 

Guamenvironmentalist303 409 G.2-1116 

Guamenvironmentalist303 410 G.2-1116 

Guamenvironmentalist303 411 G.2-1116 

Guamg8r@yahoo.com 315 G.2-861 

Guamg8r@yahoo.com 316 G.2-862 

Guero Bob 680 G.2-1681 

Guerrero VICTORIA-LOLA LEON 176 G.2-502 

Guerrero VICTORIA-LOLA LEON 208 G.2-615 

Guerrero VICTORIA-LOLA LEON 255 G.2-760 

Guerrero Johnny D.L. 681 G.2-1682 

Guerrero Nicholas Deleon 682 G.2-1683 

Guevarra Alberto 683 G.2-1684 

Guile Gisela 83 G.2-117 

Gumataotao Ben 256 G.2-762 

Gumataotao Vicente 338 G.2-929 

Gumataotao Alvina 827 G.2-1846 

Gunston Jeffrey 684 G.2-1685 

Gurst Lynda 685 G.2-1686 

Gushiken Kenichi 686 G.2-1687 

Gutierrez Joselito 687 G.2-1688 

Hagan Tasi 459 G.2-1181 

Haldre Rogers 496 G.2-1257 

Hara Eloy 257 G.2-763 

Hara Eloy 258 G.2-766 

Hara Eloy 336 G.2-925 

Hattori Anne 331 G.2-917 

Hattori Anne 332 G.2-918 

Herbert Jim 437 G.2-1146 

Herman Olson 691 G.2-1703 

Hernandez Maria 44 G.2-48 

Hernandez Maria 45 G.2-49 

Hernandez Lourdes Bejado 177 G.2-506 

Herrera Benjie 692 G.2-1704 

Higa Greg 693 G.2-1705 

Higa Harry S. 694 G.2-1706 
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I Matatnga 488 G.2-1249 

Ignacio Rudy C. 695 G.2-1707 

Ilan Renato 696 G.2-1708 

Imetengel Masen 697 G.2-1709 

Inarajan Inarajan 835 G.2-1854 

Indaleco Jamie 698 G.2-1710 

Ioanis Maurick 699 G.2-1711 

Irene 69 G.2-98 

Iriarte Aguarin 57 G.2-73 

island girl 279 G.2-825 

Islander-671 372 G.2-1070 

Jackson Bart 209 G.2-619 

Jaynina Smith-Prince 442 G.2-1153 

Jenndy Marmelo 700 G.2-1712 

Jesse Torres 63 G.2-84 

Jibel Rodel 701 G.2-1713 

J-LG 99 G.2-186 

JLL 100 G.2-187 

Joey 37 G.2-39 

Johannes Kampiano 702 G.2-1714 

John Paulus 704 G.2-1723 

John Armstrong 345 G.2-989 

John Galt 294 G.2-840 

Johnny Micronesia 300 G.2-846 

jon doe 328 G.2-913 

Jon Harley 312 G.2-858 

Jones Jeff 259 G.2-768 

Jordan Tingson 836 G.2-1855 

Jos Savior 706 G.2-1725 

Jose Bryan 707 G.2-1726 

Joseph John 450 G.2-1161 

JSantos 486 G.2-1245 

Kasperbauer Larry 178 G.2-509 

Keeton Thom 96 G.2-182 

Keeton Tom 210 G.2-621 

Kenney Francis 304 G.2-850 

Kephas Moden 708 G.2-1727 

Kephas Kilafwa 709 G.2-1728 

Klitzkie Robert 179 G.2-514 
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Klitzkie Bob 211 G.2-625 

Klitzkie Bob 212 G.2-626 

Klitzkie Bob 260 G.2-771 

Klitzkie 443 G.2-1154 

Klitzkie 444 G.2-1155 

Kosanke Gregg 306 G.2-852 

Kurt Jay 710 G.2-1729 

LaDean Stephen 711 G.2-1730 

Ladore Stanley Ray 712 G.2-1731 

Ladore Gideponso 713 G.2-1732 

Lagman Jaime 714 G.2-1733 

Laguana Andrew 301 G.2-847 

Lalahop 463 G.2-1185 

Lamana Joel T. 715 G.2-1734 

LandOwner 436 G.2-1145 

Laxamana Soledad D. 716 G.2-1735 

Layco Leodegario 717 G.2-1736 

Lazaro Avelino S. 718 G.2-1737 

Leada Antonio 719 G.2-1738 

Leddy David 180 G.2-517 

Lee Jennifer 18 G.2-18 

Leliukas Alice 82 G.2-116 

Leon guerrero kenneth 124 G.2-263 

Leon Guerrero Glenn 310 G.2-856 

Lightsaber 58 G.2-74 

Lipat, DC Christine 112 G.2-248 

LITEA 323 G.2-870 

littlevoice29 470 G.2-1229 

Livaie Christino R.G. 721 G.2-1740 

Lizama Robert 74 G.2-105 

Lizama Tano 213 G.2-627 

Lopez Fernando M. 722 G.2-1741 

Lopez Jayson C. 723 G.2-1742 

Lopez Edna D. 724 G.2-1743 

Lopez Rogelio 725 G.2-1744 

Lorenzo Taitos 726 G.2-1745 

Lotz Dave 181 G.2-521 

Lowe Ariel 214 G.2-632 

Luarca Marie 261 G.2-774 
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Lucas Ben H. 727 G.2-1746 

Lujan Jovyna 337 G.2-927 

Lutz Catherine 318 G.2-864 

M D 758 G.2-1777 

M671 8 G.2-6 

Macam Miguel O. 728 G.2-1747 

Macam Cristina 729 G.2-1748 

Macaraeg Roel 730 G.2-1749 

Macshot2 97 G.2-184 

Madrazo Allen 731 G.2-1750 

Madrazo Allen 732 G.2-1751 

Madrigal Ronald 733 G.2-1752 

Maech Abel 734 G.2-1753 

Magonot Alvin 735 G.2-1754 

Malilay Eugenio 736 G.2-1755 

Mamaradlo Luis T. 737 G.2-1756 

Mamczarz Mark 79 G.2-113 

Mandell Eric J 738 G.2-1757 

Manelinsom Camisha 837 G.2-1856 

Mangtamag Polycarb 739 G.2-1758 

Manlapit Ferdinand V. 740 G.2-1759 

Mantanona Joseph 741 G.2-1760 

Mantanona Mel 838 G.2-1857 

Manuel John Kolden 742 G.2-1761 

Maodreg X 743 G.2-1762 

Marathag Jesus T. 744 G.2-1763 

Marc Marc 839 G.2-1858 

Marques III James 745 G.2-1764 

Marsh Kelly 479 G.2-1238 

Marsh Kelly 481 G.2-1240 

Marsh Kelly 482 G.2-1241 

Marsh Kelly 487 G.2-1248 

Marsh Kelly 489 G.2-1250 

Marsh Kelly 491 G.2-1252 

Marsh Kelly 493 G.2-1254 

Marsh Kelly 494 G.2-1255 

Marsh Kelly 495 G.2-1256 

Martinez Glare 13 G.2-12 

Martinez James 262 G.2-777 
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Martinez Jonathan 705 G.2-1724 

Martinez Matthew 746 G.2-1765 

Martinez Marcelano 747 G.2-1766 

Marucut Abel 748 G.2-1767 

Masga Anthony 749 G.2-1768 

Matanane Rudy 92 G.2-175 

Mauleg 56 G.2-72 

McCann Don 750 G.2-1769 

McCollum Catherine 32 G.2-30 

McManus Stephen 215 G.2-635 

McSweeney John M 751 G.2-1770 

Medengelei Grady 679 G.2-1680 

Medina Emilio 752 G.2-1771 

Medina Ernesto 753 G.2-1772 

Mel25 840 G.2-1859 

Mendiola Kimberly 54 G.2-70 

Mendiola Frederico 754 G.2-1773 

Mendiola A 755 G.2-1774 

Mendoza Dan 756 G.2-1775 

Meno Andrea 6 G.2-4 

Meno Prudencio Flores 145 G.2-374 

MENO FRANKY 303 G.2-849 

Menrige Alex 757 G.2-1776 

Mereb George M 759 G.2-1778 

Mesngon Daniel JR 760 G.2-1779 

Milan Rosemarie 30 G.2-28 

Milan Rosemarie 140 G.2-349 

Minagahet17 490 G.2-1251 

Miner Seval 761 G.2-1780 

Mitra Romeo 762 G.2-1781 

Mizelle Jr. Michael 763 G.2-1782 

mjborja 55 G.2-71 

Molinos Rene 339 G.2-930 

Molinos M 764 G.2-1783 

Montemayor Teofido A 765 G.2-1784 

Morrison Tommy 216 G.2-639 

Moses Mariano 766 G.2-1785 

Moya Mason 767 G.2-1786 

Moya Nixon 768 G.2-1787 
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Munoz Jose Jessico 769 G.2-1788 

MV Sablan 122 G.2-260 

N/A Bob 65 G.2-86 

NA NA 93 G.2-176 

NA Angelina 127 G.2-266 

NA Moneka 182 G.2-525 

Nagarajan Subasri 445 G.2-1156 

Nangauta Jessica 263 G.2-780 

Naomi 11 G.2-10 

Napoh Britney 841 G.2-1860 

Naral Heath F. 770 G.2-1789 

Native Chamorro 12 G.2-11 

Natividad Serafin 771 G.2-1790 

Naval Eduardo D. 772 G.2-1791 

Nedrano Jr. Cipriano 773 G.2-1792 

Nedskie 309 G.2-855 

Nelson Ramona 217 G.2-642 

Nena Nena 774 G.2-1793 

Nezumi 474 G.2-1233 

Nezumi 475 G.2-1234 

Nezumi 476 G.2-1235 

Ngarchkeli K 775 G.2-1794 

Nillaga Alberto 776 G.2-1795 

Nisarafach Paul 777 G.2-1796 

Nojadera Orlando 778 G.2-1797 

Nolos Emer O. 779 G.2-1798 

NoName NoName 843 G.2-1863 

none given Summer 887 G.2-1941 

Noret Philip 141 G.2-351 

Nosadera Jessie 787 G.2-1806 

NSantos 471 G.2-1230 

Nunal Gilbert 788 G.2-1807 

OCampo Eduardo L 789 G.2-1808 

OCampo Allan Dale 790 G.2-1809 

OCampo Leonardo S. 791 G.2-1810 

Okada Jayton 218 G.2-646 

One Guam Fisherman 43 G.2-45 

O'Neill Sean 123 G.2-262 
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Opena Gloria S 792 G.2-1811 

Osorio Ray 793 G.2-1812 

P. Salas 435 G.2-1144 

Pablo Mona 794 G.2-1813 

Paclibar Gil B 795 G.2-1814 

Paez Leoncio V. 796 G.2-1815 

Palacios Ben 219 G.2-650 

Palacios Edward 446 G.2-1157 

Palacios Edward 480 G.2-1239 

Pallera Jesusito Hl. 797 G.2-1816 

Palomo Richard R. 798 G.2-1817 

Palomo Simeon 477 G.2-1236 

Palsis Paul 799 G.2-1818 

Pangelinan Frank 278 G.2-824 

Pascual Federico 800 G.2-1819 

Pascual Michael R. 801 G.2-1820 

Paulino Juan 41 G.2-43 

Paulino Juan 42 G.2-44 

Paulino James 439 G.2-1148 

Payne Todd 802 G.2-1821 

Pelep Dominikihdo 803 G.2-1822 

Penikinos Speiko 804 G.2-1823 

Perez Zorka 24 G.2-21 

Perez J Rick 27 G.2-24 

Perez Sabina 222 G.2-658 

Perez Gregory 265 G.2-787 

Perez J Rick 288 G.2-834 

Perez J Rick 289 G.2-835 

Perez J Rick 290 G.2-836 

Perez Gregory 324 G.2-871 

Perez Preciosa Melissa 805 G.2-1824 

Perez J Rick 113 G.2-249 

Perez J Rick 114 G.2-250 

Perez J Rick 115 G.2-253 

Perez Sabina 183 G.2-527 

Perez Uriah 221 G.2-655 

Perez J Rick 28 G.2-25 

Perez J Rick 330 G.2-915 

Perez J Rick 333 G.2-919 



Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 

(2012 Roadmap Adjustments) SEIS Final July 2015

G.1-23 

Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Peterson Carl 184 G.2-531 

Peterson Carl 266 G.2-790 

Peterson Lars 467 G.2-1191 

Phinio Aisek A. 806 G.2-1825 

Pika Fejeran 353 G.2-1003 

Pika Fejeran 354 G.2-1005 

Pisalen Sios 807 G.2-1826 

Planner 34 G.2-32 

Pocaigue Jerry 808 G.2-1827 

Porter Maxmillan 809 G.2-1828 

Propago Jr. Florenceo 810 G.2-1829 

Protect Our Islands 497 G.2-1260 

Public Commentor 286 G.2-832 

Quenga Jonathan 845 G.2-1868 

Quichocho Kisha Borja 223 G.2-661 

quinata rani 319 G.2-866 

Quinata Sharon Rae 846 G.2-1869 

Quintanilla Justin 811 G.2-1830 

Quizon Rogelio 812 G.2-1831 

R X 815 G.2-1834 

RamoRog 305 G.2-851 

Ramos Judy L 813 G.2-1832 

Rechirikl Joe C. 814 G.2-1833 

Renguul Hiseichi 816 G.2-1835 

Reyes Kalani 7 G.2-5 

RG 20 G.2-18 

Rick from Fena Valley 461 G.2-1183 

Rikat Rickson 817 G.2-1836 

Rimey Fred 818 G.2-1837 

Rios Rolando 819 G.2-1838 

Rios Grace 847 G.2-1870 

Riveira Michael T. 848 G.2-1871 

rivera julia 291 G.2-837 

Rivera Willie 849 G.2-1872 

Robert F. Alexander 326 G.2-911 

Robert Y 472 G.2-1231 

Robertson John M. 81 G.2-115 

Robertson John 185 G.2-533 

Rock Timothy 26 G.2-23 
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Rock Timothy 66 G.2-87 

Rock Timothy 9 G.2-7 

Rokey M 850 G.2-1873 

Romero Rowena 851 G.2-1874 

Roots Shane 224 G.2-664 

Roper Sapastino 852 G.2-1875 

Rosario Kerrigan 853 G.2-1876 

Rose Abu 225 G.2-668 

Rose Abu 267 G.2-793 

Rose Abu 854 G.2-1878 

RoseNg 855 G.2-1879 

RPB333 48 G.2-64 

RPB333 49 G.2-65 

RPB333 50 G.2-66 

RPB333 51 G.2-67 

RPB333 52 G.2-68 

RPB333 53 G.2-69 

RTakano-Garcia 327 G.2-912 

Rupido Alexander 856 G.2-1880 

Sablan Frances 31 G.2-29 

Sablan Mark 104 G.2-193 

Sablan Bill 186 G.2-536 

Sablan Antonio 226 G.2-670 

Sablan Bill 227 G.2-673 

Sablan Emily G 268 G.2-796 

Sablan Patria 269 G.2-800 

Salas Benjamin M. 857 G.2-1881 

Salas Joaquin B. 858 G.2-1882 

Salas Michael 860 G.2-1884 

Salas Pedro 147 G.2-382 

Salas, Jr. Benjamin A.C. 859 G.2-1883 

Salcepuedes Angelito J. 861 G.2-1885 

Salugao Gil 862 G.2-1886 

Salvador Magg 863 G.2-1887 

Sampang Maria Paz 341 G.2-983 

Samson Ruben 307 G.2-853 

Samson Ruben 308 G.2-854 

San Nicolas Peter Joseph 187 G.2-538 

San Nicolas PJ 228 G.2-676 
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San Nicolas Laura 357 G.2-1014 

San Pedro Noel A. 865 G.2-1889 

Sangalang Ronny 864 G.2-1888 

Santayana Mary Rose 866 G.2-1890 

Santos Philip 188 G.2-541 

Santos Jamela 270 G.2-801 

Santos Norman M. 868 G.2-1892 

Santos Oswalt 869 G.2-1893 

Santos Travis 870 G.2-1894  

Santos Vicente C. 867 G.2-1891 

Sapitad Martinadu 871 G.2-1895 

Sarmiento Deborah B. 872 G.2-1896 

Saron Nelson 873 G.2-1897 

Sasla Ryan 874 G.2-1898 

Sgro Peter 229 G.2-679 

shanyona 29 G.2-27 

sherawe 21 G.2-18 

Signers Petition 340 G.2-931 

Siguenza Shannon 189 G.2-544 

Siguenza Shannon 230 G.2-684 

Siguenza Shannon 231 G.2-688 

Siguenza Shannon 271 G.2-804 

Simion Albim AK 876 G.2-1901 

Simon Gabriel 232 G.2-691 

Sinlao Aladin 877 G.2-1902 

Skoogman 492 G.2-1253 

Smiich 329 G.2-914 

Smith Torgun 878 G.2-1903 

smpalomo 75 G.2-106 

Social Work Student Alliance 15 G.2-14 

Solomon Ponsber 879 G.2-1904 

SOS_EC_CFM_MC 498 G.2-1261 

Soumataw Liwis K. 880 G.2-1905 

Soz Juanito 881 G.2-1906 

SR2014 SEIS3 84 G.2-118 

Subong Jesus R. 884 G.2-1938 

Sugwermal Manuel 885 G.2-1939 

Sumang R. 886 G.2-1940 
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T M 33 G.2-31 

Tabaco Marcelino S. 888 G.2-1942 

Tabilas Carlito D. 890 G.2-1944 

Tabon Melanio A. 889 G.2-1943  

Tago Jeffrey 891 G.2-1945 

Taimanglo Patricia 101 G.2-188 

Taimanglo Patricia 272 G.2-807 

Taimanglo Tristine 892 G.2-1946 

Taitano Tyrone 469 G.2-1228 

Talledo April 893 G.2-1947  

Tanaka Michelle D. 894 G.2-1948  

Tangonan Bienvenido M. 895 G.2-1949   

Tapeceria Roberto 896 G.2-1950 

Taylor Catherine 897 G.2-1951 

TDIAZ 465 G.2-1187 

Tedtaotao Cerra 898 G.2-1952  

Tenfise none given 899 G.2-1953  

Terlaje Tiara 154 G.2-441 

Terlaje Tiara 153 G.2-439 

Tio Victor 900 G.2-1954 

tnaputi 408 G.2-1115 

Tolentino Dorlan V. 901 G.2-1955 

Tomlinson Pat 155 G.2-442 

tonimorgan 4 G.2-2 

Torres Enrique 86 G.2-120 

Torres Trini 190 G.2-549 

Torres Trini 233 G.2-693 

Torres Rick 234 G.2-696 

Torres Rick 273 G.2-810 

Torres Trini 274 G.2-812 

Torres Nathaniel 902 G.2-1956   

Torres Trini 921 G.2-1976  

Toves Martha L.G. 275 G.2-814 

Travers Jack 903 G.2-1957   

Tretnoff Arthur 904 G.2-1958   

Trogon Jose G. 905 G.2-1959   

Tugade Jean V. 906 G.2-1960  

Tulabot Danilo J. 907 G.2-1961 

Tydingco-Massey Angela 908 G.2-1962  
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Comments from Individuals 

Last Name / Username First Name Comment ID Page # 

Ugalino Richard F. 909 G.2-1963  

Umulap Kos 910 G.2-1964  

Valencia Rodolfo 911 G.2-1965  

Van Engen Tom 293 G.2-839 

Velasco Fidel 912 G.2-1968  

Vice Diane 346 G.2-990 

Vicencio Neptaly P. 913 G.2-1967  

Villagomez Annalee 276 G.2-818 

VREYESJR 313 G.2-859 

VREYESJR 314 G.2-860 

Waathag Robert 914 G.2-1968 

Waite Timothy 14 G.2-13 

Weare M.D. William W. 85 G.2-119 

Webber Lee 40 G.2-42 

Weide Marilyn Vander 343 G.2-987 

William Manuel 915 G.2-1969 

woody 59 G.2-75 

woody 109 G.2-245 

WorldTraveler 62 G.2-83 

Wyttenback-Santos Richard H. J. 77 G.2-110 

Wyttenback-Santos Richard H. J. 94 G.2-179 

Yabut Frederick 916 G.2-1970 

Yabut Rogelio J. 917 G.2-1971  

Yabut Rogelio J. 918 G.2-1972 

Yona Veteran 39 G.2-41 

Ytlagmar Jeremy J. 919 G.2-1973  

 No Name Given 88 G.2-123 

 No Name Given 780 G.2-1799 

 No Name Given 781 G.2-1800 

 No Name Given 782 G.2-1801 

 No Name Given 783 G.2-1802 

 No Name Given 784 G.2-1803 

 No Name Given 785 G.2-1804 

 No Name Given 786 G.2-1805 
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Comment ID: #2

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

The preferreed alternative for the proposed live fire range over Ritidian National Wildlife Refuge must be removed.
Not only will this option significantly impact US Department of Interior Activities, it will have catastrophic impacts on 
recreational boating and fishing on Guam, which was not addressed in any detail in the SEIS.  By closing the 
Ritidian Point proximity for 270+ days per year, recreational fisherman and charter operators will lose one of the 
most important bluewater fishing areas on Guam.  The DoD already ties up enough of Guam's southern banks with 
training; it is a big ocean that does not belong to DoD, and the fishing community on Guam should not pay for 
training needs through more lost fishing locations.  As well, the congressional delegate on Guam has already 
submitted a resolution to enable the secretary of Navy to declare a surface danger zone over Ritidian, which 
seems to be in direct conflict with the NEPA process (predecisional action).

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 4/23/2014 11:27:54 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: live fire range on NW Field

Comment Date: 4/23/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:dan vice

2:A – Thank you for your comment. The Northwest Field LFTRC Alternative 5 is carried 
forward for analysis in the SEIS because it was determined to be feasible given the evaluation 
criteria used in the alternatives screening process. It may or may not be selected in the Record 
of Decision. DoD understands and recognizes the significance of recreational sites on DoD 
property and in the nearshore waters. Restricting access at certain times is required to maintain 
public safety. Impacts associated with reduced or restricted access to specific areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites potentially 
impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with 
stakeholders to develop plans for access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, 
and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Access will be granted at approved 
times such as when military training is not occurring. Upon entering an operational phase, 
coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet 
Marine Corps requirements. 

Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged 
Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to submerged lands under the Northwest 
Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 was edited to 
include fishing areas, including Fish Aggregating Devices. The recreational and sociocultural 
impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 
5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational 
boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones
would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range 
is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who 
would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface 
Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones.
Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to 
get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the 
recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training 
periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No 
additional mitigation is proposed.

2:B - H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, 
the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, the National 
Wildlife Refuge Administration Act, and the National Historic Preservation Act, among other 
environmental statutes.
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Comment ID: #4

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

As a Guamanian and a combat veteran of the USAF, I am appalled at the Marine's blatant dismissal of the natural 
and cultural conservation efforts of the local population if Guam. Furthermore, from my extensive military 
experience and as a student of global current affairs, I am extremely disappointed to see that the Marine's continue 
to cling to outdated strategies and training methods. Cyber and space superiority, as well as counterintelligence 
efforts must be paramount in today's austere military environment.  Any intelligent person that reads the news 
knows the real war wages in corporate conference rooms and between diplomats. Stop destroying dwindling 
preserves and historical sites for land wars that will never happen!! Ritidian is a NATIONAL wildlife preserve. Find 
somewhere else (e.g. NOT PACIFIC ISLANDS) to play cops and robbers.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 4/28/2014 4:21:48 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: NO MARINES ON GUAM

Comment Date: 4/28/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:tonimorgan

4 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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5 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected by access restrictions. Following publication of the Draft SEIS and in response to 
public comments, the DON re-evaluated the orientation of individual ranges under Alternative 5 
to determine if adjustments could be made to minimize public access impacts. Unfortunately, 
no further adjustments to the orientation of ranges under this Alternative are feasible given 
existing conditions and operational constraints. It should be noted that the public is currently 
restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 
would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The 
Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of 
the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. 

     Response:
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Comment ID: #6

Name: Andrea Meno

Email Address:

Comment:

Have you seen my island, met the people, swam in our waters? Guam supports military, with all our family 
members in them, we are proud. But I don't understand why you can take the little of our island that we only have 
away from us. I see the beauty in my island and can't see how you would want to destroy it. I am 19 years old, 
Guam is my island, my home, the only place my heart feels that exist. I see nothing pass those deep blue waters. 
Chamoru's are the people who created this island, we can heal people with what mother nature provides us. You 
are killing what heals us. You are killing us. You are taking what is not yours and destroying it. I hope to become a 
nurse to take care of my people of my island. But how am I supposed to do that when you are slowing killing us. 
Leave my island alone and use what you already have. You are taking till we have nothing left to take from. You 
are slowly stealing my home till all I can give you are the clothes on my back. This is my home. Those marines and 
families coming can NEVER say that. Guam is ALL I HAVE, but I wouldn't want it any other way. Don't destroy my 
island, my home, the only place I know. I love this island with a passion. I understand we have many problems that 
would probably never go away, but I hope this goes away and never come back. Give me back my island.

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/1/2014 9:08:13 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Why ?

Comment Date: 5/1/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

6 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #7

Name: Kalani Reyes

Email Address:

Comment:

What is the island of Guam worth? What about two thirds of the island of Tinian? How much compensation can we 
give to the people of Guam and Tinian to make them forget or not care about the loss of habitat for their 
endangered and endemic species and the loss of recreational use of beaches and portions of islands that they 
have come to enjoy? How much money can we give them to compensate for losing artifacts and cultural sites 
valuable to their already diminishing culture (also thanks to the military)? Just how much life and culture can we 
squeeze out of these islands until the people there are properly "Americans" and can be counted on not to rebel or 
rise against us, their oppressors? These are some of the questions whose answers are being sought in the pages 
of the SEIS document. What really are the answers? Life is priceless. Culture is priceless. You cannot put a 
monetary value on a culture that is already dying yet that is what the US is attempting to do. The cultural artifacts 
and ancient village sites, Pagan, the endangered sea turtles and birds which call the Ritidian Wildlife Refuge their 
home as well as the recreational value of the beach and hiking trails associated with Marbo cave, Pagat, and 
Ritidian cannot simply be bought off with the term "mitigation".  How can you possibly think that pouring a meager 
amount of money into educating the people about Pagat can substitute for Chamorros having access to the real 
thing? There is no substitute! Culture cannot be substituted for education and outreach although education does 
help. It is not substantial enough. We do not have "enough" cultural places of value on Guam and these ancient 
Chamorro sites and recreational sites ARE NOT "renewable". You cannot simply stumble upon or find a "new" 
beach to go to or suddenly discover a "never before seen" Ancient Chamorro village (unless the military allows 
access to the lands they have taken perhaps). These are NONRENEWABLE resources which will be destroyed by 
any military activity, all for the sake of military preparedness and temporary troops! On another note, the marine 
and terrestrial organisms of a place are NOT as "renewable" as the military thinks as well. "Mitigating" the negative 
effects of loss of the Ritidian refuge or loss of sea turtles and marine mammals who use acoustic sonar and are 
sensitive to the sounds of military drilling by creating another "newer" refuge elsewhere will not take a day, or a 
year or even two years. Sea turtles do not reproduce in large numbers, and they are endangered already. Our 
marine mammals and terrestrial organisms are the same. I am a marine biology major who is Chamorro and was 
born and raised here and have supported the creation of wildlife refuges, MPA's, and the Mariana Trench National 
Marine Monument. George Bush did not sign into effect a law creating the national marine monument only to allow 
it to be destroyed anyway by bombing, sonar, and artillery activities. A different plan is needed.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/7/2014 1:01:34 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: My Perspective on the SEIS

Comment Date: 5/7/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

7:A – Thank you for your comment. The purpose of the SEIS is to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed action. Impacts to natural and cultural resources have 
been evaluated and identified in the SEIS and will be considered in any decision-making that 
may follow the NEPA process. 

7:B –The issues raised are addressed in the SEIS. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested 
in this comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important 
contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #8

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I do not support the SEIS nor the installation of a surface danger zone and military training complex over at Ritidian 
nor do I support the establishment of one at Pagat or Marbo Cave. These places are culturally and recreationally 
valuable to the local people of Guam and I frequent them myself as well. The local people cannot simply be 
compensated for the loss of recreational and culturally valuable sites with money, outreach, or education. The 
military will simply have to find other sites elsewhere perhaps on the already established military bases and lands 
which they have taken from the local people of Guam or in places that are not as easily accessible to the locals or 
not recreationally valuable to us. 

Also, in addition to the damage which will be done culturally and recreationally there will be massive amounts of 
damage done to terrestrial organisms that have come to call the Ritidian Wildlife Refuge their home and the marine 
organisms which will be affected by the underwater drilling. 

Guam's crime rate is already at an all-time high and the addition of marines, their dependants, and others such as 
civilian contractors there will be a marked increase in crime because history tends to repeat itself and the 
reputation of the marines stationed in Japan and previously in the Phillippines is well-known. There needs to be a 
way to stagger the amount of troops coming here and to allocate troops to places other than on Guam. The 
defense of the United States in this region cannot be to the detriment of the people of Guam.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/8/2014 1:50:35 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: SEIS Perspective

Comment Date: 5/8/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:M671

8:A – Thank you for your comment. The issues raised are addressed in the SEIS. No specific 
changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response to it. However, this 
comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.

8:B – Potential impacts of the proposed action to terrestrial organisms in the wildlife refuge are 
addressed in the SEIS. The issue raised about marine organisms is outside the scope of the SEIS 
analysis, as there is no underwater drilling proposed as part of the proposed action.

8:C – The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa 
have caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island 
brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these 
issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS (Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high standard of conduct, and the 
DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the 
citizens of Guam.

As shown in Table 4.2-4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, the arrival of military 
population would be staggered over an extended period, starting in 2015 with the maximum 
number not reached until 2026.
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Comment ID: #9

Name: Timothy Rock

Email Address:

Comment:

Every solution to a firing range that we have gotten so far has not totally involved the military trying to keep the 
relocation of Okinawan Marine troops solely within the current footprint that the military on Guam occupies. I have 
seen no explanation as to why the current Tarague area firing range that the Air Force now has can't be expanded 
and used, why the vast track at Naval Mag cannot be used or why Tinian isn't viable alternative.

Aside from the cultural treasures in the jungles near Northwest Field and on the game preserve, this is becoming a 
popular area for tourists to visit with private development done not far from the Ritidian Preserve. The constant 
sound of gunfire 39+ months a year is hardly the soothing atmosphere that visitors want to encounter on a trip to 
the beach or the jungle.

Tourism is now Guam's main industry and we have a small island. The EIS must take into account environmental 
and cultural factors and also how the presence of a live fire range will affect the perception by tourists of Guam as 
a tropical haven. The more tourism businesses promote Guam as an exotic natural destination, the more sensitive 
the military must be to its actions and how they affect visitor perceptions of this popular tourism destination. Right 
now it doesn't factor this into its thinking.

And there is the reality that endangered sea turtles use offshore waters for mating and the beaches for nesting. 
How using the sea as a place to fire live ammo will affect our already taxed marine world has not been addressed.

I am not against "the build-up" per se. I am a Vietnam vet and my family members have served proudly. My brother 
is a career Army officer. The business community says it will aid the economy and create jobs. Most certainly at 
least a few local businesses will benefit and add more workers as a result. Those with real estate may prosper. 
The rich may certainly get richer which usually means more jobs and more taxpayers overall. With the added 
pressure on the local infrastructure, I hope there is also monetary federal relief to compensate. So far, there has 
been no guarantee.

However, since the military has so much of the island's land, I am against any current plan to infringe upon any 
more land, federal or private, and against any location of a firing range that would disturb the tranquility of the 
adjacent natural resources.

The military entities currently occupy a third of the island's land. If it can't figure out how to relocate using that land, 
maybe Guam is just too small for this project. 

I am also concerned that a great amount of our valuable reefs in our harbor will be destroyed for a seldom-used 
aircraft carrier turn around. But that's a different EIS.

Please come to Guam but put the collective resources of all the branches of the local military together and figure 
out, yes strategize, on how to do it with what the military already has.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/9/2014 1:29:52 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Protecting the Island Natural and Cultural Resources

Comment Date: 5/9/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

9:A – Thank you for your comment. The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called 
the Pati Point Range) as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS.
That EIS described the screening criteria and selection process that the DON applied to identify 
feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The Tarague Range did not satisfy 
the evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it 
would require a significant amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to 
re-construct the steep access road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion 
control issues associated with the extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would 
also be significantly impacted. While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives 
became possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone 
requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination 
that the Tarague Range was not a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed 
LFTRC at the current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be 
compatible with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size 
of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire 
training. The current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist 
with the Andersen AFB airfield due to a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current 
use of the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range and less frequent operations than 
required for Marine Corps live-fire training. 

The use of NAVMAG has been analyzed in the Draft SEIS as Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. 

The proposed training ranges on Guam would be used by Marines who are required to maintain 
their individual skills proficiency. Given the required frequency of such training, the LFTRC 
needs to be within driving distance of the cantonment area.

9:B –The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) notes that there 
could be impacts to tourism associated with militarization (see Section 4.3.8). Additional 
information, specific to impacts to tourist use of Ritidian Point has been added to Section 4.3.8 
of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

9:C –Potential impacts to sea turtles are discussed in the SEIS. In addition, the proposed firing 
ranges (under all alternatives) would be situated on land (including firing positions, target areas, 
and the earthen berms behind targets that contain expended rounds of ammunition). Under two 
alternatives, only the designated Surface Danger Zone would extend out over the ocean. The 
Surface Danger Zone is established to preserve public safety during range operations in the 
unlikely event that a fired round escapes the range (e.g., due to ricochets off of the berm). No 
ammunition would be intentionally fired over the ocean.

9:D –The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
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reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam levels, 
has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with 
affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.

With regard to federal relief towards infrastructure, the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) appropriated $106,400,000 for civilian water and 
wastewater improvements on Guam. As appropriate, specific projects utilizing these funds will 
be coordinated with the Economic Adjustment Committee in their plan to support public 
infrastructure requirements, which is discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS. Section 8102 
of the FY 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) appropriated $106.4 
million to the Secretary of Defense, acting through the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), 
for civilian water and wastewater improvements on Guam. These funds will remain available 
until expended. Additionally, the DoD would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian 
Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding 
adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population 
levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are 
exceeded. See Section 2.9 for further discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. 
Such support may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that would help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.
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10 – Thank you for your comment. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s 
intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the 
public can access the portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones. The text of Section 2.5.4.5 and Figure 2.5-6 were edited to reflect the
proposed new beach access. 
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Comment ID: #11

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I am a local resident who was born and raised on Guam.  It is very disturbing to read about the possible negative 
impacts the firing range will have on the Ritidian Wildlife Refuge.  "The refuge provides habitat for the last 
remaining populations of the endangered Mariana fruit bat, Mariana crow, and the Serianthes nelsonii tree." 
(www.fws.gov) This is Guam's only refuge. It should not be threatened or disturbed under any circumstance.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/12/2014 9:35:26 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Ritidian Wildlife Refuge

Comment Date: 5/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Naomi

11 – Thank you for your comment. As noted, potential impacts to the Ritidian Unit of the Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge are evaluated and documented in the SEIS. 
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Comment ID: #12

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

Bottom Line: U.S. military already occupy more than sufficient amount of Guam Land and waters, most of which is 
unused.  Additional acquisition of additional Guam Land for marine occupation is unjustified and unnecessary. The 
U.S. military has the talent and the resources to make the occupation by marines on Guam, work with the existing 
Lands already Fenced by the U.S. military. Additional assistance can be requested from the Local talents and 
resources if needed and desired. If U.S. military wishes to occupy more Guam Land, they should acquire it Legally 
through Purchasing or Leasing from Owners of the Land at Market Value or better.  The process for U.S. military 
acquisition of Land on Guam should be no different from the process done in Texas or any other state in the Union 
(Through working and negotiating with the Local Community and Local Government). This process should have-
been followed from the very start to finish.

Note. All comments/inputs submitted should all be made available to the public, nothing should be hidden 
(sensitive or not). This creates a mistrust in the publics eyes towards the U.S. military and this whole process.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/12/2014 8:06:23 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Marine Relocation & Occupation

Comment Date: 5/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Native Chamorro

12 – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS considers a range of feasible alternatives, some 
involving acquisition of land and many that do not. All of the alternatives are evaluated equally. 
The Preferred Alternative is located entirely on Federal property. However, if an alternative 
involving acquisition of additional land were to be selected in a Record of Decision, then (as 
noted in Section 5.1.15.2 of the Draft SEIS) the DON is required to comply with federal land 
acquisition laws and regulations, which include the requirement to offer just compensation to 
the land owner, to provide relocation assistance services and benefits to eligible displaced 
persons, to treat all owners in a fair and consistent manner, and to attempt first, in all instances, 
acquisition through negotiated purchase. 

All comments/inputs submitted during designated public comment periods will be made 
available to the public in the Final SEIS as part of the NEPA process, with the exception of 
comments that were marked “sensitive” by the commenter. 
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Comment ID: #13 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.  
 

     Response:

G.2-12



Comment ID: #14

Name: Timothy Waite

Email Address:

Comment:

We support the Guam Buildup for what it will do to continue to keep peace and stability in the Pacific Region. We 
also understand that the Guam buildup is expected to add 624 full-time civilian jobs next year and 7,031 new 
positions at its peak seven years from now. The Guam Buildup will provide more jobs, not just in the construction 
industry, but also jobs that will be created to operate, maintain and manage the new facilities for years to come. 
This is important for Guam's economy and for its self sufficiency. Conducted in accordance with a well thought out 
plan, the Buildup will not only be feasible, but sustainable for all parties involved. Let's not continue to talk, but start 
working on this project without further delay.

Organization: Simpson Strong-Tie Company

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/12/2014 9:01:13 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments) 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)

Comment Date: 5/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

14 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #15

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I would just like to address that the people of Guam were not included in any discussions between our government 
officials and the military. My concern besides the lack of input as a native Chamorro is what will become of my 
island once the US and the military are done utilizing our lands for "national security". I feel as though our affiliation 
with the US brings more risk than anything else. All of these "impact" statements seem to bring no true reward to 
our island. All of the invasive species brought here are because of the military it seems. When the military is done 
exploiting areas they never take ownership for the mess they create, look at Puerto Rico and Bikini Atoll. If all this 
is so good then why cant the testing and training be done in Hawaii or on US soil?

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/13/2014 5:11:53 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 5/13/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Social Work Student Alliance

15 – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated with 
this SEIS, the Chamorro people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concerns 
associated with the proposed military relocation.  Concerns identified include potential impacts 
on traditional Chamorro culture and the island’s sensitive resources, among others. While 
population increases can highlight cultural differences, they also present unique opportunities 
for cultural learning and sharing.  All concerns, including those of the native Chamorro people, 
will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #16 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.  
 

     Response:
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17:A – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
at the federal and Government of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and 
community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the 
relocation process.

17:B –The potential impacts to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from LFTRC alternatives are 
discussed in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. With implementation of the Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment program, range management Best Management Practices, and other 
stormwater Best Management Practices listed in Section 2.8, there would be a less than 
significant impact to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer due to range operations.

17:C –Although the Surface Danger Zone for Alternative 1 extends over the ocean, the area is 
not a known snorkel area; therefore, there would be no impacts to snorkeling. The LFTRC 
alternative at Northwest Field (Alternative 5) would restrict access to Ritidian Point beaches 
and snorkel areas during training operations. The DON understands and recognizes the
significance of recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to 
certain DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with 
reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for access 
that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and 
enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of 
Ritidian unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of 
the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the 
LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public 
can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
Surface Danger Zones. 

17:D –The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. Through the process of public involvement associated with 
this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
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cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture. 
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Comment ID: #18, #19, #20, #21 were marked as sensitive by the commenter and are 
therefore omitted. 
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Comment ID: #22

Name: Thomas Anderson

Email Address:

Comment:

The general public should recognize that they and their children will benefit from the positive aspects of the U.S. 
Marine relocation.

Organization: Black Construction

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/13/2014 5:48:43 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: support of SEIS

Comment Date: 5/13/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

22 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #23

Name: Glenda Carter

Email Address:

Comment:

I understand that the military contributes to the ecomomy of Guam, however, when it comes to Guam's natural 
resources, it'll be totally a different and sensitive topic. Guam has a very limited natural resources therefore as a 
citizen, it is my job to protect what is considered detrimental to my island. I am completely against to the use of 
ancient village (pagat) as a firing range as well as conducting a sonar activities around Guam waters and 
neighboring islands. Those are the few military activities that can damage the island of Guam which is also a threat 
for preserving our limited natural resources. 
Though, please take a little consideration on the causes of these military activities you are opposing to my island. 
Thank you.

Organization: Social Work Student Alliance

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/13/2014 8:27:57 PM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: The preservation of the natural resources

Comment Date: 5/13/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

23 – Thank you for your comment. No sonar activities are proposed under this action and this 
issue is therefore outside the scope of this SEIS. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested 
in this comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important 
contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #24

Name: Zorka Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

Our wildlife is important to our land.  Please do not harm our wildlife.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/14/2014 12:20:27 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 5/14/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

24 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #25 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.  
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Comment ID: #26

Name: Timothy Rock

Email Address:

Comment:

Please use this alternative:

Preliminary LFTRC Alternative -
NAVMAG North-South

The rest of your alternatives for a firing range affect tourism and local people too much.

Just do this:

Preliminary LFTRC Alternative -
NAVMAG North-South

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/14/2014 7:51:00 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Guam EIS

Comment Date: 5/14/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

26 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #27

Name: J Rick Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

Please find below comments and questions that I wish to submit for the upcoming SEIS community meeting 
related to the proposed preferred range at Ritidian:

1. What kinds of weapons will be used at each range to be considered for the build-up?

2. How much ammo, in terms of total weight, is expected to be discharged on an annual basis?

3. What are the range training tempos for say normal readiness training levels (inclusive of individual, small unit, 
etc.) and "surge" levels and for Combined ground combat or jungle warfare related training exercises, if 
applicable?

4. What specific environmental restoration and remediation efforts are going to be put into place to manage these 
ranges and how much money is being programmed by the Navy or Marine Corps for these efforts across each of 
the first five years of range activity beginning with the first year of expected operations?  What specific 
appropriations will be used to fund these efforts?

5. What specific models are used to determine risk and stray bullet levels?  What are the corresponding variables 
and assumptions used for range models?  What comparative data is the Navy using to come up with its risk 
ranges?

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/14/2014 9:16:01 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Firing Range - DoD Preferred Site

Comment Date: 5/14/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

27 – Thank you for your comment. The following numbered responses pertain to each of the 
points raised in your comment.

1. Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS describes the types of weapons, frequency of range use, and 
ammunition usage (day and night) for each proposed range. 

2. Ammunition usage at a range is not measured in terms of total weight.
3. The proposed LFTRC ranges are intended for individual training only and the frequency 

of anticipated use is addressed in Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS. For information about 
Marine Corps individual training requirements, refer to the Marine Corps Marksmanship 
Program on-line. Surge levels of use and “combined ground combat or jungle warfare 
related training exercises” are not proposed and are outside the scope of this SEIS.

4. The terms “environmental restoration” and “remediation” are specific regulatory terms 
that do not apply to the establishment and use of a new range complex. They refer to 
conditions in which long term use of a location, combined with a lack of appropriate 
hazardous materials/waste management or regulatory oversight, has led to contamination 
of the site that requires cleanup. The proposed LFTRC (including Hand Grenade Range) 
would be managed in accordance with current Marine Corps range management policies 
and procedures, which are designed to ensure the safe, efficient, effective, and 
environmentally sustainable use of the range area so that “environmental restoration and 
remediation” would not be necessary. A thorough explanation of range management is 
detailed in the 2010 Final EIS (Volume 2, Chapter 2: Description of Proposed Action and 
Alternatives, Section 2.3.1.4: Firing General Military Skills, pages 2-58 to 2-59). The 
same range management activities presented in the 2010 Final EIS would be applied 
(with any applicable updates) to the LFTRC and Hand Grenade Range proposed in this 
SEIS. These would include a range safety program, range maintenance, scheduling, 
access control, fire management, and environmental protection and monitoring activities. 
With regard to management of lead on the operational ranges, please refer to Table 2.8-1
of the SEIS that describes specific measures that will be carried out to minimize the 
impact of lead at the LFTRC, including compliance with Range Management Plans and 
the site-specific Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program. With 
implementation of the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program, range 
management Best Management Practices, and other stormwater Best Management 
Practices listed in Section 2.8, there would be a less than significant impact to the 
Northern Guam Lens Aquifer due to range operations. The programming and funding of 
these activities would be dependent on the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. 

5. Marine Corps Order 3570.1B specifies the Surface Danger Zones required for each type 
of weapons range. The specifications are standardized among all DoD ranges to 
maximize public health and safety. The risks associated with stray bullets are not 
modeled for each individual range but general statistical calculations of stray bullet 
behavior and risk are considered in the development of Surface Danger Zone 
specifications.
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Comment ID: #28

Name: J Rick Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

Define for the people of Guam and the Marianas what is defined as a "range" according to the Navy and Marine 
Corps.

How many "ranges" are slated for Guam and the NMI?

Exactly how much small, medium and large caliber ammo, in total weight, will be introduced on all range 
complexes on an annual basis?

Exactly what kinds of weapons, conventional and unconventional, will be used on Guam and under what conditions
or scenarios will variations in weapons training be seen?

What are the different levels and types and kinds of range training to be taking place on Guam?

What specific efforts will be made to conduct environmental restoration and remediation of range related activity?

What specific efforts will be made to guarantee that the aquifer lens is not further compromised?

When will the Navy and Air Force clean up all toxic sites on base that have been abandoned over the years.
Specifically, when will TCE and PCE and PCB environmental restoration and remediation efforts begin?

Why is Dennis McGinn not visiting Guam to hold community conversations?

Why do Navy leaders keep a distance and not engage with the community in a more engaging way?  Much more 
in the way of conversations need to take place.  The days of responding to this or that must change towards having
continual conversations.

Why has not Ray Mabus visited Guam?

How many hand grenades will be exploded on Guam every year?  What are the plans to protect the environment, 
the water and what plans are there to mitigate the noise?

Low altitude flights over various parts of the island at night are too loud.  Do something about mitigating constant 
noise pollution.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 12:08:34 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 5/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

28:A – Thank you for your comment. Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS describes the ranges, types of 
training, weapons, frequency of range use, and ammunition usage (day and night) that is 
proposed on Guam under the SEIS feasible alternatives. The DON does not at this time 
anticipate any conditions or scenarios that would result in variations in the planned use of the 
proposed ranges. If such conditions or scenarios arise in the future then the NEPA requirements 
for such changes (and the applicability of the SEIS) would be reevaluated at that time. 

The study area for the direct and indirect impact analysis is limited to land and submerged lands 
of Guam and does not extend to the CNMI. The cumulative effects study is limited to Guam 
and specifically excludes the CNMI because there is no proposed action for the CNMI in this 
SEIS. The decision regarding the military's future use of Tinian for training (which is being 
evaluated in the CJMT EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with 
regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD 
NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the 
Mariana Islands Training Range Complex Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in 
the cumulative effects section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and 
submerged land study area.

28:B –The terms “environmental restoration” and “remediation” are specific regulatory terms 
that do not apply to the establishment and use of a new range complex. They refer to conditions 
in which long term use of a location, combined with a lack of appropriate hazardous 
materials/waste management or regulatory oversight, has led to contamination of the site that 
requires cleanup. The proposed LFTRC (including Hand Grenade Range) would be managed in 
accordance with current Marine Corps range management policies and procedures, which are 
designed to ensure the safe, efficient, effective, and environmentally sustainable use of the 
range area so that “environmental restoration and remediation” would not be necessary. A 
thorough explanation of range management is detailed in the 2010 Final EIS (Volume 2, 
Chapter 2: Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives, Section 2.3.1.4: Firing General 
Military Skills, pages 2-58 to 2-59). The same range management activities presented in the 
2010 Final EIS would be applied (with any applicable updates) to the LFTRC and Hand 
Grenade Range proposed in this SEIS. These would include a range safety program, range 
maintenance, scheduling, access control, fire management, and environmental protection and 
monitoring activities. With regard to management of lead on the operational ranges, please refer 
to Table 2.8-1 of the SEIS that describes specific measures that will be carried out to minimize 
the impact of lead at the LFTRC, including compliance with Range Management Plans and the 
site-specific Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program. The programming and 
funding of these activities would be dependent on the alternative selected in the Record of 
Decision.

The potential impacts to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from LFTRC alternatives are 
discussed in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. With implementation of the Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment program, range management Best Management Practices, and other 
stormwater Best Management Practices listed in Section 2.8, there would be a less than 
significant impact to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer due to range operations.
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Programs such as the Installation Restoration Program, the Military Munitions Response 
Program and Formerly Used Defense Sites focus on cleaning up releases of hazardous 
substances and munitions that pose risks to the public and/or the environment at properties 
actively owned or used by the U.S. military, including the Navy and the Air Force. The Navy 
and Air Force are working to assess and clean up such sites on Guam under the appropriate 
program. In general, any such cleanup efforts are outside the scope of this SEIS. However, if 
the proposed project area contains or overlaps an assessment or cleanup site, the project would 
be designed to avoid the site if the site is still active (assessment/cleanup has not been 
completed and a decision of No Further Action Required has not been issued by regulatory 
agencies) and would comply with any land use restrictions assigned to the site. Page 4-154 
discusses procedures that would be followed should contaminated soil or groundwater be 
unexpectedly encountered during construction.

28:C –The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and 
Government of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and 
will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. The DON 
has kept the public informed about the project as required by NEPA, which included holding 
public scoping meetings and public hearings, maintaining an informative project website, and 
addressing public comments on the Draft SEIS. 

28:D –Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS states that 421 grenades per year are proposed for use at the 
Hand Grenade Range. The SEIS provides an analysis of potential water resource and noise 
impacts and discusses mitigation measures as appropriate. Aircraft operations are not part of the 
proposed action for this SEIS; however, they are part of the overall U.S. Marine Corps 
relocation to Guam. Impacts associated with aircraft operations were addressed in the 2010 
Final EIS (see Volume 2, Chapter 6).  Mitigation for existing noise pollution is outside the
scope of this SEIS.
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Comment ID: #29

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I am a native Chamorro. My grandmother is originally from the village of Hagatna and resided in Chalan Pago until 
her death about two years ago. My grandfather's family owned land in Ritidian and itconfiscated and never to be 
returned by the military before his death this year. Both were WWII survivors and never saw any reparations for the 
atrocities they suffered, because the US government did not see it as their "problem." I  along with many other 
locals my age, do not agree with the military buildup. I do not agree with the SEIS document and the actions it is 
trying in order to further abuse of our limited resources, our environment, our sovereignty, and ultimately our 
culture and way of life. My island has already been too heavily militarized and this document clearly has no 
consideration for the people that actually live here. I am not in support of this document or any future attempts to 
expand military activities on the island.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 2:53:59 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: No to buildup

Comment Date: 5/16/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:shanyona

29 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, and 
veterans benefits are important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. 
The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect 
avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on 
such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this 
comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #30

Name: Rosemarie Milan

Email Address:

Comment:

Imagine Guam being attacked by North Korea. Our allied Countries in the Asia Pacific Region are being harrassed 
and, their territories being illegally occupied. And there's really not much they can do about it. Who is there to help 
them but the United States of America.I, as a Guam voter, express my support for the relocation of U.S.Marines to 
Guam under the "Build-Up Lite" version presented in the Supplemental Enviromental Impact Statement (SEIS). 
What is good for our mother country America is good for Guam. The Military build up will create jobs, safety and 
security for Guam, U.S.A. It is best time to move forward now.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 3:23:44 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Supporting the Military Buildup

Comment Date: 5/16/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

30 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #31

Name: Frances Sablan

Email Address:

Comment:

I live in Washington state and my family has told me that in order to have a military build up on Guam means that a 
firing range will be erected in order to have the Marines located there.  I have plans to retire in the next few months 
and will be relocating back home to Guam.  In the meantime, I live thousands of miles from Fort Lewis and my 
family is presently feeling the grunt of a firing range.  My pictures fall off the wall when there are live firing practices 
taking place accompanied by vibrations on the glass doors and windows thinking it will soon shatter!  There is also 
the constant noise from the flying crafts that go over my house which also adds the vibration.  I don't know why 
Guam would want a buildup, but I do know that there is enough military bases on the island.  I'm sure the military 
will bring in the Marines or other military units it sees fit to be stationed on Guam and for me who has been from 
Guam and soon will settle there, I am happy with what is already on Island.  Thank you for giving me this 
opportunity to express myself.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 10:15:55 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic:

Comment Date: 5/16/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

31 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #32

Name: Catherine McCollum

Email Address:

Comment:

Guam is my home and I am of Chamorro descent.  I don't want destruction on the Island and I don't want this 
military buildup.  There are enough firing ranges on Guam and there is no need for another one.  I thought that the 
military services are all one and are to "share" their facilities.  Guam has enough bases to accommodate the 
active, retired and veterans.  There is a big need to expand medical services for the retired and veterans and I'm 
hoping that that takes precedence over the Military Buildup.  There is also the need for the federal government to 
involve themselves with the health of the local people because of all the toxins emitted by the dumping of toxic 
wastes throughout the years of military interventions, such as, DDT, PCP, lead and radiation poisons that they 
thought of in eradicating mosquitos, burying unexploded and used ordinances and such.  There has been an 
increase of cancers and other health problems that has plagued our island inhabitants.  This will definitely increase 
with a firing range and the fear of an accident of flying crafts over the local community.  Not only that, but traffic 
congestion and overall crime will certainly be elevated.  The United States should concentrate in our sovereignty 
promised years ago and correcting the Human Rights violation by denying us the right to our property, namely 
Ritidian.  You have given us the title of being an American Citizen, yet our rights are not fully satisfied.  Stop your 
dictatorship on all of the States and Territories of the US and precedence to those who are indigenous.  I thank you 
for giving me this opportunity to submit my testimony.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 11:08:01 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Guam Is My Home

Comment Date: 5/16/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

32 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #33

Name: M T

Email Address:

Comment:

Your mission and training is important for national security. However, Guam is a small island with limited natural 
resources. By having your firing range on Guam and in the Mariana Islands, it would devastate our environment 
and desecrate our lands. Guam and the Mariana Islands' environment/native species suffered throughout the 
years by the influx of other countries governing our land -Spain, Japan, USA. 

Please take your mission and your training to another location, so to not cause more damage to the environment of 
Guam and the Mariana Islands. I suggest, taking your mission to the Philippines, Hawaii, or somewhere in the 
continental USA. Thank you.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/16/2014 12:27:59 PM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Firing range on GU

Comment Date: 5/16/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

33 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #34

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I want to express my support for the proposed military buildup and the SEIS.  I believe that the military has been 
sensitive to the environmental issues in their planning for the buildup and I welcome the Marines in the coming 
years.
I further believe that the Marines, their families, visiting tourists and the local population can live together on this 
small island as one family.

With the continued treat from North Korea and possibly China in the coming years I personally would feel 
comfortable and safe knowing that the U.S. Military is here to protect us and our way of life.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/18/2014 5:27:33 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 5/18/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Planner

34 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #35

Name: Michael Ady

Email Address:

Comment:

Good morning!!
Would like to submit the attached for the record and would also like an opportunity to orally present my 
submission.
I can be reached at 6710687-3024 or mike@m80systems.com.
We will be at the event tonight at FD.

Adios

Michael R. Ady

Organization: M 80 Systems, Inc.

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: Yes Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/18/2014 9:16:47 PM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Writen and Oral

Comment Date: 5/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

35 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #36

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

As a proud Chamorro-Guamanian, I appreciate the importance and the magnitude of this discussion that our 
community is having about the military buildup. 

I have diligently listened to presentations regarding the pros and cons of the proposed Ritidian firing range. I 
certainly value the emphasis being placed to protect our environment, our indigenous rights, our land ownership, 
our safe haven, our economy, and culture.

I will state this, however:

I did not CHOOSE to be born on this beautiful island of Guam. But certainly, I am and shall always be grateful and 
proud that my heritage is Chamorro and that Guam is my island. I am very grateful that I did not have the choice. I 
thank our Creator for creating my father, my mother and me. I will live and die here. I have too much time on this 
earth anyway, so if you want to throw eggs at me, go right ahead. No bullets, please!

I did not CHOOSE to become a United States citizen, but I am proud to be one. I am grateful to President Truman 
for having signed the Organic Act in 1950 and for the team of Guam leaders, one of them being former Speaker 
Antonio B. Won Pat, for making this possible. No doubt there were dissensions, but what issues are without? 

I did not CHOOSE that our beautiful island is located in a strategic area and is a target for any foreign enemy. Our 
island does not have an iota of defense to protect ourselves. Or, do we? 

For this, I have the CHOICE to support the U.S. military build-up to defend our island with the close proximity of 
North Korea and communist China. Whether we live or die, I could sleep at night knowing that our people have the 
defense of the United States forces, in particular the United States Marines. 

Therefore, I stand now to support our Guam Delegate Madeleine Bordallo who has said “…there needs to be a 
live-fire training range on Guam for the readiness of military forces on island.”

Organization: Guam Memorial Hospital Volunteers Association

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/19/2014 2:58:41 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Military Buildup

Comment Date: 5/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Evelyna Taijeron Akimoto

36 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response:

G.2-38



Comment ID: #37

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I am in favor of this current SEIS and placing the firing range on or near Northwest Field.  The DOD has been very 
open to the people of Guam and has listened to our concerns.  I was against the original DEIS because it took too 
much property away.  The timeline was too fast and the buildup was too big at one time.  The current SEIS does 
not do that.  The US government has done a lot for our island and it's time we reciprocated.  It's time to move 
forward with this!
Some ask, "do we have to give up our land for our freedom?"  Sometimes we have to.  Imagine if the U.S. decided 
not to reclaim the islands during World War II.  There might not be any Chamorros around and we'd all be 
speaking Japanese.  The U.S. paid the original landowners a fair price at the time and we should be grateful for 
that too.

Organization: Cars Plus, LLC

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/19/2014 3:38:18 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Draft SEIS

Comment Date: 5/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Joey

37 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #38

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

The buildup is a very good thing for Guam, it should be a way to help defend America and Guam and provide the 
support for military forces in the Pacific Region.  The scheduling of the firing range can be compromised by 
providing some of the time in Tinian or Saipan when it is most critical for the local people to use the area.

Organization: self

Address:

, Other 

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/19/2014 5:44:44 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Comment on Buildup

Comment Date: 5/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:American Niyug

38 – Thank you for your comment. The proposed training ranges on Guam would be used by 
Marines who are required to maintain their individual skills proficiency. Given the required 
frequency of such training, the LFTRC needs to be within driving distance of the cantonment 
area. 
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Comment ID: #39

Name: tt

Email Address:

Comment:

For starters I am in favor of the relocation of Marines and other units to Guam.  As a thirty year veteran of the Navy 
serving as an Surface Ordnance Officer I fervently believe that the realignment of Marines and other forces to 
Guam is good for the Country, Guam, and will help stabilize the region. 
In reviewing firing range options.
1.  Naval Magazine: I operated Naval Magazine Guam while on active duty from 2002 to 2004.  It is not a suitable 
location for a firing range. Naval magazine possesses some of the most pristine habitat on Guam, it has a large 
number of cultural aritifacts, endangered species, and it is watershed for Fena, and a firing range would conflict 
and interfere with its use as munitions storage facility. It requires acquisition of land that is contrary to local 
sentiments regarding reduction of the DoD footprint and requires development of new access roads across 
agricultural lands. The distance from NTCS is considerable and would result in added traffic moving between the 
north and south.  Last it is simply too costly given the state of the federal budget. It would not be a wise use of the 
taxpayer's dollar.

2. The Pagat site requires acquisition of private land, again an option that runs contrary to a reduced DoD footprint 
and is complicated because of its proximity to GIAA flight corridors.  Though its location on the east side of the 
island has minimal effect upon fishing and other recreational activities it is a good second choice but a poor first 
option.

3. The northwest field site in my opinion is the most suitable option and has my support. Though occasionally 
restricting use of the waters off of Ritidian, my belief is that it effects a relatively small number of people engaged in 
fishing activities. Perhaps the work around would be to schedule range activities during those months when sea 
conditions in the north keep boaters south because of the risk involved.

Please do not let a vocal minority effect an affirmative decision to move forward in bringing the Marines to Guam.
The vast majority of those of us in business here support this endeavor!

Organization: Private Individual

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/19/2014 11:18:07 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Buildup and firing ranges

Comment Date: 5/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Yona Veteran

39 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The recreational and sociocultural 
impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 
5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational 
boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones
would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range 
is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who 
would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface 
Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones.
Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to 
get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the 
recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training 
periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No 
additional mitigation is proposed. 
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Comment ID: #40

Name: Lee Webber

Email Address:

Comment:

We would like to request that planned usage of the Ritiadian firing range be posted in a Notice to Marinars a 
minimum os 14 days prior to such usage. Additionally we request that the Navy do the same for Orote Point range 
usage (which is not presently done). This will minimize the adverse impact on commerce that presently occurs with 
Orote Popint range and keep the adverse economic impact to commerce at a minimum for the new range at 
Ritidian as well.

Organization: Micronesian Divers Association

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/20/2014 6:55:31 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Firing range usage notification

Comment Date: 5/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

40 – Thank you for your comment. The Surface Danger Zone encompasses nearshore and 
offshore waters. Access to these areas would be restricted during training operations. The DON 
would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard who would issue and 
broadcast a Notice to Mariners that will identify the location of the Surface Danger Zone and 
direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the Surface Danger Zone. Additionally, range 
lookouts would scan the Surface Danger Zone prior to and during live fire training to ensure 
that there are no vessels within or approaching the Surface Danger Zone. 

Operation of the Orote range is outside the scope of this SEIS. However, your suggestion 
regarding this range has been passed to Joint Region Marianas for consideration. 
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41 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements given existing 
conditions and operational constraints. It should be noted that the public is currently restricted 
from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been 
amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian 
Point not encumbered by the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. 
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Comment ID: #42

Name: Juan Paulino

Email Address:

Comment:

Since military on Guam already buys all its power from GPA, when will they turn over all their water supply and 
treatment facilities to GWA, and then just buy water from GWA?  Same with sewer and related treatment systems, 
when will they turn this over to GWA?  Please turn this over to GWA as part of the buildup and let GWA run all the 
water and waste water on Guam.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/20/2014 6:48:04 PM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Utilities

Comment Date: 5/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

42 – Thank you for your comment. The transfer of ownership of water and wastewater 
infrastructure located on DoD lands to Guam Waterworks Authority is beyond the scope of the 
proposed action in the SEIS. Please note that the DoD does rely in large part on Guam 
Waterworks Authority wastewater systems, with the one exception being Navy Base Guam at 
Apra Harbor. 
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Comment ID: #43

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

See PDF attached.

Organization: N/A

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: Yes Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/21/2014 1:17:08 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Mitigation Options

Comment Date: 5/21/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:One Guam Fisherman
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May 21st, 2014 

Encroachment of Surface Danger Zone on Primary Fishing Grounds in Northern Guam 

The US Navy is seeking public input on the Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) under 
the authority of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  The comments were developed with a 
very narrow focus and specific scope.  These comments are meant to address the impact of the SDZ 
upon important fishing grounds in northern Guam.  Specifically the Ritidian Reef line, Ritidian Shelf, 
Ritidian Pinnacles and the Rota Banks Corridor and surrounding areas. 

Over time, fishing areas and access to coastal fishing grounds have slowly been reduced and 
constrained.  The context of these comments must be taken with that reality in mind.   The reasons for 
this and the importance of resources to all the stakeholders is complex and outside the scope of these 
comments.    

Members of the fishing community like myself must take a position to help the US DOD to consider 
potentially workable mitigation solutions that are sustainable, solutions that will help to cushion the 
impacts of DOD’s plans for a live fire range and prevent the SDZ from being just one more step in the 
steady historical march (intended or otherwise) towards restricting fishing access to important marine 
resource areas around the island of Guam.  The area to be impacted by the SDZ has historically been a 
very important resource to the fishing community, particularly those fishing by boat.   

General Questions/Suggestions 

1. Combine ranges to the maximum extent practical to achieve minimization of SDZ coverage.  This 
may relate in particular to the smaller ranges other than the .50 cal. range. 
 

2. If possible, allow for a transit corridor near the reef to allow for vessels to get to the other side 
of the SDZ w/out having to go around.  Small vessels hug the reef and cannot safely head 
offshore to get to the other side.  Can this be achieved by raising a substantial wall/barrier 
feature at the ranges to so diminish the likelihood of a stray round impact that such a corridor 
can be considered?  

Potential Mitigation Options – Broad Policy 

1. Consider establishing (through whatever authority/administrative vehicle perhaps the with 
Congresswoman Bordallo’s guidance) the closure of the arc of southern banks (11-mile reef to 
White Tuna Banks) and Rota Banks and surrounding waters to outside parties/federal agencies 
(especially aerial live fire exercise areas, sanctuaries, national monuments etc.) for the exclusive 
use by Guam’s fishermen.  Management of such a set aside should be collaborative and non-
unilateral between stakeholders.   
 

Comment ID: #43 (Cont.)

43:D

43:C

43:B

43:A

43:A – Thank you for your comment. Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in 
Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to 
submerged lands under the Northwest Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected 
Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 were edited to include fishing areas, including Fish 
Aggregating Devices. The recreational and sociocultural impacts of the new public access 
restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, 
there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore 
fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones would be inaccessible during 
associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range is in use, the DON would 
provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast 
a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct 
vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and 
fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to get real time updates of 
active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be 
restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training periods. The cumulative impact 
section was edited to address the restrictions on public access over time.

43:B – No further adjustments to the orientation of ranges under this Alternative are feasible 
given existing conditions and operational constraints.

43:C – For safety reasons, a transit corridor would not be provided through the Surface Danger 
Zones during training events.

43:D – Topics related to the management of fisheries outside of the SEIS study area are 
important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, 
this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.
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2. Consider assisting the Government of Guam with establishing up a 24-hr enforcement entity to 
police the fishing set asides (against encroachment from foreign fishing pressure) as well as 
other existing Marine Protected Areas and preserves for the benefit of all parties.   

Specific Mitigation Options – Proposed Live Fire Range Ritidian 

1. Establish and maintain a series of special purpose buoys to define the perimeter of the .50 Cal 
SDZ over waters off of Ritidian.  Strategically place the buoys so that they form linear way points 
that boaters can easily avoid.  These buoys would double as FADs in reality and be a benefit to 
fishermen. 
 

2. Take action to ensure that within a reasonable time frame NOAA charts and commercial 
software are updated to show this special purpose buoy system. 
 

3. Regularly publish training range schedules relative to .50 cal. activities.  If such activities will not 
occur on weekends then permit fishing community transit and fishing within the SDZ exclusion 
buffer.  Some combination of media including newspapers, website, notice to mariners USCG 
broadcast, informational brochures can work.   
 

4. When possible, focus training within the 8 months from November to June (period should be 
verified with fishermen collectively) when waters are significantly rougher up north typically 
translating into less vessel traffic/fishing demand.   

Ultimately a shared use arrangement of the important waters off Ritidian can be mutually beneficial 
if the Navy and the Marines, who will be welcomed by this community, are honestly willing to 
consider solutions, some which may be “out of the box,” that address the fishing communities 
concerns.    

Thank you for recording these comments.  I trust the DOD will receive them in a cooperative spirit 
that they are offered.   

 

One Guam Fisherman… 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment ID: #43 (Cont.)

43:J

43:I

43:H

43:G

43:F

43:E

43:E – Topics related to the management of fisheries outside of the SEIS study area are 
important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, 
this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.

43:F – Buoys are not required to mark the edges of the Surface Danger Zones. In addition, there 
are inherent challenges of establishing buoys in this area due to depth and currents. Therefore, 
the installation of buoys are not proposed. 

43:G – Buoys are not required to mark the edges of the Surface Danger Zones. In addition, 
there are inherent challenges of establishing buoys in this area due to depth and currents. 
Therefore, the installation of buoys are not proposed. However, the boundaries of the Surface 
Danger Zones would be clearly marked on nautical maps.

43:H – The DoD understands and recognizes the significance of fishing areas on the north side 
of Guam. Restricting access during training is required to maintain public safety. Upon entering 
an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by 
Range Operations to meet Marine Corps requirements. To provide awareness of times that the 
range is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, 
who would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the 
Surface Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger 
Zones. Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or 
phone to get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize impacts.

43:I – The training schedule is subject to many variables and DoD is unable to commit to 
specific months of training.

43:J – The DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for access that 
balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and enjoyment 
of these sites. It is the intent of DoD to maintain public access consistent with safety and 
operational requirements. 
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Comment ID: #44

Name: Maria Hernandez

Email Address:

Comment:

Please see attached document.

Si Yu'us Ma'ase,
Maria Hernandez
Tamuning Resident
Student, University of Guam

Organization: University of Guam

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/21/2014 6:58:31 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Firing Range at Ritidian

Comment Date: 5/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

44 – No document was attached to this online submittal. 
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Comment ID: #45

Name: Maria Hernandez

Email Address:

Comment:

Please see attached.

Si Yu'us Ma'ase,
Maria Hernandez
Student, University of Guam

Organization: University of Guam

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: Yes Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/21/2014 7:00:08 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Firing Range at Ritidian

Comment Date: 5/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

45 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is 
a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by 
the federal government. However, prior land acquisition issues are outside the scope of NEPA 
and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an 
indirect avenue for concerned citizens’ to inform local and federal policy-makers about their 
views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response 
to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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May 21, 2014

As a 25-year-old resident of Guam, born and raised on this beautiful island, a student at the 
University of Guam, as well as a member of the Flores family, original landowners of Ritidian, I 
strongly oppose placing a live firing range at Ritidian. 

A firing range on our sacred land is a complete abomination and slap in the face to our culture, 
heritage and people. 

I attended all three forums at Okkodu, Father Duenas and McCool and I hope that you listened to 
every single testimonial. This is the land of the people.

While it is legally federal land, this is the result of a past atrocious injustice that needs to be 
reversed. 

In a nutshell, it's federal land, but the sdz (surface danger zone) or safety buffer zone around the 
range will overlay the wildlife refuge, which was originally my family's land. We are fighting for 
its return after it was condemned in the early 60s for national defense with a promise to be 
returned to my great grandfather, Benigno Martinez Flores. It was deemed excess in 1991 by the 
Navy and was to be returned to the government of Guam, but Fish and Wildlife and the federal 
government snatched it from under our noses. Governor Ada, acting governor at the time, 
without getting any consent from the landowners, signed it off to the refuge. The wildlife refuge 
has basically held our land hostage for 20 years--there are no endangered species down there. 
Many people have gone done to inspect the property, including the governor and 
congresswoman, and have not seen any preservation of species. The firing zone is now another 
hurdle that we have to get across before we get our land back.

I believe that the treatment that my family and the people of Guam have gotten during these last 
few years has been in blatant disregard for the concerns of the indigenous people of the island.

While the mayors signed off with a resounding yes to the build-up and firing range at Litekyan 
(Ritidian) during a closed-door meeting, this was absolutely unconstitutional as they did so 
without getting any feedback from the residents. With this being said, their signatures should be 
considered null and void. 

The governor is a business man--a member of one of the wealthiest families on the island, and so 
his interests are absolutely invested in his own businesses and not for what is best for the people 
of Guam.

We need leaders who will stand up for our community, our sacred land, and our culture and 
heritage when we are hit with such stark bullying by the U.S. government. 

Comment ID: #45 (Cont.)
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“Guam is not just a piece of real estate to be exploited for its money-making potential. Above all 
else, Guam is the homeland of the Chamorro people. That is a fundamental, undeniable truth. We 
are very profoundly “taotao tano’”—people of the land. This land, tiny as it is, belongs to us just 
as surely, just as inseparably, as we belong to it. No tragedy of history or declaration of conquest, 
no legalistic double-talk can change that fact. Guam is our legacy. Is it for sale? How can one 
sell a national birthright?”

—Former Governor Ricardo J. Bordallo

Comment ID: #45 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #46

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

attahced is the SEIS Comment from NASW Guam chapter

Organization: NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, GUAM CHAPT

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: Yes Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/22/2014 6:28:20 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: SEIS

Comment Date: 5/22/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
SOCIAL WORKERS GUAM 
CHAPTE

46 – Thank you for your comment. Impacts to public health agencies are assessed in Section 
4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). In Section 
4.1.15 of the SEIS, impacts to public health agencies were determined to be significant and 
mitigations for significant impacts are presented in Section 4.1.15. Additional information 
regarding the impacts to Guam public service agencies has been added to the SEIS, which 
presents costs associated with additional facilities and equipment in dollar terms.
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Impressions on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments)
Presented to the Guam Legislature Roundtable Discussion

On April 28, 2014

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The National Association of Social Workers (NASW) is the largest membership organization of 
professional social workers in the world, with 150,000 members. NASW works to enhance the
professional growth and development of its members, to create and maintain professional 
standards, and to advance sound social policies. The Guam chapter of NASW was established in 
1999 and has been a voice in advocating for social and economic justice on island, as well as for 
the general human rights of all people living on the island.   

Social workers have consistently advocated for a just and peaceful world. Social justice is 
central to the profession’s values and specifically emphasized in the NASW Code of Ethics
(1999) as social work professionals are instructed to “promote policies that safeguard the rights 
of and confirm equity and social justice for all people.” Social workers are similarly encouraged 
to learn other languages, become informed about all aspects of other cultures, and apply the 
profession’s values to work with clients of all races, ethnicities and sexual orientations. Key 
aspects of promoting peace and social justice, and topics of concern to NASW, are the 
prevention of human trafficking, poverty alleviation, and prevention of torture. Social justice is 
inherent in efforts to create a peaceful world, whether in our own families and neighborhoods, or 
globally. 

In 2006, the United States entered into a bilateral agreement addressing U.S. military activities in 
Japan.  As part of the agreement, it was revealed that 8,600 U.S. Marines would be transferred 
from Okinawa to Guam by 2014.  In the SEIS, this number has been reduced to just under 5,000 
combat troops. Nonetheless, this number will be coupled with dependents and support personnel 
to total about 10,000 people.   Given that Guam’s current population is approximately 160,000 
people; this computes to a 6.25% population increase.  This kind of population growth in a short 
period of time will have serious consequences for our island’s frail social service system. 

The recent release of the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) has raised 
numerous concerns about how the relocation plan is designed and more specifically, how it will 
impact the lives of people living outside of the military footprint.  The National Association of 
Social Workers, Guam chapter is gravely concerned about the impact of the Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation plan’s impact on general human services on island.  

Comment ID: #46 (Cont.)
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II. IMPACT ON GENERAL HUMAN SERVICES 

In consultation with various human services organizations throughout the island upon the release 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in November 2009, it was clear that 
programmatic operations would be significantly impacted by the proposed military actions.  
Human service organizations include both government and non-government sectors.  More 
specifically, government agencies of concern included the Department of Public Health and 
Social Services, the Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center, the Guam Memorial Hospital 
Authority, the Department of Youth Affairs, and the Department of Integrated Services for 
Individuals with Disabilities.  Likewise, our island’s Non-Government Organizations (NGO) 
sector will be impacted.  Organizations such as Sanctuary, Incorporated; Oasis; Victim 
Advocates Reaching Out; Guam Legal Services Corporation; and the Salvation Lighthouse 
Recovery Center, who provide vital social services in our community, also stand to be impacted.
The SEIS does not sufficiently address concerns impacting human service organizations, 
nor does it propose any mitigation measures to address areas of impact. 

A major point of contention in the SEIS that is not specifically addressed in the document is in 
determining whose burden it is to pay for infrastructural upgrades to Guam’s human service 
organizations.  It is widely known- as reported in the media- that Guam’s social service spectrum 
barely meets the needs of our local community.  In consideration of the major population influx 
that is projected in the SEIS, it is indisputable that Guam’s service network cannot accommodate 
such an influx.  The following discusses the current state of several of Guam’s governmental, 
social service agencies, as well as points of clarification and suggestion in an effort to mitigate 
significant impacts on our local community.  

Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center (GBHWC)
The GBHWC provides inpatient, outpatient, and residential services for those suffering from 
mental illness or substance abuse problems and for children with serious emotional disturbances.  
Complex cases are sent off-island for specialized treatment not provided locally for adults and 
children.  The past DEIS stated, “According to an Okinawan activist group (Okinawa Women 
Act Against Military Violence 2009), an estimated 7,000 Filipinas today serve as prostitutes – on
entertainment visas – for U.S. military personnel in Okinawa, even though prostitution is illegal 
in Japan” (Vol. 2 Ch. 16, p. 35).  Since Guam’s adult entertainment industry is nowhere near 
this size, will Guam have a repeat of what happened in “the history of U.S. military presence in 
Okinawa, [where] arguments of justice and jurisdiction surround hundreds of allegations of 
sexual crimes that have been reported through the years?” The DEIS stated that “from 1945 to 
1950, 278 rapes by U.S. servicemen were reported and an additional 200 rapes by U.S. military 
personnel were reported between 1972 and 1997 (Caron 1999).” If this happens in our 
community, who will pay for services to resolve trauma to these women that includes therapy,
other mental health services, and drug and alcohol treatment?  As you know, the Guam 
Behavioral Health and Wellness Center has gone through its struggles in meeting the needs of 
Guam’s community.  There should be an increase of funding for Gov Guam agencies and Non-
profit organizations by the Department of Defense so that there will be adequate services 
available to provide for local and military dependants without the burden being entirely on the 
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Government of Guam to ensure the safety of the island.  According to a presentation held at the 
legislature on February 4, 2010, Dr. Andrea M.S. Letheiser, a Clinical Administrator for the 
Department of Mental Health and Substance Abuse reported that in the area of Substance Abuse 
20% of their clients are from the military. Before the proposed build-up can occur, military
commands must sign and put in place Memoranda of Understanding addressing the payment 
structure and services to be provided by Government of Guam agencies to military personnel and 
other persons associated with this build-up.  GovGuam should be asking, “What additional 
federal sources of funding can be provided to support such services?”

Guam Memorial Hospital Authority (GMHA)
The hospital currently has a bed capacity of 208, with 159 beds designated for acute care. The 
Social Services Supervisor at GMHA reported that the hospital “is at 100% capacity for over 
three weeks out of the month in all adult wards.”  It is not uncommon for the media to report 
patients in the hallways of the GMHA waiting for the availability of a room.  Further, the lack of 
specialty care available on island adds another level of complexity, necessitating the transfer of 
patients to medical treatment centers in places such as the Philippines and the U.S. states of 
Hawaii and California.  It is clear that without corresponding increases in bed spaces and other 
resources to the island’s health care system, potential health and safety impacts could include: a
longer wait/response times for patients; Fewer or no available providers on island for chronic or 
acute issues; Complications or death from delayed treatment; and/or requirements for patients to 
travel off-island to receive adequate treatment. Our island population is approximately 160,000 
with an estimated 60,000 individuals who are uninsured or underinsured.  Guam’s federal 
matching funds for Medicaid is a lower rate than allowed to most other U.S. states and territories 
at 50% the minimum rate.  How will Gov Guam come up with the money to pay for the 
exhausted cap if the minimum rate is not increased and the population is tripled within a shorter 
time frame? GovGuam needs to ask, “What can the U.S. military do to ensure raising the 
Medicaid and Medicare caps applicable to Guam?”  The proposed build-up should not occur 
until said caps are lifted.  Further, in planning for a community response to the projected rapes
and other sexual crimes to be committed by U.S. servicemen, who will pay for the medical 
treatment of survivors of sexual assault- to include HIV/AIDS screening and treatment? 

Because the U.S. Naval Hospital Guam is a state-of-the-art medical facility, it is recommended 
that all personnel related to the build-up, including non-military persons, their family members, 
and victims of their crimes receive medical treatment and services at the U.S. Naval Hospital 
Guam.   If this recommendation is not achievable, then military commands must sign and put in 
place Memoranda of Understanding addressing the payment structure and services to be 
provided by Government of Guam agencies before the transfer of troops to Guam begins. If all 
personnel related to the build-up, including non-military persons, and their family members are 
to receive services at the Guam Memorial Hospital, then all military contractors should provide 
full and adequate health insurance coverage for all employed workers, so as to ensure that they 
are not added to the current population who are uninsured or underinsured on island.

The NASW, Guam chapter poses the question of whether JGPO or other decisional ranking 
military members have considered investing in the Guam Memorial Hospital or allowing the 
civilian community to access services at the U.S. Naval Hospital Guam, so as to share resources 
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in the area of health care beyond the borders of military fences.  This would constitute the true 
spirit of inafamao’lek by demonstrating a more reciprocal, mutually beneficial relationship 
between neighbors on the island.   

Department of Public Health and Social Services (DPHSS)
DPHSS provides services in the area of primary care, environmental health, welfare and social 
services, and senior services.  The agency oversees the provision of services to include the 
Northern, Central, and Southern community health centers providing primary health care 
services.     DPHSS is also responsible for the distribution of welfare benefits and program 
assistance to include MIP and Medicaid; licensing of child care facilities and foster homes; 
protective services for children, senior citizens, and persons with disabilities; the administration 
of health and sanitary certificates; immunizations; issuance of birth and death certificates; 
reporting communicable diseases, and other community support services.  GDPHSS targets the 
most indigent populations for health care. Thus the majority of individuals accessing services are 
uninsured. It is noted that many individuals accessing services do have health insurance, but 
unaffordable co-payments for services or medications, or missing coverage of specific services 
and medications makes it necessary that these individuals to access the free services of public 
health. The population growth associated with the proposed action would contribute to these 
uninsured and underinsured populations. Caps in MediCaid and Medicare, as well as funding 
provided thru HRSA and the Center for Disease Control must be increased to provide services 
for the additional population projected BEFORE the transfer of Marines and other build-up
related personnel.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

While this statement barely skims the complexities of the issues related to the proposed Marines 
relocation to Guam, the National Association of Social Workers, Guam chapter offers the 
following recommendations:

1. That a request for the extension of the comment period for the Draft SEIS be 
extended by at least 30 days, for a total comment period of 90 days. This aims to 
increase the degree of community participation and affords much needed time to 
review the DSEIS;

2. That the agency directors provide a short briefing sheet on the impact of the proposed 
Marine relocation plan to their respective agency’s services.  This feedback from 
agencies will provide community members and stakeholders of this issue relevant 
information that only agency personnel are privy to and that may be used as we 
respond to this plan;

3. That the Guam Legislature- as in the case of the DEIS in 2010- invite line agencies to 
a similarly fashioned roundtable discussion to present and respond to questions about 
the proposed plan’s impact on their services and that these comments and discussion 
be transmitted to JGPO; and 
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4. That all branches of the Government of Guam hold JGPO and the U.S. Department of 
Defense accountable to responding to our concerns submitted in this commenting  
process.  In the case of the 2009 DEIS, community concerns were not addressed in 
the Final EIS and ultimately, the Record of Decision was signed setting into motion 
the planned build-up. This was the case even after our community submitted 
approximately 10,000 comments that was described by General Bice as 
“unprecedented in D.O.D. history.” Had it not been for the lawsuit brought against 
the Department of Defense- of which the Guam Historic Preservation Trust and We 
Are Guahan were apart- we would not have had the opportunity for this SEIS and the 
reductions and reconfiguration of the current plan.  As leaders of Guam, the NASW, 
Guam chapter call on you to lead these efforts! 

Delivered By:
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Impressions on the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments)
Presented to the Guam Legislature Roundtable Discussion

On April 28, 2014

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The National Association of Social Workers (NASW) is the largest membership organization of 
professional social workers in the world, with 150,000 members. NASW works to enhance the
professional growth and development of its members, to create and maintain professional 
standards, and to advance sound social policies. The Guam chapter of NASW was established in 
1999 and has been a voice in advocating for social and economic justice on island, as well as for 
the general human rights of all people living on the island.   

Social workers have consistently advocated for a just and peaceful world. Social justice is 
central to the profession’s values and specifically emphasized in the NASW Code of Ethics
(1999) as social work professionals are instructed to “promote policies that safeguard the rights 
of and confirm equity and social justice for all people.” Social workers are similarly encouraged 
to learn other languages, become informed about all aspects of other cultures, and apply the 
profession’s values to work with clients of all races, ethnicities and sexual orientations. Key 
aspects of promoting peace and social justice, and topics of concern to NASW, are the 
prevention of human trafficking, poverty alleviation, and prevention of torture. Social justice is 
inherent in efforts to create a peaceful world, whether in our own families and neighborhoods, or 
globally. 

In 2006, the United States entered into a bilateral agreement addressing U.S. military activities in 
Japan.  As part of the agreement, it was revealed that 8,600 U.S. Marines would be transferred 
from Okinawa to Guam by 2014.  In the SEIS, this number has been reduced to just under 5,000 
combat troops. Nonetheless, this number will be coupled with dependents and support personnel 
to total about 10,000 people.   Given that Guam’s current population is approximately 160,000 
people; this computes to a 6.25% population increase.  This kind of population growth in a short 
period of time will have serious consequences for our island’s frail social service system. 

The recent release of the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) has raised 
numerous concerns about how the relocation plan is designed and more specifically, how it will 
impact the lives of people living outside of the military footprint.  The National Association of 
Social Workers, Guam chapter is gravely concerned about the impact of the Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation plan’s impact on general human services on island.  
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II. IMPACT ON GENERAL HUMAN SERVICES 

In consultation with various human services organizations throughout the island upon the release 
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in November 2009, it was clear that 
programmatic operations would be significantly impacted by the proposed military actions.  
Human service organizations include both government and non-government sectors.  More 
specifically, government agencies of concern included the Department of Public Health and 
Social Services, the Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center, the Guam Memorial Hospital 
Authority, the Department of Youth Affairs, and the Department of Integrated Services for 
Individuals with Disabilities.  Likewise, our island’s Non-Government Organizations (NGO) 
sector will be impacted.  Organizations such as Sanctuary, Incorporated; Oasis; Victim 
Advocates Reaching Out; Guam Legal Services Corporation; and the Salvation Lighthouse 
Recovery Center, who provide vital social services in our community, also stand to be impacted.
The SEIS does not sufficiently address concerns impacting human service organizations, 
nor does it propose any mitigation measures to address areas of impact. 

A major point of contention in the SEIS that is not specifically addressed in the document is in 
determining whose burden it is to pay for infrastructural upgrades to Guam’s human service 
organizations.  It is widely known- as reported in the media- that Guam’s social service spectrum 
barely meets the needs of our local community.  In consideration of the major population influx 
that is projected in the SEIS, it is indisputable that Guam’s service network cannot accommodate 
such an influx.  The following discusses the current state of several of Guam’s governmental, 
social service agencies, as well as points of clarification and suggestion in an effort to mitigate 
significant impacts on our local community.  

Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center (GBHWC)
The GBHWC provides inpatient, outpatient, and residential services for those suffering from 
mental illness or substance abuse problems and for children with serious emotional disturbances.  
Complex cases are sent off-island for specialized treatment not provided locally for adults and 
children.  The past DEIS stated, “According to an Okinawan activist group (Okinawa Women 
Act Against Military Violence 2009), an estimated 7,000 Filipinas today serve as prostitutes – on
entertainment visas – for U.S. military personnel in Okinawa, even though prostitution is illegal 
in Japan” (Vol. 2 Ch. 16, p. 35).  Since Guam’s adult entertainment industry is nowhere near 
this size, will Guam have a repeat of what happened in “the history of U.S. military presence in 
Okinawa, [where] arguments of justice and jurisdiction surround hundreds of allegations of 
sexual crimes that have been reported through the years?” The DEIS stated that “from 1945 to 
1950, 278 rapes by U.S. servicemen were reported and an additional 200 rapes by U.S. military 
personnel were reported between 1972 and 1997 (Caron 1999).” If this happens in our 
community, who will pay for services to resolve trauma to these women that includes therapy,
other mental health services, and drug and alcohol treatment?  As you know, the Guam 
Behavioral Health and Wellness Center has gone through its struggles in meeting the needs of 
Guam’s community.  There should be an increase of funding for Gov Guam agencies and Non-
profit organizations by the Department of Defense so that there will be adequate services 
available to provide for local and military dependants without the burden being entirely on the 
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Government of Guam to ensure the safety of the island.  According to a presentation held at the 
legislature on February 4, 2010, Dr. Andrea M.S. Letheiser, a Clinical Administrator for the 
Department of Mental Health and Substance Abuse reported that in the area of Substance Abuse 
20% of their clients are from the military. Before the proposed build-up can occur, military
commands must sign and put in place Memoranda of Understanding addressing the payment 
structure and services to be provided by Government of Guam agencies to military personnel and 
other persons associated with this build-up.  GovGuam should be asking, “What additional 
federal sources of funding can be provided to support such services?”

Guam Memorial Hospital Authority (GMHA)
The hospital currently has a bed capacity of 208, with 159 beds designated for acute care. The 
Social Services Supervisor at GMHA reported that the hospital “is at 100% capacity for over 
three weeks out of the month in all adult wards.”  It is not uncommon for the media to report 
patients in the hallways of the GMHA waiting for the availability of a room.  Further, the lack of 
specialty care available on island adds another level of complexity, necessitating the transfer of 
patients to medical treatment centers in places such as the Philippines and the U.S. states of 
Hawaii and California.  It is clear that without corresponding increases in bed spaces and other 
resources to the island’s health care system, potential health and safety impacts could include: a
longer wait/response times for patients; Fewer or no available providers on island for chronic or 
acute issues; Complications or death from delayed treatment; and/or requirements for patients to 
travel off-island to receive adequate treatment. Our island population is approximately 160,000 
with an estimated 60,000 individuals who are uninsured or underinsured.  Guam’s federal 
matching funds for Medicaid is a lower rate than allowed to most other U.S. states and territories 
at 50% the minimum rate.  How will Gov Guam come up with the money to pay for the 
exhausted cap if the minimum rate is not increased and the population is tripled within a shorter 
time frame? GovGuam needs to ask, “What can the U.S. military do to ensure raising the 
Medicaid and Medicare caps applicable to Guam?”  The proposed build-up should not occur 
until said caps are lifted.  Further, in planning for a community response to the projected rapes
and other sexual crimes to be committed by U.S. servicemen, who will pay for the medical 
treatment of survivors of sexual assault- to include HIV/AIDS screening and treatment? 

Because the U.S. Naval Hospital Guam is a state-of-the-art medical facility, it is recommended 
that all personnel related to the build-up, including non-military persons, their family members, 
and victims of their crimes receive medical treatment and services at the U.S. Naval Hospital 
Guam.   If this recommendation is not achievable, then military commands must sign and put in 
place Memoranda of Understanding addressing the payment structure and services to be 
provided by Government of Guam agencies before the transfer of troops to Guam begins. If all 
personnel related to the build-up, including non-military persons, and their family members are 
to receive services at the Guam Memorial Hospital, then all military contractors should provide 
full and adequate health insurance coverage for all employed workers, so as to ensure that they 
are not added to the current population who are uninsured or underinsured on island.

The NASW, Guam chapter poses the question of whether JGPO or other decisional ranking 
military members have considered investing in the Guam Memorial Hospital or allowing the 
civilian community to access services at the U.S. Naval Hospital Guam, so as to share resources 
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in the area of health care beyond the borders of military fences.  This would constitute the true 
spirit of inafamao’lek by demonstrating a more reciprocal, mutually beneficial relationship 
between neighbors on the island.   

Department of Public Health and Social Services (DPHSS)
DPHSS provides services in the area of primary care, environmental health, welfare and social 
services, and senior services.  The agency oversees the provision of services to include the 
Northern, Central, and Southern community health centers providing primary health care 
services.     DPHSS is also responsible for the distribution of welfare benefits and program 
assistance to include MIP and Medicaid; licensing of child care facilities and foster homes; 
protective services for children, senior citizens, and persons with disabilities; the administration 
of health and sanitary certificates; immunizations; issuance of birth and death certificates; 
reporting communicable diseases, and other community support services.  GDPHSS targets the 
most indigent populations for health care. Thus the majority of individuals accessing services are 
uninsured. It is noted that many individuals accessing services do have health insurance, but 
unaffordable co-payments for services or medications, or missing coverage of specific services 
and medications makes it necessary that these individuals to access the free services of public 
health. The population growth associated with the proposed action would contribute to these 
uninsured and underinsured populations. Caps in MediCaid and Medicare, as well as funding 
provided thru HRSA and the Center for Disease Control must be increased to provide services 
for the additional population projected BEFORE the transfer of Marines and other build-up
related personnel.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS

While this statement barely skims the complexities of the issues related to the proposed Marines 
relocation to Guam, the National Association of Social Workers, Guam chapter offers the 
following recommendations:

1. That a request for the extension of the comment period for the Draft SEIS be 
extended by at least 30 days, for a total comment period of 90 days. This aims to 
increase the degree of community participation and affords much needed time to 
review the DSEIS;

2. That the agency directors provide a short briefing sheet on the impact of the proposed 
Marine relocation plan to their respective agency’s services.  This feedback from 
agencies will provide community members and stakeholders of this issue relevant 
information that only agency personnel are privy to and that may be used as we 
respond to this plan;

3. That the Guam Legislature- as in the case of the DEIS in 2010- invite line agencies to 
a similarly fashioned roundtable discussion to present and respond to questions about 
the proposed plan’s impact on their services and that these comments and discussion 
be transmitted to JGPO; and 
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4. That all branches of the Government of Guam hold JGPO and the U.S. Department of 
Defense accountable to responding to our concerns submitted in this commenting  
process.  In the case of the 2009 DEIS, community concerns were not addressed in 
the Final EIS and ultimately, the Record of Decision was signed setting into motion 
the planned build-up. This was the case even after our community submitted 
approximately 10,000 comments that was described by General Bice as 
“unprecedented in D.O.D. history.” Had it not been for the lawsuit brought against 
the Department of Defense- of which the Guam Historic Preservation Trust and We 
Are Guahan were apart- we would not have had the opportunity for this SEIS and the 
reductions and reconfiguration of the current plan.  As leaders of Guam, the NASW, 
Guam chapter call on you to lead these efforts! 

Delivered By:
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RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement of Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap 
Adjustments), entire document
I am apprehensive about the validity of the assessments of impacts throughout the Draft SEIS, as such subjective 
descriptions as “large-scale” are used throughout the document, often without gloss definitions or comparative 
baselines. I find it particularly problematic that some “large-scale” descriptions are qualified as greater than five 
acres (4-13), or in excess of two percent (4-127), while others are not qualified at all. It is not confirmed whether 
this five-acre, two-percent baseline should be applied as a rule in all cases of scale.
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48 – Thank you for your comment. There are two different resource areas addressed in the two 
examples presented in your comment. The first one (Page 4-13) is relevant to water resources 
and the “greater than 5 acres” is defined as a “large” amount of ground disturbance in the 
stormwater regulations cited. The second example (Page 4-127) is relevant to socioeconomics 
and the rationale for using a 2% population change is described in the Section 3.15.3.2 Impact 
Assessment Criteria. Characteristics of different resources should not be expected to use the 
same metrics, impact thresholds, or definitions of scale and all such terms and metrics should be 
defined, particularly if they are used as the basis for impact determinations. But these variations 
in terms and metrics do not affect the validity of the impact assessments. In preparing the Final 
SEIS the DON searched for instances where key terms may not have been defined in the Draft 
SEIS and added definitions as appropriate to the context. 
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Comment:

RE: 4.1.15.1 Socioeconomic and General Services, Sociocultural Issues, Political and Chamorro Issues, page 4-
148
The draft fails to adequately address the issue of the ethnic minoritization of the Chamorro population. That “most 
of the relocating Marines would be on Guam for relatively short periods … and would likely not become deeply 
engaged in local politics,” is detrimental to the ethnic and political profile – not insignificant, as the draft implies.

The induced population will certainly have an effect on community issues and policy; and the induced population’s 
disinterest in local affairs, implied in the draft, will compound those issues, creating political and ethnic divides. 

It is duly noted that the actual relocated Marines will be coming and going every six months or every two to three 
years. That changes the demographic profile regardless. And as the Chamorro people are minoritized, matters of 
citizenship, civil rights, public policy, with which they will have to live long after the “Max Year” of the buildup, will 
have been affected by the population with the least at stake, who weren’t planning on sticking around anyway. 

Ethnically minoritized people are historically hindered from full social citizenship, facing ethnic discrimination and 
racism affecting self-determination and participation in matters of policy and the labor market, among other 
problems.

To imply that this impact is less than a significant concern requiring measures of mitigation – that these issues will 
be resolved organically or through annual orientations is irresponsible.
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49 – Thank you for your comment. Additional information on Political and Chamorro Issues is 
presented in Section 4.5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the 
SEIS). 

Potential impacts associated with potential political and ethnic divides are discussed in the SEIS 
in terms of community cohesion; additional information on community cohesion is provided in 
Section 4.5.3 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

Potential demographic impacts are discussed in Section 4.2.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study.

The SEIS does not intend to imply that these issues are not extremely important, which is why 
potential mitigations are proposed. In addition to the mitigation regarding orientation, three 
other potential mitigations were proposed. These other mitigations include DON participation in 
Guam community/civil committees such as the Civilian Military Coordination Council and 
Economic Advisory Committee, and appropriations for a Guam cultural repository. 
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Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

RE: Max-Year versus Steady-State Labor Force Requirements, page 4-139
The labor force expansion expected to peak in the Max-Year construction period will shrink soon after during the 
steady-state period, with those employed during the Max-Year finding themselves unemployed shortly thereafter.

For example, Table 4.1.15-15. Primary and Secondary Education Teacher Requirements Impacts Summary (4-
141) shows 23 teachers hired to meet the needs of students during the Max-Year 2021 will see their jobs 
disappear when the Steady-State period is reached around 2028.

Similarly, public health and human service agencies will see a demand for 48 additional key staff members during 
the Max Year of construction dwindle to seven in the long-term steady state – leaving 41 people unemployed (4-
139).

Potential mitigation measures to “continue to support the efforts of the CMCC” are vague and unreliable.
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50 – Thank you for your comment. Economic activity, population, and demand for public 
services are expected to be greater while construction is most active. It is not anticipated 
however that all employment requirements would be met and then decline immediately (i.e., 
hiring/firing responses would not likely be quick enough to lead to as many unemployed as 
suggested in your comment). The proposed mitigation (presented in Table 4.6.1) would be 
subject to congressional oversight and may include functions such as tracking employment and 
population levels so that appropriate responses can be made if significant labor force problems 
arise as a result of the proposed action. 
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Comment ID: #51

Name:
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Comment:

RE: Population increase deemed unlikely to cause strain on Guam’s public services and permitting agencies, page 
4-145
It is difficult to imagine the population increase not causing an increased demand on Guam’s public services and 
permitting agencies. Proposing no potential mitigation measures is indicative of inadequate foresight and poor 
planning.

The construction labor force will most certainly affect the GMHA, the Department of Revenue and Taxation, the 
Fire Department, the Department of Education, among others. 

Furthermore, local permitting agencies already under strain will be faced with increased demand, especially during 
the construction phase.
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51 – Thank you for your comment. Analysis in Section 4.1.15.2 does indicate that there would 
be additional demand on Guam's public services and permitting agencies. Mitigation for this is 
proposed in Section 4.6 (Table 4.6-1) of the SEIS. Mitigation efforts may include providing 
project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of 
shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and 
funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls. 
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Comment ID: #52

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

RE: 4.1.8.2 Terrestrial Biological Resources, Environmental Consequences, Operations, page 4-65
I am concerned with any impact marked significant in the SDEIS, particularly when the impacts will affect areas 
already designated delicate and important.

“Potential increased usage of the Haputo ERA by military and civilian personnel associated with the proposed 
cantonment/family housing facilities at Finegayan would result in significant but mitigable impacts to the Haputo 
ERA.”

I appreciate the mitigation measures and best management practices put in place by the document; however we 
cannot afford to be so optimistic. As I stated in previous comments, such measures and BMPs are industry 
standards that offer the illusion of control. While they may comfort and reassure some people as to the degrees of 
impacts, the reality is that any impact will upset the precarious balance of our already overdeveloped, overly 
populated environment.

Any impact to a protected area – or species, for that matter – should not be an option for the DON and I must 
object to the proposed action.

Organization: Individual

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/23/2014 1:47:25 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Haputo ERA impacts

Comment Date: 5/23/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:RPB333

52 – Thank you for your comment. Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires 
Federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that they are not 
undertaking, funding, permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. The Navy 
is in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the Navy to 
analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species and 
critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological 
Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological 
Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered Species Act section 7 process, will be 
the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being 
evaluated in the Final SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation 
Recommendations that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse 
effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery 
plans, or to develop information. If consultation is concluded prior to the publication of the 
Final SEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects determinations” from the Biological 
Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. As site-specific plans for construction projects 
are developed, to the maximum extent practical, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss. 
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Comment ID: #53

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

RE: 4.1.9.1 Affected Environment (Marine Biological Resources), Fish, page 4-71
The DSEIS states, “The extent to which the coastal waters off Finegayan are used for commercial, recreational or 
subsistence fishing has not been determined.” 

The sporadic nature of recreational and subsistence fishing makes measuring the rate of activity difficult, but not 
impossible. It must be measured if impacts are to be determined. Therefore, the DON’s assessment that there 
would be no direct impacts and less than significant indirect impacts to fish (4-74) is inadequate.

In fact, the DSEIS goes on to state, “Marine biological resources would be affected by the increased wastewater 
discharge form the Northern District WWTP for treatment and disposal of generated wastewater for the 
cantonment/family housing at Finegayan … Increasing the wastewater flow to a non-compliant treatment plant 
could result in significant direct impacts to marine biological resources during the period of non-compliance” (4-75).

The DON plans to mitigate this by assisting GWA in locating federal funding for compliance upgrades, but 
acknowledges the environment will be affected in the meantime (4-76).

 “The Haputo ERA acts as a nursery for fish species of subsistence and commercial value, supported by Double 
Reef, one of Guam’s few remaining examples of a healthy leeward fringing reef community” (4-71) and therefore, 
impacts to the area are unacceptable, especially when data on how many residents use the area for subsistence 
fishing have not been collected.

Organization: Individual

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/23/2014 1:49:59 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: Yes

Topic: Affected Marine Bio Resources - Fish

Comment Date: 5/23/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:RPB333

53 – Thank you for your comment. Fishery data for Guam is limited; however, current fishing 
pressures were analyzed from available data in detail in the 2010 Final EIS and were re-
examined in this SEIS. Impact determinations of significance were determined according to the 
NEPA process; the primary area of concern in determining impacts to fisheries is whether the 
health of the fishery would be impacted. In terms of fishing activity, fishing pressures currently 
resulting in overfishing, or those that would result in overfishing as a result of the proposed 
action, are examined as part of that analysis. Overfishing has not been identified as a primary 
area of concern for commercial/ recreational fishing. Subsistence fishing is not expected to 
increase significantly as a result of the proposed action, and would therefore not affect the 
health of the local fish populations. Economic impacts related to subsistence fishing are 
discussed further under the Socioeconomic sections. 
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Comment ID: #54

Name: Kimberly Mendiola

Email Address:

Comment:

"Equal in war but not in peace." We are not allowed to vote for our president but we are allowed to volunteer and 
fight for them. If we are not equals and are only considered an unincorporated territory (meaning we can be sold 
and traded if it benefits the US. Why should they own and occupy more land on top of the 1/3 of the island they 
already own. No to the buildup and no to them.
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54 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to the political status of Guam are important 
issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process. 
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Comment ID: #55

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

My concern is the placement of a wasterwater pump station located on the western edge of cantonment alternate 
D.  This location is very close to civilian housing outside the cantonment area and predominant winds blow toward 
the civilian housing in Barrigada.  While I'm sure the wasterwater pump station will not normally emit foul odors, if 
and when it does, residents outside the cantonment area stand to suffer from the odors.

I suggest the wastewater pump station on the western edge of the cantonment alternate D be moved to another 
location within the complex where potential emission of foul odors will not affect the civilian residents.
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55 – Thank you for your comment. Best management practices and mitigation measures for 
odor control at wastewater pump stations have been incorporated into the SEIS. Odor control 
practices can be incorporated into the pump station design and operation. Odor elimination 
equipment installations can control or treat odorous gases at pump stations. There are also 
existing Guam Waterworks Authority wastewater pump stations in the middle of residential 
areas. Should Alternative D be chosen even though it is not the preferred alternative, the 
military would make every effort to keep this pump station in good repair to minimize any odor 
issues. 
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Comment ID: #56

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I attended the recent SEIS hearings and listened to the comments made.  I fully support the forward deployment of 
the Marines to Guam as outlined in the SEIS.  The Navy has responded to the criticisms in the EIS by moving the 
firing range and locating the cantonment area on existing DOD property.  The issues with Fish and Wildlife at 
Northwest Field should and must be worked out.  The priority here is National Defense.  China has announced a 
plan to expand its defense reach into the Asia pacific region with an increased defense spending plan.  We must 
respond or the errors we made in 1939 will repeat themselves.  The wildlife preserve should be moved.  It only 
creates a habitat for the brown tree snake.  There is no way they can propagate the native species at this location.
The people of Guam overwhelming support this move along with the republican legislature, Mayors, news 
organizations and business organizations.  We failed to move forward on the plan the first buildup in 1939.  Japan 
took the island and the rest of Micronesia 3 years later.  The threat is no less real now, just a new adversary.  The 
issues raised about the impact on the Guam infrastructure are solvable.  Making the Marines customers of our 
power, water, wastewater and solid waste facilities will provide additional funds to maintain and improve these 
facilities.  Other pressures real or imagined regarding other public services can be accommodated at the 
appropriate time.  This will also be a complement to our tourism industry. This is an investment in America.  No 
permissions are needed to conduct training exercises in over 2,000,000 square miles of sea, land and air.  This 
offers immense opportunities for multi national training with allies in the region.  Training that can be done no 
where else on earth.  In a region where nearly 400,000 citizens or permanent residents are located.  The SEIS 
comments largely answered by concerns with the Marine realignment, and although minor questions remains, I am 
sure they can be accommodated.  Please don't forget us or make us an acceptable body count by repeating the 
mistake of 1939.
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56 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #57

Name: Aguarin Iriarte

Email Address:

Comment:

To be quite frank: No firing range at Ritidian or anywhere else on Guam. The best option, although logistically 
challenging but quite plausible, would be to put the firing range on the continental U.S where it's impact would be 
less significant.

Thank you and Si Yu'os Ma'ase!
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57 – Thank you for your comment. With respect to looking at alternative locations other than 
Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific 
region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective 
Background, and explained the various international and military capability requirements that 
were considered for the relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant 
to the SEIS and, along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the 
SEIS. This background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout 
the Pacific region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action 
(the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a 
particular locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western 
Pacific allies. The U.S. locations in the Pacific region considered for the military relocation 
were Hawaii, Alaska, California, and Guam. Non-U.S. locations considered included Korea, the 
Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Australia, because they are allies to the U.S. and are well 
situated for strategic force deployment. After analyzing the international and military capability 
requirements for each location mentioned above, Guam was the only location for the relocation 
that met all the criteria. 
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Comment ID: #58

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

Hafa adai,I would only like to make a suggestion on this subject on the LFTRC. Would it not be more beneficial to 
everyone involved to just have the LFTRC at the existing
LFTRC that is next to Serena Beach located on AAFB Guam.
It would really be detremental to everyone if you you close down this refuge that we all enjoy Military and civilian 
alike. It is one place that is prestine to the public and yes it is true that the Federal Gov really takes care of these 
public areas. I am not against the buildup but I really would not like the Ritidian refuge to be restricted to only a few 
week out of the year. In closing I hope that we could come to an agreement on this matter. Thank-you for your 
time.
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58 – Thank you for your comment. The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called the 
Pati Point Range) as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That 
EIS described the screening criteria and selection process that the DON applied to identify 
feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The Tarague Range did not satisfy 
the evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it 
would require a significant amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to 
re-construct the steep access road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion 
control issues associated with the extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would 
also be significantly impacted. While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives 
became possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone 
requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination 
that the Tarague Range was not a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed 
LFTRC at the current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be 
compatible with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size 
of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire 
training. The current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist 
with the Andersen AFB airfield due to a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current 
use of the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range and less frequent operations than 
required for Marine Corps live-fire training. 

     Response: 

G.2-74



Comment ID: #59

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

Will the Urban Warfare training that is currently being conducted at the old
AF housing area at South Andy (adjacent to Pagat Cave) be moved to the new firing range complex once it's built? 
 The reason I'm concerned is that often times this training is held at night. Recently, HSCS-25 was flying in circles 
near our house here in Latte Planation well into  the night--11:30 pm to be exact. Earlier at 11:00pm that same 
night, we heard a loud boom that rattled our bedroom doors. I'm retired military (E-7), so I understand the need for 
training. I also know that the Marines conduct a lot more weapons training than most of the other services do, but it 
would be entirely unsatisfactory to have a greatly increased training tempo right here in our back yard---if they were
to continue to use the South Andy area for their Urban warfare training. Thank you for listening to my concerns--it's 
definitely a big quality of life issue, and even a significant safety issue having these H-60's flying at low altitude so 
close to this densely populated area (Latte Heights/Latte Plantation/Adacao St., etc.). Any updates or 
reassurances you can give me would be greatly appreciated...Cheers!--woody
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59 – Thank you for your comment. The urban warfare training (Military Operations in Urban 
Terrain) facility was addressed in the 2010 Final EIS in Volume 2, Chapter 2: Description of 
Proposed Action and Alternatives, Section 2.3.1.3: Non-firing General Military Skills Training 
Facilities. The existing training facility for this type of training will continue to be used at its 
current location and would not be moved to the proposed LFTRC under any of the project 
alternatives. 
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Comment ID: #60

Name: Charles Derrick

Email Address:

Comment:

As we annually celebrate Memorial Day across the country, we recognize those who have given their lives and 
sacrificed their own freedoms with the intention of defending the United States, its protectorates, and its allies. The 
concept of sacrifice is one that seems to be fleeting in modern society. The United States was founded upon a set 
of ideals which have become somewhat convoluted over the past few decades. In an ever-changing political 
landscape, the responsibility of defending human rights in the world lies in the hands of those who are capable of 
making change. It is naive to feel confident that the United States remains untouchable on the modern battlefield, 
or even at home. I caution those who do not support the buildup to step back and look at a broader image, calling 
to attention the words "Guam U.S.A." on the back of each local license plate. 
     As I stood at the hearings, each comment that opposed the buildup began to feed into a pattern. The themes 
were clear: "my property", "me", "my". As a future member of the armed forces, I was taken aback by the 
perspectives that seemed to take precedence on the island. Do we not all have an identity? I recalled the 17 of my 
own ancestors who fought in the Civil War on the side of the Confederacy, lost, yet still stood in support of a 
national identity. Is there not a force greater than us all or promises we are responsible to uphold? 
     The defense buildup on the island is a small, reasonable sacrifice that must be made in the greater interest of 
our nation. I understand the importance of personal identity, it is a characteristic that motivates us to stand for a 
cause greater than ourselves. However, it is just one component of the preeminent picture. Forces around us are 
moving. There are people who seek to interrupt our way of life and who have taken tangible steps to carry out their 
intentions. The United States has historically depended upon the sacrifice of the entire country and its extended 
family to carry out its goals. Once again, we are calling on the island of Guam to be a partner in ensuring the 
interests of nations around the world who seek to develop fairness, equality, and justice in their own sovereign 
states.
     Ours is a world that is global. As international support structures become more and more complex, so do the 
human rights issues that plague millions across the globe. Current policy supports a centralization of power, rather 
than an extensive balanced approach to defensive positions which ensure global security. Regardless of where 
such policy may progress, Guam is the Micronesian island capable of handling the task. The people I have met in 
my time here have been some of he most welcoming and respectful I have met. The community here will continue 
to embrace both its personal and national identities as the outstanding people they are. I wish the best of luck with 
the discernment process and I thank you for your decision to accept our service members.
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60 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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See attachment
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Comments on the Draft SEIS for the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation

May 24, 2014

I have come to the conclusion that the DSEIS is not an improvement over the last EIS as it is 
misleading, stated in a way to not accurately portray existing conditions or impacts, omits facts, 
sloppy, wrong, and is just incomplete. A few items are sufficient to demonstrate my points:

1. Section 1.1 of purpose and need. How is the forwarding basing of marines on Guam 
essential without a lift element being included in the program of amphibious ships home 
ported at Apra Harbor, Guam and/or Air Mobility Command aircraft stationed at 
Andersen AFB? Without this factor, the marines should be located in Hawaii where the 
ships and aircraft are at. I refer to Tables 1.4-1 and 1.4-2 of the original Relocation EIS of 
July 2010. There is no advantage or marines on Guam without the ships and aircraft at 
Guam and therefore this assumption is erroneous. Perhaps these items are intended to be 
included in a forthcoming NEPA review of home porting ships at Naval Base Guam or 
aircraft at Andersen AFB and thus it legally should be included in this document. This 
concern has been stated in The Congressional Research Service report of April 29, 2014 
“Guam: U.S. Defense Deployments” on page 17, Naval and Air Assets.

2. The Congressional Research Service report of April 29, 2014 “Guam: U.S. Defense 
Deployments” on page 14, Training raises the question if all marine training requirements 
will be satisfied on Guam/Tinian. Therefore what needs to addressed in the SDEIS is a 
listing of all the training requirements where these are intended to be fulfilled at.

3. From the end of World War II, there was a Marine Barracks on Guam until the early 
1990s and there was no firing range on Guam to fulfill their training requirements. Why 
not then and why now?

4. It is seemingly impossible to trace how the scoping comments submitted previously have 
been addressed since they are in a separate document and just coded that does not relate 
to the DSEIS. Also, there is a lack of establishing a dialog with submitters such as “what 
do you mean?” and “does this address your concern?”

5. It is obvious that one of my concerns has not been addressed. That is a basis request so 
that reviewers are afforded an opportunity to relate to the proposed locations: “Prior to 
the public hearing on the draft SEIS, weekend public tours for the Guam public of all the 
sites under consideration. Why no response and no tour?

6. The DSEIS lacks a complete description of cultural resources in the listings as to what 
they are and where they are located. I tried to see if the old lighthouse/lookout remains at 
Ritidian Point are listed and simply cannot locate it although it could be site 66-08-2523,

61:A

61:B

Comment ID: #61 (Cont.)
61:A – Thank you for your comment. A response to each of the points made in your comment 
is provided in the numbered sections below:

1. As noted in your comment, the DoD has identified in Chapter 1 of the SEIS a purpose 
and need to implement the Marine Corps relocation to Guam. With respect to looking at 
alternative locations other than Guam (such as Hawaii), the 2010 Final EIS considered 
several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 
1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and explained the 
various international and military capability requirements that were considered for the 
relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, 
along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This 
background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout the 
Pacific region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of 
action (the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without 
restriction at a particular locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan 
and other Western Pacific allies. After analyzing the international and military capability 
requirements for other locations throughout the Pacific regions, Guam was the only 
location for the relocation that met all of the criteria. With respect to airfield and
waterfront activities on Guam and their relationship to the relocation of Marines to 
Guam, these issues were addressed under the 2010 Final EIS and are not included in the 
SEIS proposed action. 

2. The SEIS describes the proposed training ranges on Guam that would be used by Marines 
who are required to maintain their individual skills capability. The individual skills 
training differs from the expeditionary large scale group training exercises that are less 
frequent and could be located in CNMI. Given the required frequency of such training to 
maintain qualifications, the LFTRC needs to be within driving distance of the cantonment 
area to be cost effective and practical. The Marine Corps' Guiding Principles established 
for the relocation (Table 2.3-1 in the SEIS) specify that training facilities required for 
individual and unit training be located to provide maximum utility to the Marine forces 
on Guam, to include reducing transportation requirements and associated impacts on the 
local community. Given the focus on individualized training requirements near where 
Marines are located, the study area for the SEIS is limited to land and submerged lands of 
Guam and does not extend to CNMI. The cumulative effects study is limited to Guam 
and specifically excludes the CNMI because there is no proposed action for the CNMI in 
this SEIS. Further, the four training ranges proposed on Tinian that were included in the 
2010 Record of Decision are on hold pending completion of a separate environmental 
study, the CNMI Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS. Cumulative Effects Section 
7.5 describes the recent and ongoing DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range 
Complex Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects 
section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land 
study area. Other DoD actions are listed in Section 7.5 as being outside the SEIS study 
area.
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3. A comparison of current training requirements and conditions to those of a previous time 
is outside the scope of the SEIS. It is likely that the mission of the previous Marine Corps 
contingent on Guam, as well as the training requirements at the time, were different than 
the proposed action evaluated in the SEIS.

4. Chapter 3 of the SEIS has a section on “Public Scoping Issues” relevant to each resource 
area. The draft SEIS addresses those concerns as appropriate under each resource. The 
public comment period on the Draft SEIS provided the public an opportunity to comment 
on whether their scoping comments had been addressed. NEPA does not require a 
response to every scoping comment or that every suggestion made during scoping be 
implemented, only that they be considered in the development of the Draft EIS. 

5. NEPA requires that public comments about the proposed action and the SEIS be 
collected and considered by decision makers. Providing public tours of potential sites to 
facilitate the public’s ability to relate to the proposed action is not required for NEPA 
compliance and would present substantial safety and liability issues for the DoD. Public 
tours would be something that the DoD/DON has neither funding authority, mission 
requirements, nor legal obligation to provide. 

61:B – As discussed in Section 3.10.2, certain types of information related to cultural resources 
are protected from general distribution. The National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act contain confidentiality restrictions to protect 
archaeological resources and other sensitive cultural resources. For each alternative, lists of the 
archaeological sites and structures that could be affected by the action are discussed. The 
lighthouse/lookout remains at Ritidian Point are part of site 66-08-2523. A statement about the 
lighthouse was added to Table 5.5.10-1 in the Final SEIS.
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but there is no map, photograph, drawing, etc. to verify. Thus how can reviewers of the 
DSEIS conduct a knowledgeable review of cultural resources to be impacted without 
complete information of cultural resources in the DSEIS.

7. Section 2.2.3 states the live fire range will be used by the marines 39 weeks of the year. 
Will other military units use the range the other 13 weeks?

8. Section 4.1.3.2 discusses that two-thirds of the 8,000 marines will be Unit Deployment 
Personnel on a six months cycle to Guam. There is no discussion of the impacts of the 
movement of these personnel. Will there be more air traffic at Andersen AFB or ship 
movements at Apra Harbor or utilization of commercial air?

9. Regarding recreational resources section 4.1.7.1, hiking to Ague Cove and at Hilaan are 
omitted. In addition, the section is written as if the mandated 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement that mandates a public access program does not exist.

10. Section 4.1.12 does not discuss transportation outside the fence. 

11. Section 4.1.15.2 does not include a category of land use change and should.

12. Section 4.1.15.2 states that Government of Guam tax revenues will increase, but does not 
state specifically how. Further, there is no statement if the rotational marines income tax 
withholdings will be deposited with the Government of Guam.

13. Section 5.5 states the proposed firing range is at Northwest Field. This is incorrect as the 
proposed firing range footprint does not overlay Northwest Field. The proposed firing 
range is to the north of of Northwest Field as the proposed location has the Chamorro 
place name of Tailalo. To state it is Northwest Field is a misrepresentation of the nature 
of the location. Northwest Field is pavement and scrub vegetation while the Tailalo firing 
range location is limestone forest. Furthermore, the northern section was so remote in 
pre-World War II time that land ownership was not established with the land being 
labeled as unsurveyed government land or Spanish Crown Lands. The reservation of 
these lands pursuant to the Organic Act of Guam for military use did not grant title to the 
federal government. Thus, clear title to these lands by the federal government cannot be 
assumed.

14. Section 5.5 has not dealt with the U.S. Coast Guard’s current aid to navigation on top of 
the cliff at Ritidian Point that is within the surface danger zone.

61:B
Cont.

61:C

61:D

61:E

61:F

61:G

61:H

61:I

61:J

Comment ID: #61 (Cont.)
61:C – All proposed ranges are considered joint training ranges and would be available for use 
by any authorized personnel. The 39 weeks of use proposed in the SEIS includes all authorized 
users and not just Marines.

61:D – Per Marine Corps Order P3000.15B Unit Deployment Program is a Commandant of the 
Marine Corps-directed deployment method to reduce the number of individual unaccompanied 
one year tours, reduce the personnel tempo/turnover of a unit and to enhance unit readiness by 
stabilizing unit's assigned personnel prior to deployment of the unit thereby improving unit 
continuity. A unit will be manned with deployable Marines approximately 180 days from the 
scheduled deployment date. Units deploying to Guam under the Unit Deployment Program will 
arrive aboard contracted Air Mobility Command aircraft. Those same aircraft will then board 
the outgoing unit for its return to Continental U.S./Hawaii. 

Unit Deployment Program units will arrive and depart at staggered internals so as to not create a 
readiness vacuum and will not all arrive at once and/or on the same day. For example the two 
infantry battalions will stagger their arrival and departure by approximately three months and 
will not change at the same time. 

Equipment sets, including aircraft, for the Unit Deployment Program units will be permanently 
based in Guam and will not rotate with the units. Each deploying/redeploying unit will send an 
advance party to Guam/Continental U.S. approximately 30 days prior to the main body arrival 
to facilitate the inventory and turnover of equipment from the outgoing to incoming units. 

Note: There should be no requirement for more Bachelor Officer Quarters/Bachelor Enlisted
Quarters space since the units will arrive and depart the same day. Also since both the incoming 
and outgoing units will send advance parties there should be no short-term personnel surge 
during that period. A Unit Deployment Program unit will typically arrive with unit admin 
records and personal gear; however, they may bring along unique gear not supported by the 
Unit Deployment Program equipment set however that is kept to a minimum if at all.

61:E – Ague Cove is on private property and there is no public access (requires landowner 
permission to use the trail to access Ague Cove). Since there is no public access, Ague Cove is 
not included in Section 4.1.7. Hilaan Beach is accessed via Tanguisson Beach Park, which is 
well south of Alternative A. Therefore, Hilaan Beach is not included in Section 4.1.7.

61:F – As noted in Section 4.1.12., "Potential ground transportation impacts to off-base 
(external) roadways are addressed in Section 6.1 of this SEIS."
 
61:G – Impacts associated with Land Use are presented in Section 4.1.6 of the SEIS.

61:H – Please see Section 4.3.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D 
of the SEIS) for more information on anticipated impacts to government revenues. In that 
section it is indicated that: The DON and Internal Revenue Service signed an agreement in 2012 
that ensures Section 30 payments are collected from Marines rotating onto Guam.
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61:I – In the Final SEIS, the introductory paragraph for Section 5.5 has been revised to state 
that the Northwest Field LFTRC Alternative 5 location is north of the actual Northwest Field 
airfield but that “Northwest Field” is used in the SEIS to describe this location. There were no 
edits made to the names used in the SEIS. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land 
acquisition is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land 
on Guam by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not 
reflective of current laws and DoD policy. At the present time, the land being considered for 
Alternative 5 is land that is under the custody and control of the DoD.

61:J – The Ritidian Aid to Navigation was added to Figure 5.5.6-1. New text was added to 
Section 5.5.6. as follows: The Ritidian Aid to Navigation is located within the Surface Danger 
Zone; however, there would be no impact on its maintenance or operation.
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15. Section 5.5.7.2 discusses the impacts of recreation use primarily of the Guam National 
Wildlife Refuge at Ritidian. It does not quantify weeks or days that access would be 
closed due to use of the firing range although the figure of 39 weeks has appeared in the 
press. This has not been clarified as to Marine only use or all users. When the same 
information was presented for Pagat it quickly became apparent that the 39 weeks was 
marines only and other users would bring the use up to 52 weeks a year. There is no 
reason to assume otherwise for the firing range at Tailalo.

16. Section 5.5.8 discusses impacts of range operations on fruit bats. There is attempt the 
state that foraging fruit bats at night will avoid the live fire range. But this is based solely 
on non-scientific “observations”, “anecdotal evidence”, or “personal communication” 
which does not justify concluding fruit bats will avoid the live fire range. A long term 
legitimate unbiased scientific study needs to be accomplished before this can be 
concluded and then an environmental review conducted along with a Section 7 
consultation under the Endangered Species Act..

17. Need to relate section 3.8.3.2 to section 5.5.8.2 and to the habitat acreage essential as 
determined by the USFWS for species recovery. This has not been done. The reduction of 
lands for essential habitat could result in an attempt by the USFWS or non-government 
entities to establish critical habitat on additional Guam lands perhaps to include 
Government of Guam and private lands which was avoided, due to a threatened law suit, 
by creation of the Guam Wildlife Refuge including overlay refuge lands on military bases 
on the island. 

18. Sections 5.5.4 and 5.5.7 do not discuss the impact of the firing range noise on recreation 
use.

19. Section 5.5.10 discussed the impact on cultural resources of the live fire range at Tailalo. 
There is a statement on page 5-364 of “NO TCPs (Traditional Cultural Properties) have 
been identified in the PDIA for this alternative. What study was done to yield this 
statement? There is fishing, coconut crabbing, and gathering of medicinal plants in the 
area.

20. Section 7.6.2 on cumulative effects only provides table 7.6-2 as a level of significant 
impacts and lacks any quantifiable date to justify this. Specific quantifiable impacts are 
required. 

Submitted by 

61:K

61:L

61:M

61:N

61:O

61:P

Comment ID: #61 (Cont.) 61:K – Section 2.2.3, Live-Fire Training Range Complex describes the training tempo as “39 
weeks per year (Marine Corps and non-Marine Corps use).” All ranges are considered joint 
training ranges and available for use by all military services. The training tempo described in 
the SEIS is based on best available information regarding range requirements. If there were to 
be a need to increase training tempo in the future, then it would be reevaluated in accordance 
with NEPA.

61:L – Per NEPA regulations, the SEIS has been prepared using best available data at the time 
of the preparation of the SEIS. The impact analysis does not have to conduct new studies to 
determine the potential effects of a proposed action. While the information about the potential 
for fruit bats to avoid the live-fire ranges when they are in operation are not based on long-term 
scientific studies, it is based on very experienced individuals who have extensive experience 
monitoring fruit bats on Guam, particularly in relation to live-fire (i.e., gun shots). In addition, 
one of the cited references is to a long-term study of the effects of aircraft overflights on fruit 
bats and crows on Andersen AFB and there was an observation of fruit bats avoiding the 
existing live-fire Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range at Tarague.

61:M – The SEIS addresses the potential impacts to recovery habitat for each federally listed 
species for which recovery habitat has been identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Through the process of formal Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation, a Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON and provides the final calculations for existing 
recovery habitat (see Appendix F.5 of the Final SEIS), and the resulting impacts to the recovery 
habitat for each species with implementation of the preferred alternative. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service is developing a proposal to designate critical habitat on Guam and has held 
public information meetings. Thus, the proposed critical habitat designation rule is independent 
of the proposed military relocation.

61:N – Noise impacts to recreational resources are discussed in the recreation sections. Noise 
impacts to recreational resources at Alternative 5 has been added to Section 5.5.7.2.

61:O – As noted in Section 5.5.10.1, Traditional Cultural Property studies on Andersen AFB 
and adjacent areas were conducted by Welch and Prasad (2006) and Griffin et al. (2010). 
Neither study identified Traditional Cultural Properties within the Alternative 5 Potential Direct 
Impact Area. However, investigations of potential Traditional Cultural Properties on Ritidian 
have not been conducted. Information on potential presence of natural resources of cultural 
importance has been added to the Final SEIS.
 
61:P – The intent of the cumulative impact analysis was to adequately and consistently support 
the conclusions based on best available data. There was no National Environmental Policy Act 
(or similar) document disclosing project impacts for most of the non-federal cumulative projects 
listed; therefore, there was insufficient existing data on most cumulative projects listed to 
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. 
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Comment ID: #62

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

Regarding the Wildlife Refuge on North beach of Guam:
To whom it may,
Please reconsider turning the only wildlife refuge on Guam into a military firing range.  In your considerations to 
withdraw your decision item, please consider the following items:
1) It is a small island with indigenous peoples still residing there.  My wife and I visited the site in May '14 and even 
found pottery remains.
2) The location is incredibly beautiful with unique wildlife galore that will not withstand the firing range such as, 
turtle nesting grounds, ghost crabs and all kinds of bird habitats.
3) Other military branches already occupied large lands on Guam for firing ranges.  It may be prudent and cost 
effective to share those resources.
4) Guam is a protectorate.  This means that the residents of Guam who pay taxes, support the military and whose 
children join the military DO NOT EVEN GET TO VOTE--not even on this matter.  This is not the kind of military 
that we are.

Please reconsider this location for a shooting range.  Please take into account our diminishing wildlife resources on 
Guam.  And, please exercise a level of humility and preserve this site for what it is established to be, a wild life 
refuge.

Thank you kindly for your reconsideration,

Article for additional species extinction information:
http://www.globalresearch.ca/the-extinction-of-animal-and-plant-species/12965

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 5/29/2014 9:08:17 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: New Guam Firing Range

Comment Date: 5/29/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:WorldTraveler

62 – Thank you for your comment. Most of the issues raised are addressed in the SEIS. Issue #4 
is considered to be outside the scope of this SEIS. No specific changes to the SEIS are 
requested in this comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an 
important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process. 
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63 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with 
reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly 
accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the 
LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently 
restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 
would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The 
Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of 
the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

With regard to training on Tinian: The proposed training ranges on Guam would be used by 
Marines who are required to maintain their individual skills proficiency. Given the required 
frequency of such training, the LFTRC needs to be within driving distance of the cantonment 
area. 
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64:A – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS describes the proposed training tempo as up to 
39 weeks per year (Marine Corps and non-Marine Corps use) with 13 weeks of non-availability 
per year for weather, maintenance, and holidays. The range use schedule during any given 
month or week would be dependent on training requirements and other variables that are subject 
to change. In general, military personnel also take leave on federal holidays but it is feasible 
that individualized training could be scheduled on federal holidays.

64:B – The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access remaining 
portions of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.
The text of Section 2.5.4.5 and Figure 2.5-6 were edited to reflect the proposed new beach 
access.

64:C – With respect to looking at alternative locations other than Guam, the 2010 Final EIS 
considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and explained the 
various international and military capability requirements that were considered for the 
relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, along 
with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This background 
discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout the Pacific region for 
the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action (the ability of the U.S. 
to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a particular locale), and (3) 
international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western Pacific allies. After 
analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other locations throughout 
the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all the criteria.

64:D – The Marine Corps Guiding Principles for the proposed relocation (Section 2.3.1 of the 
SEIS) state that “live-fire ranges should be grouped into a contiguous arrangement in order to 
ensure effective management and control of the ranges, and reduce transportation requirements 
and associated impacts on the local community.” Consolidation of the ranges at a single LFTRC 
also allows for a smaller total range footprint and reduced area of environmental impact because 
the surface danger zones can partially overlap. 
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Written comments become part of the public record associated with this proposed action.  Individual respondents may request that their name and/or 
home addresses be withheld from public disclosure, which will be honored to the extent allowable by law.  If you do not want your name publicly posted, 
please create a nickname in the SEIS User Name field which we can use to identify your comment publically.  All submissions from organizations or 
businesses, and from individuals or officials representing organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety.  

Privacy Act Statement – IF YOU DO NOT CREATE A USER NAME, WE MAY POST YOUR NAME ON THE PROJECT WEB SITE ALONG WITH 
YOUR COMMENT.  We will only use your other contact information to communicate with you as it relates to the SEIS.  We will only share the 
information you give us with another government agency if your inquiry relates to that agency, or as otherwise required by law. While you must provide a 
valid e-mail address or postal address, we recommend that you do NOT include any personally identifying information such as social security numbers, 
etc.

We will not post any content that is offensive in nature, including profanity, personal attacks on any individuals, expressions of racism, or use of abusive 
language. 

SEIS User Name (see top paragraph for explanation):____________________________________________________________________

Title (circle one):       Mr.       Ms.       Dr.        First Name:___________________________      Last Name:_________________________

___ Check here if you wish to be included on future notices related to the SEIS

Preferred Contact (check one or both):     ___ Email Address      ___ Mailing Address

Email: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Mailing Address: Street 1:_________________________________________________________________________________________

Street 2:_________________________________________________________________________________________

City/Town: ________________________________       State/Territory:_____________      Zip Code:____________

Organization: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Topic of Comment: _____________________________________       Date: ___________________________________________________

___  Check here if you believe the information you are submitting is sensitive and should not be made available to the public.  

Leave your comment in the space provided: 

Bob

Cantonment Area

Locate the Marines up in Anderson, right next to Anderson Air Force Base. Already
housing there. The alternatives are not logical because it puts them in the middle of
the island when the work they do is up in the north end of the island?

65 – Thank you for your comment. Cantonment/family housing Alternative C does place the 
Marines on Andersen AFB. In addition, based on comments received during the public 
comment period, the Final SEIS includes a new preferred alternative, Alternative E, that places 
the cantonment at Finegayan and the family housing at Andersen AFB. Other reasonable 
alternatives are also considered in the SEIS, although they vary in their ability to meet 
operational requirements and to result in environmental impacts. Decision makers will weigh all 
of the alternatives and all of the factors in the Record of Decision. 
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Comment ID: #66

Name: Timothy Rock

Email Address:

Comment:

Just to keep this simple, I don't have a problem with the build-up per se but I do have a problem with it spilling over 
into our Ritidian nature preserve. Expand the firing range the Air Force already has, go to Naval Mag or come to 
the conclusion that Guam is just too small for what you need to do and find a larger island to move the marine to 
(Hawaii, somewhere in the Philippines, north Australia???) Anywhere but here if the military can't stay within the 
current footprint they already occupy. Guam is a tourism destination with a small amount of land, limited resources 
and a fairly large population already. So it may just be too small. Admit it if that's the case. But stay away from 
Ritidian with the restrictions, noise pollution and interference with the work of the biologists. Thank you.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 5/31/2014 1:03:09 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Ritidian firing range

Comment Date: 5/31/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

66 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The LFTRC Alternative 5 
at Northwest Field was designed (including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface 
Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational 
requirements.  
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Comment ID: #67 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted. 
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Comment ID: #68

Name: Joshua Tenorio

Email Address: jtenorio@guamcourts.org

Comment:

Please see attached file.

Organization: Judiciary of Guam

Address:

120 W OBrien Drive

Hagatna, Guam 96910

Mailing List? No Attachment: Yes Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/3/2014 2:37:10 AM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: JOG's Comments on DSEIS

Comment Date: 6/3/2014 12:00:00 AM

YesSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

68 – Thank you for your comment. Analysis in Section 4.1.15.2 indicates there would be an 
increase in staffing required to maintain the existing staffing to population ratio at the Judiciary 
of Guam. The increase was estimated to be 5.6% at maximum and 4.4% at steady state 
(indicating an additional requirement of about one-half of one full-time equivalent Judge). The 
mitigation presented in Table 4.6-1, to which your comment referred, would apply to the 
Judiciary. No specific actions stemming from that potential mitigation have yet been identified 
and DON would leave it to the Civilian Military Coordination Council to prioritize GovGuam 
programs between the various GovGuam agencies. 
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69 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
traditional plants located on DoD property in Guam. Restricting access to certain DON areas at 
certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with reduced or restricted 
access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans 
concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. 
The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship 
and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use 
and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of 
Ritidian unit and cultural properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface 
Danger Zones. Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from 
accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the 
amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been 
amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian 
Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.
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71:A – Thank you for your comment. DoD acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a 
complex and sensitive issue, particularly related to prior acquisition of land in Guam by the 
federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of current 
land acquisition laws and DoD Policy. The release of federal lands is outside the scope of this 
SEIS.

71:B – Due to federal law, DON does not directly fund the Guam Department of Education but 
GovGuam does receive U.S. federal funds related to education. Also, tax revenues associated 
with the proposed action may be distributed to Guam schools if GovGuam so chooses.

71:C – The military base, in itself, is a community. It includes military personnel, housing for 
the military and their dependents, medical and dental facilities, discount stores, recreational 
areas, and schools. These are provided for the benefit of the military personnel and their 
dependents on bases throughout the U.S. The separate educational systems on Guam (public 
schools and DoD schools) were based on a determination in the early 1990s that the Guam 
public schools neither met the educational instruction goals or the physical facilities standards 
that DoD required.

Currently, use of military facilities is restricted to military personnel and dependents. The SEIS 
does not propose to alter the status quo regarding access.
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72:A – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Section 5.5.6-1 of the SEIS acknowledges that there are existing 
access restrictions to the private property southeast of the National Wildlife Refuge, Ritidian 
Unit. The proposed action would have no impact on the existing access issues.
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Comment ID: #72 (Cont.)

72:B – As shown on Figure 2.5-6, DoD would not install power or water infrastructure on 
Route 3a under any of the alternatives. There would be no opportunity to extend infrastructure 
to support non-DoD users.

72:C – The Northwest Field LFTRC alternative (Alternative 5) only encompasses federal land. 
Private properties and access to private properties via Route 3A would not be affected by the 
LFTRC. Final SEIS Section 5.5.6.2 was edited to describe no impact on landowner access to 
Route 3A or those private properties that utilize route 3A. The ongoing discussions between 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the private landowners regarding additional access to private 
lands are outside the scope of this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public 
comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal 
policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS 
have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important 
contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #72 (Cont.)
72:D – The Northwest Field LFTRC alternative (Alternative 5) only encompasses federal land. 
Private properties and access to private properties via Route 3A would not be affected by the 
LFTRC. Final SEIS Section 5.5.6.2 was edited to describe no impact on land owner access to 
Route 3A or those private properties that utilize route 3A.

72:E – Issues related to permits associated with the transportation of lime rock from your 
property are outside the scope of this SEIS.
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73 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is 
a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by 
the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. The release of "excess lands" is outside the scope of NEPA and 
this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an 
indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their 
views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response 
to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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74 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.  
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75 – Thank you for your comment. The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site 
for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria 
and selection process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of 
the LFTRC on Guam. The Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and 
was not carried forward as a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in 
direct conflict with the Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of 
the factors that led to the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that 
the Andersen AFB golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC. 
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76 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
at the federal and Government of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and 
community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the 
relocation process. Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the 
people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern over historic events and other 
political issues that are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process. 

     Response: 

G.2-107



Comment ID: #76 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-108



Comment ID: #76 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-109



77 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is 
a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by 
the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. Comments regarding historic land acquisition are important 
issues, but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process. 

     Response: 

G.2-110



Comment ID: #77 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-111



78 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is 
a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by 
the federal government. The release of federal lands is an important issue but is outside the 
scope of NEPA and this SEIS. Comments related to this issue indicate underlying social and 
political dissatisfaction with a broader range of federal-territorial relations that are beyond the 
scope of DoD legal authority. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-112



79 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-113



80 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-114



81 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-115



Written comments become part of the public record associated with this proposed action.  Individual respondents may request that their name and/or 
home addresses be withheld from public disclosure, which will be honored to the extent allowable by law.  If you do not want your name publicly posted, 
please create a nickname in the SEIS User Name field which we can use to identify your comment publically.  All submissions from organizations or 
businesses, and from individuals or officials representing organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety.  

Privacy Act Statement – IF YOU DO NOT CREATE A USER NAME, WE MAY POST YOUR NAME ON THE PROJECT WEB SITE ALONG WITH 
YOUR COMMENT.  We will only use your other contact information to communicate with you as it relates to the SEIS.  We will only share the 
information you give us with another government agency if your inquiry relates to that agency, or as otherwise required by law. While you must provide a 
valid e-mail address or postal address, we recommend that you do NOT include any personally identifying information such as social security numbers, 
etc.

We will not post any content that is offensive in nature, including profanity, personal attacks on any individuals, expressions of racism, or use of abusive 
language. 

SEIS User Name (see top paragraph for explanation):____________________________________________________________________

Title (circle one):       Mr.       Ms.       Dr.        First Name:___________________________      Last Name:_________________________

___ Check here if you wish to be included on future notices related to the SEIS

Preferred Contact (check one or both):     ___ Email Address      ___ Mailing Address

Email: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Mailing Address: Street 1:_________________________________________________________________________________________

Street 2:_________________________________________________________________________________________

City/Town: ________________________________       State/Territory:_____________      Zip Code:____________

Organization: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Topic of Comment: _____________________________________       Date: ___________________________________________________

___  Check here if you believe the information you are submitting is sensitive and should not be made available to the public.  

Leave your comment in the space provided: 

Alice Leliukas

May 20, 2014

Could you look at moving the live-fire firing range (machine gun) at least several
degrees to the right (northeast) to preserve Ritidian recreational and wildlife lands. So
the SDZ does not impact public use of Ritidian.

82 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements. 

     Response: 

G.2-116



83:A – Thank you for your comment. Section 2.2.3, Live-Fire Training Range Complex 
describes the training tempo as “39 weeks per year (Marine Corps and non-Marine Corps use).” 
The training tempo described in the SEIS is based on best available information regarding range 
requirements. The range use schedule during any given month or week would be dependent on 
training requirements and other variables that are subject to change. If there were to be a need to 
increase training tempo in the future, then it would be reevaluated in accordance with NEPA.

83:B – The "wildlife reserve" or Guam National Wildlife Refuge at Ritidian Point, would not 
be moved. Impacts to the Guam National Wildlife Refuge, including wildlife, are presented in 
the Land Use and Terrestrial Biological Resources sections of LFTRC Alternative 5 (Northwest 
Field) of the Draft SEIS.
 

     Response: 

G.2-117



Written comments become part of the public record associated with this proposed action.  Individual respondents may request that their name and/or 
home addresses be withheld from public disclosure, which will be honored to the extent allowable by law.  If you do not want your name publicly posted, 
please create a nickname in the SEIS User Name field which we can use to identify your comment publically.  All submissions from organizations or 
businesses, and from individuals or officials representing organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety.  

Privacy Act Statement – IF YOU DO NOT CREATE A USER NAME, WE MAY POST YOUR NAME ON THE PROJECT WEB SITE ALONG WITH 
YOUR COMMENT.  We will only use your other contact information to communicate with you as it relates to the SEIS.  We will only share the 
information you give us with another government agency if your inquiry relates to that agency, or as otherwise required by law. While you must provide a 
valid e-mail address or postal address, we recommend that you do NOT include any personally identifying information such as social security numbers, 
etc.

We will not post any content that is offensive in nature, including profanity, personal attacks on any individuals, expressions of racism, or use of abusive 
language. 

SEIS User Name (see top paragraph for explanation):____________________________________________________________________

Title (circle one):       Mr.       Ms.       Dr.        First Name:___________________________      Last Name:_________________________

___ Check here if you wish to be included on future notices related to the SEIS

Preferred Contact (check one or both):     ___ Email Address      ___ Mailing Address

Email: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Mailing Address: Street 1:_________________________________________________________________________________________

Street 2:_________________________________________________________________________________________

City/Town: ________________________________       State/Territory:_____________      Zip Code:____________

Organization: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Topic of Comment: _____________________________________       Date: ___________________________________________________

___  Check here if you believe the information you are submitting is sensitive and should not be made available to the public.  

Leave your comment in the space provided: 

SR2014 SEIS3

May 20, 2014

What are the clean up efforts after firing range trainings? And how soon after a firing
range training can the public have access to the area?

It is unclear of the proposed procedures and public access.

84 – Thank you for your comment. As described in Table 2.8-1 of the SEIS, the ranges would 
be managed in accordance with current Marine Corps range management policies and 
procedures (Marine Corps Order 3550.10), which include measures to ensure safe operations,
restricted public access, and requirements for periodic removal of expended rounds (not after 
every use). The public would not have access to the ranges at any time, even when training is 
not being conducted, but removal of access restrictions in areas outside the ranges (e.g., in 
portions of the Surface Danger Zones that extend beyond each range) would occur upon 
completion of each scheduled training session as soon as Range Operations personnel determine 
that it is safe to lift the restrictions.

The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and recreational sites located 
on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain DON areas at certain times is required 
to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land 
areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. 

     Response: 

G.2-118



Written comments become part of the public record associated with this proposed action.  Individual respondents may request that their name and/or 
home addresses be withheld from public disclosure, which will be honored to the extent allowable by law.  If you do not want your name publicly posted, 
please create a nickname in the SEIS User Name field which we can use to identify your comment publically.  All submissions from organizations or 
businesses, and from individuals or officials representing organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety.  

Privacy Act Statement – IF YOU DO NOT CREATE A USER NAME, WE MAY POST YOUR NAME ON THE PROJECT WEB SITE ALONG WITH 
YOUR COMMENT.  We will only use your other contact information to communicate with you as it relates to the SEIS.  We will only share the 
information you give us with another government agency if your inquiry relates to that agency, or as otherwise required by law. While you must provide a 
valid e-mail address or postal address, we recommend that you do NOT include any personally identifying information such as social security numbers, 
etc.

We will not post any content that is offensive in nature, including profanity, personal attacks on any individuals, expressions of racism, or use of abusive 
language. 

SEIS User Name (see top paragraph for explanation):____________________________________________________________________

Title (circle one):       Mr.       Ms.       Dr.        First Name:___________________________      Last Name:_________________________

___ Check here if you wish to be included on future notices related to the SEIS

Preferred Contact (check one or both):     ___ Email Address      ___ Mailing Address

Email: ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Mailing Address: Street 1:_________________________________________________________________________________________

Street 2:_________________________________________________________________________________________

City/Town: ________________________________       State/Territory:_____________      Zip Code:____________

Organization: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

Topic of Comment: _____________________________________       Date: ___________________________________________________

___  Check here if you believe the information you are submitting is sensitive and should not be made available to the public.  

Leave your comment in the space provided: 

William W. Weare M.D.

May 20, 2014

My concern is the rigidness of the Marines and their planning of how the live-fire
range is built and operated. Limiting the range of fire (example Japan is having people
shoot through limiting the muzzle aperture range of the gun). This would greatly
decreased the amount/size of SDZ. On Guam, 212 square miles of available land so if
you are going to try to build something you have to consider the size of available land.
I don't see where the military has tried to develop a better alternative to use a smaller
area, safely. I think the military has not looked at what the real goal is (make sure the
people learn to fire weapons correctly and safely) but have not looked at alternative
construction.
Changing the construction would also result is much less environmental damage to
the ocean and land of the range (environment).

85 – Thank you for your comment. Marine Corps training requirements are dictated by current 
training and readiness manuals and Marine Corps Orders, which collectively outline the 
minimum proficiency levels required of Marine Corps personnel and the appropriate training 
conditions to develop, evaluate, and maintain that proficiency. Marine Corps Order 3570.1B 
specifies the Surface Danger Zones required for each type of weapons range. The specifications 
are standardized among all DoD ranges to maximize public health and safety and are not 
customized to each range location. The proposed range layouts on Guam were specifically 
developed so as to minimize the total geographic footprint by overlapping the surface danger 
zones to the maximum extent possible while meeting training requirements within safe 
operational parameters. NEPA requires that the SEIS evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed range conditions that reasonably meet the purpose of and need for the proposed action 
as defined by the project proponent, but NEPA does not require the proponent to identify 
alternatives that do not satisfy the defined purpose and need (with the exception of evaluating 
the No-Action Alternative). 

     Response: 

G.2-119



86 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-120



87 – Thank you for your comment. Under the preferred alternative, neither the cantonment area, 
family housing, nor the LFTRC will require acquisition of land. Easements will be required for 
the installation of some utilities and communications. 

The “One Guam” initiative is one of four pillars that the DoD committed to regarding the 
military buildup on Guam. In this initiative, the DoD committed to address the socio-economic 
and infrastructure needs on Guam that are imposed by the buildup. The effects of addressing 
these needs will translate to an improved quality of life for the people of Guam. This initiative 
is meant to ensure that the federal government appropriately addresses and mitigates significant 
impacts that the build-up would impose on community infrastructure. The initiative is not 
intended to address infrastructure and services impacts unrelated to the build-up. The DoD is 
already working towards making Guam’s quality of life better through several projects that 
support the “One Guam” initiative. These projects include more than $40M in civilian 
infrastructure road improvements to Routes 1, 8, and 11. You may have already seen these road 
projects in progress. The DoD has also committed more than $50M in grants to support 
improvements to Guam’s commercial port. The DON had determined that capital improvements 
to the Port of Guam, including critical modernization and repair, will enhance capabilities that 
are critical to national defense, such as the shipment of goods and supplies to military bases 
located on Guam.

The DON is committed to developing energy efficient infrastructure. Facilities shall be 
designed to meet sustainable design criteria as well as Federal mandates for energy use. The 
facilities will be constructed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design criteria. LEED 
is intended to help building owners and operators be environmentally responsible and use 
resources efficiently. Additionally, the cantonment area is designed as a “walkable base,” 
thereby reducing transportation energy requirements. 

The Department of Defense Educational Activity does have schools on other bases in the U.S. 
in addition to Guam. The separate educational systems on Guam (public schools and DoD 
schools) were based on a determination in the early 1990s that the Guam public schools neither 
met the educational instruction goals or the physical facilities standards that DoD required. 
 

     Response: 

G.2-121



Comment ID: #87 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-122



88 – Thank you for your comment. Route 5 (Naval Magazine Road), from Route 2A to Route 
17, is approximately 0.5-miles (0.8 kilometers) in length, provides two travel lanes 
approximately 12.0-feet (3.6 meters) wide, and is considered a minor arterial. Route 5 (Naval 
Magazine Road) carries between 7,200 and 12,000 vehicles per day and operates with a volume 
to capacity ratio less than 0.80 during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. Based on the traffic 
operations analysis conducted by Federal Highway Administration and summarized in the Draft 
SEIS and Appendix F, Route 5 (Naval Magazine Road) currently operates at acceptable level of 
service, with excess capacity, and would continue operate at acceptable level of service with the 
proposed action. As such, roadway widening would not be required nor recommended on Route 
5 (Naval Magazine Road).

As discussed in the 2010 FEIS Volume 6: Related Actions, Chapter 4: Roadways, Route 5 is 
not structurally capable of handling heavy traffic due to the current condition of the pavement. 
As such, pavement strengthening along Route 5 would be required and is included as part of the 
proposed action. Off base roadway construction projects would be implemented by the Federal 
Highway Administration. By improving the structural capacity of the roadway, the safety and 
stability would also be improved for other drivers, transit patrons, and bicyclists. 

     Response: 

G.2-123



Comment ID: #89 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #81. The response is provided on Page 
G.2-110.
 

     Response: 

G.2-124



90 – Thank you for your comment and petition. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope 
of the SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National 
Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. 

Please note: Since the same on-line petition was submitted as a comment attachment three times 
(containing the same petition declaration and signatures each time but supplemented with 
additional signatures with each succeeding iteration), only the version with the most signatures 
has been included in its entirety (see Comment ID: #340). Also included with Comment #340 is 
a list of “comments” offered by signers of the petition in response to the on-line question “Why 
did you sign?” This additional list of responses to this question was submitted with only one of 
the three petitions but has been grouped with the petition signatures in Comment ID: #340 for 
convenience of the reader. The majority of the answers to the “Why did you sign?” question 
were unrelated to the SEIS and are therefore collectively addressed by the response above. Five 
of the responses to the question pertained specifically to the SEIS and have been addressed 
separately as unique comments #340:A, 340:B, 340:C, 340:D, and 340:E. 
 

     Response: 

G.2-125



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-126



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-127



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-128



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-129



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-130



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-131



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-132



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-133



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-134



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-135



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-136



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-137



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-138



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-139



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-140



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-141



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-142



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-143



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-144



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-145



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-146



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-147



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-148



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-149



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-150



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-151



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-152



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-153



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-154



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-155



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-156



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-157



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-158



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-159



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-160



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-161



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-162



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-163



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-164



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-165



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-166



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-167



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-168



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-169



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-170



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-171



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-172



Comment ID: #90 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-173



91:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

91:B – The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and sensitive 
issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by the federal government. 
Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of current laws and DoD policy.

91:C – Public access to facilities and areas within military base boundaries on Guam are 
determined by the Joint Region and respective base commanders and are outside the scope of 
NEPA and this SEIS. 

     Response: 

G.2-174



92 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements. 

     Response: 

G.2-175



93 – Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with the assessment that additional upgrades 
are required to Guam's water and wastewater infrastructure to meet current and future demands. 
DoD has collaborated with Guam Waterworks Authority to update the SEIS to reflect the latest 
assessment of Guam Waterworks Authority's water and wastewater systems. As stated in the 
SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating funding from federal agencies 
such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the Department of the Interior, and others. As 
discussed in Section 2.9.1, Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic 
Adjustment Committee “…to consider assistance, including assistance to support public 
infrastructure requirements, necessary to support the preferred alternative for the relocation of 
Marine Corps forces to Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic 
Adjustment Committee will submit a report to the congressional defense committees describing 
the results of the Economic Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an 
implementation plan to support the DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine 
Corps forces to Guam.  Since subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment 
Committee to submit its report no later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of 
decision on the proposed action, one of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to 
address significant impacts to various resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, 
and public services) relies on the established Economic Adjustment Committee role 
coordinating with the Territory of Guam and mobilizing technical experts along with assistance 
from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of Defense acting 
through the Office of Economic Adjustment for civilian water and wastewater improvements on 
Guam. These funds will remain available until expended.

 

     Response: 

G.2-176



Comment ID: #93 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-177



Comment ID: #93 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-178



94 – Thank you for your comment. The issue addressed in the comment is outside the scope of 
NEPA and this SEIS. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor 
required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA 
process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-179



Comment ID: #95 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #77. The response is provided on Page 
G.2-105. 

     Response: 

G.2-180



Comment ID: #95 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-181



96 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-182



Comment ID: #96 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-183



97 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-184



98 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-185



99 – Thank you for your comment. DoD acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a 
complex and sensitive issue, particularly related to prior acquisition of land in Guam by the 
federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of current 
land acquisition laws and DoD Policy. The release of federal lands is outside the scope of this 
SEIS. 

     Response: 

G.2-186



100 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-187



101 – Thank you for your comment. The DoD and DON are committed to the protection and 
responsible stewardship of the environment and compliance with all environmental laws and 
regulations. The Water Resources sections of the SEIS thoroughly evaluate the potential risks 
and pathways by which water quality could be impacted by the proposed action and 
alternatives, and Section 2.8 of the SEIS lists numerous Best Management Practices that would 
be implemented as part of the proposed action to help minimize such impacts. Relevant 
regulatory agencies would oversee the results of monitoring efforts and the DON would 
continue to coordinate with such agencies throughout the construction and operations phases of 
the proposed action to ensure that the project does not endanger Guam’s sources of safe 
drinking water. 

     Response: 

G.2-188



102 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-189



Comment ID: #102 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-190



Comment ID: #102 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-191



Comment ID: #102 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-192



104 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-193



Comment ID: #104 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-194



Comment ID: #104 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-195



105:A – Thank you for your comment. The Civilian Marksmanship Program is a federally 
chartered 501(c)3 corporation that supports the education and training of eligible U.S. citizens, 
especially youth, in gun safety training, marksmanship training and competition. The federal 
law enacted in 1996 (Title 36 U. S. Code, 40701-40733) created the Corporation for the 
Promotion of Rifle Practice and Firearms Safety, Inc. (the formal legal name of the Civilian 
Marksmanship Program). The law states that the Secretary of the Army shall provide logistics 
support for competition and other activities. No other military services are named. There are no 
provisions or mandates under the law for the use of military ranges, except for ranges that 
hosted competitions prior to 1996. A military/civilian completion was held in April 2014 at 
Marine Corps Base Quantico. Requests for use of the proposed military ranges for competitions 
would be considered on a case-by-case basis in coordination with the Civilian Marksmanship 
Program Board of Directors.

105:B – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-196



106 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-197



Comment ID: #107
107 – Thank you for your comment and petition. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the 
scope of the SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of 
NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act, and the 
National Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. 

Please note: Since the same on-line petition was submitted as a comment attachment three times 
(containing the same petition declaration and signatures each time but supplemented with 
additional signatures with each succeeding iteration), only the version with the most signatures 
has been included in its entirety (see Comment ID: #340). Also included with Comment #340 is 
a list of “comments” offered by signers of the petition in response to the on-line question “Why 
did you sign?” This additional list of responses to this question was submitted with only one of 
the three petitions but has been grouped with the petition signatures in Comment ID: #340 for 
convenience of the reader. The majority of the answers to the “Why did you sign?” question 
were unrelated to the SEIS and are therefore collectively addressed by the response above. Five 
of the responses to the question pertained specifically to the SEIS and have been addressed 
separately as unique comments #340:A, 340:B, 340:C, 340:D, and 340:E. 
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Comment ID: #108

Name: Greg Massey

Email Address:

Comment:

SUPPORT NEEDED FOR H-2B PROGRAM MANAGEMENT WITHIN THE GUAM DEPARTMENT OF LABOR:

Although it is the goal to maximize the hiring of US resident workers for Marine Relocation projects, the reality is 
that there is a shortage of workers in skilled construction trades in Guam.  The island currently has sufficient 
workers to handle typical organic growth and small to mid level construction volume, however, with the larger scale 
volume inherent with the build up, it will be necessary to import temporary foreign labor to handle the peak load 
needs.

In order to import these workers, there is an exhaustive process that needs to be done by the employer with the 
Guam DOL.  This process ensures that qualified, willing and available US workers are afforded job opportunities 
for which H-2B workers are planned via a testing of the local labor market.  With Marine Relocation projects, there 
is an additional layer of labor market testing that is even more intensive and time consuming. 

The DOL division who manages the H-2B program is the Alien Labor Processing & Certification Division (ALPCD).  
ALPCD currently employs only 3 classified FTE staff and 3 temporary staff.   These staffing levels are already at 
capacity and are definitely not sufficient to handle caseload levels that will be seen with Marine Relocation 
projects.  Funding resources must be provided PRIOR to the onset of build up projects so that staff may be trained 
and attain a minimal level of proficiency.  Without these resources, employers will likely experience severe delays 
in obtaining necessary certifications to allow for the importation and/or extension of H-2B workers assigned to 
MILCON and relocation projects.  Such high volume will also affect the private sector in a negative way as the 
H-2B labor certifications for private sector and local government projects will also experience delays.  

In previous discussions on the build up, certain choke points were identified:  The Port - The Roads - and 
Availability of Labor.   Millions in federal dollars have been provided to the Port.... Millions are being spent on 
roadwork...nothing has been invested in Labor for the build up. 

Without federal support, this choke point will be realized. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my comment.

Organization: Guam DOL- Alien Labor Processing & Cert Div.

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/3/2014 9:50:05 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Foreign Labor Impact & Needs

Comment Date: 6/3/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

108 – Thank you for your comment. As documented in this SEIS, the DON acknowledges the 
existing substandard conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social services on 
Guam and the interest to have the DON fund improvements to these systems and services. The 
DON’s ability to fund actions is limited by Federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts 
associated with the proposed military relocation program, the DON would continue to support 
the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as 
appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence 
workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before 
infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing project-related 
employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam 
public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and funding sources that 
may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.
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Comment ID: #109

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I would like to applaud the decision of alcon in seriously considering Northwest field as a site for the new Marine 
firing range.  It's also an excellent site for any additional training infrastructure, such as urban warfare (currently 
being conducted in the old Air Force South Andy Housing area--too close to nearby densely populated areas such 
as Latte Heights, Latte Plantation-where I live, and Adacao St., etc.).   NW field makes the most sense....it's close 
proximity to the proposed Marine Corps HQ & Base at Nctams, as well as the shortened flight time from AAFB (or 
even from a newly constructed Marine Corp Air Wing facility at NW Field) to the training areas there, make it ideal. 
The fact 100's of unused acres already owned by DOD are readily available further shores up the argument for NW 
field.  Hopefully, Defense & Interior can resolve any conflicting issues regarding required safe zones and the 
existing preserve, to everyone's satisfaction. 
                  Cheers!  -- woody  (USCG, E-7, Ret.)

Organization: NA

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 6/4/2014 12:56:59 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: NORTHWEST FIELD

Comment Date: 6/4/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:woody

109 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #110

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

If you look into the details or just the basic picture, the build up is an immoral intrusion, and a classic example of 
the colonial policies of the American Empire.  As a veteran of the US military and a mix of white and Chamoru 
parentage, I objectively see the US military as trespassers by force.  The only solution to this travesty of justice is 
self-government of the Chamoru people.  Islas Marianas unite!

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 6/5/2014 1:25:07 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 6/5/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:Gof Li'e'

110 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #111

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

To Whom It May Concern,
True peace cannot exist when lands are being built for war.  No military build up on Guam or anywhere!
Sincerely
Ellen-Rae

Organization: Women's Voices Women Speak

Address:

  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: Yes

Date Recieved: 6/5/2014 2:57:39 PM

Prefer Email: No Prefer Mail: No

Topic: NO BUILD UP

Comment Date: 6/5/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:ellenraec

111 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #112

Name: Christine Lipat, DC

Email Address:

Comment:

NO BUILDUP on Guahan! I am opposed to increased militarization in Guahan, especially to the creation of a live 
firing range over ancient burial grounds, a wildlife refuge and to landlocking land owners. 

The environment is finite and not disposable, especially on such a small land mass as Guahan. No to 
environmental destruction and further destruction of sacred lands, and no to further deterioration of the land's 
natural resources. 

Military base expansion here and in Hawai'i is unnecessary and downright wasteful. It only serves to benefit the 
short term profits of defense contractors.

Organization:

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/5/2014 10:43:44 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: NO BUILDUP

Comment Date: 6/5/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

112 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #113

Name: J Rick Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

I think the Navy needs to incorporate information on missile defense capabilities.  For example, it is not clear how a 
THAAD will help Guam.  I think the Navy should place Aegis shore based missile defense capabilities on Guam 
which are currently not on-island.

Second, I think the comment period of 60 days is too short.  I think the comment period needs to be extended from 
60 days to 120 days because the time frame for comment is too short and why should the people of Guam have to 
be rushed on a effort that is so substantial?

1.7 million gallons of water per day is the stated water usage.  Clarify if this is for normal steady state operational 
tempos or not.  What is the estimated daily water usage based on clearly defined surge operations?  Do the 
current estimates also include water usage by dependents and civilians who will provide support for the Marines?

Waste water generation is listed at 1.2 million gallons per day.  Clarify if this is for normal operational tempos 
steady state operations or not.  What is the estimate for surge operations?  What inputs inform the 1.2 million 
gallons per day?

54,240 pounds of garbage are listed to be as garbage produced every day.  Is this number based on steady state, 
normal operational tempos?  What is the figure for surge operations?  Please explain how surge operations are 
taken into consideration if at all.

From page ES-5:Range utilization is estimated to be 39-weeks-per-year (Marine Corps and non-Marine Corps use) 
with 13 weeks of non- availability per year for weather, maintenance, and holidays. Night training is estimated to 
occur twice per week during the qualification periods and would require consecutive firing days. The estimated 
annual ammunition usage at the LFTRC under the 2012 Roadmap Adjustments would be approximately 47% less 
than the amount analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS. This reduction would result from the changed composition and 
reduced numbers of Marine Corps personnel that would be relocated to Guam.  My question is what specific night 
training is planned for?  Does this apply to all ranges within the LFTRC?  What noise pollutants will be produced 
during all expected night training?  How will the lead introduced into the area be extracted?  Provide more detail on 
how the introduction of lead will be managed, beyond picking up bullet casings.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/6/2014 12:52:45 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 6/6/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

113:A – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as missile defense and THAAD are outside 
the scope of this SEIS. No specific changes to the SEIS have been made in response to this 
comment.

113:B – The Draft SEIS public comment period was set initially to be 60 days (April 18 to June 
17, 2014 Eastern Standard Time), which is 15 days longer than the 45-day minimum required 
by NEPA. At public request, the DON extended the public comment period by 15 days, to end 
on July 1, 2014 (Eastern Standard Time). 

113:C – Yes, the estimates for water, wastewater, and municipal solid waste are for anticipated 
steady state operations for the relocated Marines with the assumption that all housing units 
would be occupied. No surge operations are anticipated for the relocated Marines. This is a 
worst-case conservative approach which also does not consider conservation via 
implementation of LEED Silver and other sustainability features that would be incorporated 
into the design of the facilities.

The 1.7 million gallons per day (MGd) is the average daily potable water demand. The average 
day demands are multiplied by a coefficient to determine the maximum day demand, which for 
the cantonment/family housing is 2.6 MGd. These estimated values are developed per UFC 
standard methodology, and include potable water demands of dependents as well as the civilian 
work force.

The 1.2 million gallons per day (MGd) wastewater flow estimate represents the average day 
generation of wastewater from the main cantonment and family housing only. The 
corresponding total monthly maximum (or surge) of wastewater flow from the main cantonment 
and family housing only from the proposed action was estimated at 2.1 MGd. A break-down of 
the average day wastewater flows and associated total monthly maximum wastewater flows is 
presented in Section 4.1.14.

113:D – Nighttime training could occur at any of the ranges. The specific range use schedule 
(for day or night use) has not been determined yet but would be dependent on training 
requirements at any given time and other variables that are subject to change. The noise sections 
for each alternative describe noise modeling results measured in A-weighted Day-Night 
Average sound levels and the noise levels discussed include noise emanating from both daytime 
and night weapons firing. 

With regard to management of lead on the operational ranges, Table 2.8-1 in the SEIS describes 
specific measures that would be implemented to minimize the impact of lead at the LFTRC, 
including compliance with Range Management Plans and the site-specific Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program that would be developed for the LFTRC on 
Guam. 
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Comment ID: #114

Name: J Rick Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

For fresh water use, what are the assumptions associated with water usage and drought?  What inputs are 
informing the modeling for water use to fight fires during say 5 years of consecutive drought?  What are the 
specific assumptions informing all water usage models used to inform the GWA and general public?

How much water, as measured in millions of gallons per day, is to be pumped back into the aquifer?  Under steady 
state conditions?  Under surge conditions?  What are the environmental risks associated with pumping water back 
into the aquifer and how will this risk be managed?  Please explain.

For cultural security purposes, I suggest the Navy work with the Chamorro Studies Program at UOG and the 
Department of Chamorro Studies to prepare a series of Chamorro cultural training classes that are to be taken 
during the first year for all Navy, Army, Marine Corps, Air Force, NSA, CIA and Coast Guard employees stationed 
on Guam and the Northern Marianas Islands.

I protest any kind of firing range or firing range complex on Naval Magazine because of cultural artifacts on the 
property.

Provide substantially more information on the net weight of lead to be introduced into Guam in all scenarios. How 
will lead shot into the berms and ricochets be removed from the surrounding land areas?

What are the plans to clean up all lead introduced into Guam from a LFTRC?  What are the costs associated with 
this?  If no plans are available, produce a plan and share it with the people of Guam.

Certain wind conditions could push the pollutants produced from firing towards the northern villages.  What is the 
risk mitigation strategy to address this and the noise produced by firing range training?

So far, I have not come across one word that talks about engaging villagers or engaging local residents.  Why is 
this omitted?  Provide complete descriptions of  what was and what was not done.  This report so far is very sterile 
and dehumanizes our Chamorro people.

An alternative E should be produced and this E alternative should consider establishing firing ranges in the 
Philippines, or in Australia or have Marines conduct their live fire training in Hawaii or in California.

More information is needed when we talk about hand grenade ranges.  What specific kinds of environmental 
remediation efforts are taken to clean up the mess made from hand grenade training?  How will noise be 
mitigated?  Explain how land slopes play if at all in managing this kind of particular training range?  What is the net 
weight on a steady state basis of hand grenades exploded on the island of Guam per annum?  What is the net 
weight of hand grenades exploded on the island of Guam during surge conditions?

Organization:

Address:

,  

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

114:A – Thank you for your comment. The applicable criteria (DoD Unified Facilities Criteria) 
for analyzing water demands do not stipulate a methodology for calculating demands during a 
drought period. In practice, all water system owners will implement and enforce water 
conservation measures to manage demands during drought periods. Also, various stakeholder 
groups, including the DoD and Guam Waterworks Authority, have joined to form the Guam 
Water Resources Development Group. The mission of the Guam Water Resources 
Development Group is to protect Guam’s water supply for quantity, quality, reliability, 
sustainability, and availability for all of Guam - present and future. The Guam Water Resources 
Development Group will meet with technical experts to manage Northern Guam Lens Aquifer
groundwater monitoring efforts, while addressing interagency interests and concerns, and then 
make recommendations. The Guam Water Resources Development Group will resolve 
interagency issues and establish formal agreements and commitments for implementing the 
Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring objectives and timelines. A draft set of bylaws, based 
on the memorandum of understanding, was informally distributed in November 2014 and is 
currently under review by members of the affected local and federal agencies.

Water is not pumped back into the aquifer. The aquifer is recharged by rainfall, irrigation, leaks 
in water mains, etc. The U.S. Geological Survey studied the effect of drought and withdrawal of 
water from the aquifer (summarized in Section 4.1.2 of the SEIS). Refer to "The Effects of 
Withdrawals and Drought on Groundwater Availability in the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, 
Guam" by S. Gingerich, U.S. Geological Survey (Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5216).

114:B – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.

DoD understands and recognizes the significance of cultural sites located on DoD lands in 
Guam. To the degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural 
importance would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. Consultation under the 
2011 Programmatic Agreement would address potential adverse effects and alternatives to 
avoid adverse effects. 

114:C – The net weight of lead that would be present at any given time on Guam cannot be 
determined because it would depend on the frequency of periodic range clearance operations 
(determined by Range Management Plans to be developed), the actual amount of range use 
between range clearances, the type of ammunition used, etc. With regard to management of lead 
on the operational ranges, please refer to Table 2.8-1 that describes specific measures that will 
be carried out to minimize the impact of lead at the LFTRC, including compliance with Range 
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Management Plans and the site-specific Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment 
program that would be developed for the LFTRC on Guam.
 
114:D – Under the Route 15 LFTRC alternative, a noise reduction plan would be produced to 
address potential reduction of noise impacts. This plan would be implemented if this alternative 
is selected. Preparation of this plan would investigate further noise reduction strategies and 
would include engagement with affected landowners.

114:E – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and GovGuam levels, has also met 
with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected 
stakeholders throughout the relocation process.

114:F – With respect to looking at alternative locations other than Guam, the 2010 Final EIS 
considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and explained the 
various international and military capability requirements that were considered for the 
relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, along 
with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This background 
discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout the Pacific region for 
the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action (the ability of the U.S. 
to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a particular locale), and (3) 
international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western Pacific allies. The U.S. 
locations in the Pacific region considered for the military relocation were Hawaii, Alaska, 
California, and Guam. Non-U.S. locations considered included Korea, the Philippines, 
Singapore, Thailand, and Australia, because they are allies to the U.S. and are well situated for 
strategic force deployment. After analyzing the international and military capability 
requirements for each location mentioned above, Guam was the only location for the relocation 
that met all the criteria.
 
114:G – The Marine Corps has an established program to ensure that all of their ranges are 
operated in an environmentally safe manner. In general, no adverse impacts are expected from 
expended munitions (including hand grenades). Since range management plans and periodic 
range clearance would prevent the Hand Grenade Range from becoming contaminated, no 
environmental remediation in the established regulatory sense would be required. Noise would 
emanate beyond the immediate vicinity of the Hand Grenade Range and such impacts (as well 
as any appropriate mitigation) are addressed in the SEIS. The Hand Grenade Range would be 
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constructed on a flat surface; any slopes present within the proposed site would be graded 
during construction. Neither stored nor expended hand grenades are measured as a function of 
net weight. Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS describes annual estimated expenditure at the Hand 
Grenade Range of 421 grenades. This is the amount of use that is evaluated in this SEIS and 
any substantial increase in such use would be subject to reevaluation under NEPA. The number 
of hand grenades present or used at any given time would depend on the range schedule, which 
would be developed subject to training requirements. 
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Comment ID: #115

Name: J Rick Perez

Email Address:

Comment:

On Table ES-2, there the construction footprint to SDZ is generally at 1 : 10 or thereabouts.  If I am understanding 
this correctly, then that means from a total area perspective, for every round shot, there needs to be up to 10 times 
the area to allow for ricochets and straying rounds.  Outline the reasons for this and provide more context on the 
thinking and reasoning behind this stated need for a SDZ that is at 10 times the size of the construction acreage.

The SDZ acreage listings for alternatives 1, 2 and 3, provide a range of up to 200 acres.  Is this due solely to land 
availability considerations?  Please explain. 

On Table ES-4, IT and COMM links between proposed cantonments and the LFTRC, especially from northern 
Guam to Naval Mag and from Barrigada to Naval Mag require over 560 acres to lay down the COMM.  Exactly how 
many kinds and types of uses require such extensive IT and COMM lay-downs?  Is this part of the IC build, co-
mingled with Navy milcon money?  Provide more content and description to explain what all the needs are, present 
and future, for such a major need for IT and COMM lay-downs.

Also, will the IT/COMM lines go across private lands?  Commercial lands?  Will lands be leased to allow for IT-
COMM lay-downs?  Please explain.

Organization:

Address:

,

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/6/2014 12:43:20 PM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic:

Comment Date: 6/6/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

Comment ID: #115

115:A – Thank you for your comment. Marine Corps Order 3570.1B specifies the size and 
shape of the Surface Danger Zone required for each type of weapons range. The specifications 
are dependent on the type of weapon being fired (e.g., a pistol range has a shorter Surface 
Danger Zone than a rifle range) and other factors, all of which are focused on ensuring the 
safety of range operations. Because the proposed LFTRC is a combination of 5 ranges of 
variable sized Surface Danger Zones, a composite Surface Danger Zone has been defined for 
the entire complex, with the orientation of ranges and individual Surface Danger Zones within 
the composite footprint designed to reduce the affected area to the maximum extent that is 
consistent with operational and safety requirements. Regarding your example, Table ES-2 of the 
SEIS shows the Surface Danger Zone sizes (not including the range construction footprint) for 
each alternative. As you noted, this acreage for Alternative 1 (3,379 acres) is 200 acres larger 
than Alternative 3 (3,179 acres). The spatial differences for each Alternative result from the 
different alignments and orientations of the 5 ranges in each alternative location. The proposed 
layout of the 5 LFTRC ranges was customized specifically for each location based on site-
specific factors including limiting land acquisition, reducing environmental impacts, ensuring 
operational efficiency and safety, etc.

115:B – The 560 acres is a very conservative estimate using a certain easement width, not 
actual trench depth. The IT/COMM connectivity requirements are provided in Chapter 2. This 
is not comingled with Navy funding but strictly what is required for the U.S. Marine Corps 
presence. All of the IT/COMM routings would be within easements, most of which are already 
in place. Some additional easements would need to be acquired and are listed in the land use 
section.
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Comment ID: #116

Name: Nelson Bonilla

Email Address:

Comment:

LEAVE PUERTO RICO, GUAM, AND OTHER TERRITORIES IN PEACE.

Organization: University of Michigan

Address:

Mailing List? No Attachment: No Don't Use Name: No

Date Recieved: 6/7/2014 9:40:56 AM

Prefer Email: Yes Prefer Mail: No

Topic: Stop your nonsense imperialism

Comment Date: 6/7/2014 12:00:00 AM

NoSensitive Info:

SEIS User Name:

Comment ID: #116
116 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #117

Name: Hope Alvarez Cristobal

Email Address:

Comment:

NO TO THE BUILDUP!
DOD's land grab of land that does not belong to DOD is unacceptable--language used is "property under the 
control and custody of" the federal government.  This clearly indicates the colonial status of Guam and the 
Chamorro people w/r to the lands being exploited for military use under this SEIS.  Guam's increased militarization 
impedes the colonial Chamorro people's exercise of their right to self-determination and decolonization of our 
homeland. The DOD and all persons associated have a moral obligation not to further the militarization of these 
lands "..under the control and custody of" of the U.S. federal government.  There is no way that the DOD, the U.S. 
military, can justify to the World, the takings and continued control, custody, militarization, and contamination of our 
lands and sea.
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117 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #118

Name: Hope Alvarez Cristobal

Email Address:

Comment:

NO TO THE BUILDUP:
      The preferred alternative of the cantonment is 2.2 square miles of Finegayan.  If all 6,300 people will be 
housed there, the planned density is marginally urban, something especially striking when some proportion of 
those people will be in barracks.  The SEIS does not indicate or mention any planned suburban tract family 
housing/sprawl and shopping centers with huge parking lots to take care of the additional people it is responsible in 
bringing to Guam. This is unacceptable! The SEIS  ignores the impacts to the surrounding communities of 
Machanao, Agafa Gumas, Finegayan, Astumbo, Yigo, and Dededo.  It appears that the criteria by which the 
decision of how much area is needed for the cantonment is based on outdated, sprawling, US-centric model of car-
based suburban life.  The SEIS must indicate all the negative impacts of traffic, noise, dust, and air pollution to the 
health of the residents of Machanao, Agafa Gumas, Finegayan and Yigo and how these will be prevented.
Most of Guam's farms are located in this area.  The quality and the quantity of our foods grown in this area will be 
impacted by the dust, chemical/fuel vapors and the air pollution brought on by military vehicles and traffic created 
by increased population.  The negative impact to the quality of water in the northern Guam lens system is not 
addressed.  Also, many farms suffer low water pressure or none at all during the dry season. This will definitely 
affect the quality and quantity of our foods coming from this breadbasket region of the island. This is unacceptable. 
 Yigo village  outside of Andersen Air Force Base (and Santa Rita near Naval Magazine) suffer the highest # of 
cancer deaths (for a decade, 1997 DPHSS study) compared to other villages on Guam.  This is no coincidence.  I 
disapprove of this project by the DOD!
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118 – Thank you for your comment. The proposed cantonment and family housing areas under 
each alternative were designed in compliance with Unified Facility Criteria standards, approved 
military base planning and design criteria, and the Marine Corps Guiding Principles for the 
relocation. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the 
proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. Impacts of the types to which you refer in 
your comment are acknowledged in the SEIS. The SEIS process also identifies ways to mitigate 
adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term 
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The 
DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public 
scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. 
The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and GovGuam 
levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage 
with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
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Comment ID: #119

Name: Hope Alvarez Cristobal

Email Address:

Comment:

The SEIS is for a weapons expert to understand, not the common man.  This is part of the deception of this SEIS.
(1) We get no description of what the berms will be like.  The weapons to be used are described as follows: "Small 
arms to be fired at these ranges would include the 9 mm pistol  [1800 meters range according to an Army website], 
the .45 caliber pistol, the 5.56 mm rifle [the M16 with a maximum range of 3000 yards], the 7.62 mm machine gun 
[maximum range of 4070 yards], and the .50 caliber machine gun [maximum range 6,764 meters]."  The distinct 
ranges are listed as MRFR (Modified Record of Fire Range), pistols, rifles, and MPMG (Multi-purpose machine 
gun) but really there could be any number of kinds of weapons in use at that live firing range.  The MPMG looks to 
be about 1100 yards in length before the berm, suggesting there will be tremendous impact into and likely over the 
berm rather than the minimal risk suggested to exist for people recreating, fishing, or traveling beyond the sea. 
There is an inexplicable sharp right (inward) turn in the angle of the left margin of the MPMG SDZ (surface danger 
zone) and a sharp left (inward) turn in the NSSA SDZ.  The true impact area/danger zone is most probably larger 
than indicated.  Why the deception? 
(2) The firing ranges have also inexplicably been designed to avoid the beaches used by military personnel to the 
east of National Wildlife Refuge, raising the question of whether avoiding any impacts to the military recreation 
took precedence over avoiding general public use of land and sea at Ritidian, endangered species impact, etc.
(3) The SEIS falls short on information on what kind of ammunition and what toxins are in the ammunitions that 
may be added to the landscape. There is only reference on p. 5-314 to this worrisome fact: "Range operations 
under Alternative 5 have the potential to leach munitions constituents to the water."  The important toxic and life 
threatening information omitted is part of the deception of this SEIS.
(4) The idea of mitigating the impact to National Wildlife Refuge by turning Orote Point into a refuge area is just 
pathetic.
(5) The noise claims for this live fire range is another deception.  The already existing noise of Andersen South is 
described as:  "People living in areas adjacent to the Route 15 lands experience exposure to elevated noise due to 
the limited military training on Andersen South and Guam International Raceway events. While these noise levels 
have not been quantified, they are intermittent and return to ambient noise levels upon completion of the noise 
events. During inactive times at Andersen South and the Raceway, ambient noise levels equate to approximately 
50-60 dB (USEPA 1978)." Attention to the impacts and how much noise is already being generated by military 
activity is NOT included.
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119:A – Thank you for your comment. Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS describes the ranges, types of 
training, weapons, frequency of range use, and ammunition usage (day and night) that is 
proposed on Guam under the SEIS feasible alternatives. The DON does not at this time 
anticipate any conditions or scenarios that would result in variations in the planned use of the 
proposed ranges. If such conditions or scenarios arise in the future then the NEPA requirements 
for such changes (and the applicability of the SEIS) would be reevaluated at that time. 

The Surface Danger Zones were determined using a probabilistic method that is based on a 
detailed analysis and takes into account all aspects of the terrain, characteristics of the weapons 
being employed, specific firing positions, design of range safety features, and weather variables.

119:B – The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed (including the orientation 
of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected while still 
meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.

119:C – As described in Table 2.8-1, in compliance with DoD Instruction 4715.14, the Marine 
Corps will utilize the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program to assess the 
potential impacts to human health and the environment from live fire training operations. The 
purpose of the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program is to identify whether 
there is a release or a substantial threat of a release of munitions constituents from the 
operational range or range complex areas to off-range areas and determine if the release causes 
an unacceptable risk to human health and/or the environment. The Marine Corps will collect 
baseline data to support the assessment as part of a baseline survey conducted before the ranges 
are approved for use. The Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program will 
conduct an assessment on all live fire operational ranges after they have been in use for a 
minimum of a year to determine if munitions constituents are migrating off-range and if follow-
on actions are required. Monitoring of the ranges for munitions constituents migrating off-range 
will be based on the outcome of the assessment that is conducted at a minimum every 5 years.

119:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

119:E – Noise due to military activities and Guam International Raceway have not been 
quantified because of the intermittent nature of the events. Noise levels return to ambient levels 
once the activity is completed. 
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Comment ID: #120

Name: Hope Alvarez Cristobal

Email Address:

Comment:

The SEIS indicates the number of rounds that will be fired--6.7 million annually (over 18,000 a day) is tremendous.  
There is nothing louder than a machine gun, including a jet engine.  What are the impacts of this constant noise to 
the neighboring communities?  How will this be prevented?
The treatment of water supplies and wastewater generated for this activity including the cantonment area looks 
inadequate.  The cost of treatment for water and wastewater is NOT indicated.  If the DOD will take water out of 
the northern water lens (aquifer), how will that affect water supply for the northern Guam residents and farming 
communities?
The SEIS must provide evidence of increased tax revenues for the use of local public services as part of its 
socioeconomics impacts.
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120:A – Thank you for your comment. The noise impacts and any feasible mitigation measures 
related to the proposed live-fire training are described for each LFTRC alternative in Chapter 5 
of the SEIS.

120:B – As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating 
funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the 
Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, 
Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 
113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic Adjustment Committee
“…to consider assistance, including assistance to support public infrastructure requirements, 
necessary to support the preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to 
Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic Adjustment Committee will 
submit a report to the congressional defense committees describing the results of the Economic 
Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an implementation plan to support the 
DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.  Since 
subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment Committee to submit its report no 
later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of decision on the proposed action, one 
of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to address significant impacts to various 
resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, and public services) relies on the 
established Economic Adjustment Committee role coordinating with the Territory of Guam and 
mobilizing technical experts along with assistance from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment.
Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 
million to the Secretary of Defense acting through the Office of Economic Adjustment for 
civilian water and wastewater improvements on Guam. These funds will remain available until 
expended.

Treatment of potable water will include chlorination (and fluoridation for the DoD potable 
water system), as described in the Draft SEIS. 

Several stakeholder groups have joined to form the Guam Water Resources Development 
Group with the intent to jointly manage the aquifer for the benefit of all. The mission of the 
Guam Water Resources Development Group is to protect Guam’s water supply for quantity, 
quality, reliability, sustainability, and availability for all of Guam - present and future. The 
Guam Water Resources Development Group will meet with technical experts to manage 
Northern Guam Lens Aquifer groundwater monitoring efforts, while addressing interagency 
interests and concerns, and then make recommendations. The Guam Water Resources 
Development Group will resolve interagency issues and establish formal agreements and 
commitments for implementing the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring objectives and 
timelines. A draft set of bylaws, based on the memorandum of understanding, was informally 
distributed in November 2014 and is currently under review by members of the affected local 
and federal agencies.
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120:C – Table 3.3-12 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the 
SEIS) provides a breakdown of GovGuam expenditures from the year 2011. The table shows 
that the GovGuam has, in the past, spend large amounts of revenues that it has received on 
maintaining Guam's public services.
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Comment ID: #121

Name: Hope Alvarez Cristobal

Email Address:

Comment:

Ritidian Point is considered a National Treasure/Monument by our people.  It holds historical significance as a 
place of the last stand of our Chamorro people against Spanish colonization.  It holds thousands of burials of our 
ancient ones--the hallowed and peaceful grounds of our ancestors. In our Chamorro sense, by our community 
standards, the U.S. to now disrespect, desecrate and defile our ancient ones in their resting places by placing a 
live fire training range complex over and near our burial grounds is totally unacceptable and a slap in the face of 
our people who are already struggling as a people in our own homeland.  No amount of money can mitigate our 
loss of Litekyan, the loss of respect for our dead, the loss of our dignity as a people in the homeland through U.S. 
militarization.  I say no to the buildup!
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121 – Thank you for your comment. DoD understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural sites located on DoD lands in Guam. To the degree possible, impacts to historic 
properties and natural resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during 
the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement would address 
potential adverse effects and alternatives to avoid adverse effects. 
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Comment ID: #122

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I would have liked the Marine families to be stationed here. The firing range is very important and my preferred 
location is the route 15 area as the ocean side is rough and not easily accessible to fishermen.  The negative and 
racist sentiments shared by the Chamorro activist groups do not represent my view nor my family. We welcome the
Marines and support the buildup even in its original plan.  Keep the artifacts on military property and protect them 
from the careless behaviors demonstrated by the locals.
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122 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #123

Name: Sean O'Neill

Email Address:

Comment:

The Marines have a duty to be good neighbors to the people of Guam. Further, the Marines have a duty to be 
good stewards of the land and precious resources they'll use on Guam. The Marines can best fulfill their duty by: 1) 
not taking over Ritidian NWR for a firing range; 2) establishing a joint base at the Navy base; and 3) ensuring the 
most-limited impact on the island and people of Guam. To date, I've not read of any Marine or DoD official 
unequivocally express the Marines duty to be good neighbors and stewards of the islands precious and limited 
resources. Furthermore, in my opinion, the seizure of the Ritidian NWR would appear to be the first salvo of a 
potentially hostile and demeaning relationship with the people of Guam. The move would most likely be perceived 
as the Marines denigration of the Chamorro people and culture due to the historic artifacts as well as the 
endangered and threatened species found in Ritidian. There are other suitable sites for the firing range that 
wouldn't represent the profound impact on the island and the people. Next, the Marines should establish a joint 
base on the Navy base to consolidate resources and reduce the impact on the island's ecosystem, transportation 
system, and limited housing. The Navy Base appears to contain the infrastructure for water, wastewater, housing, 
and electrical power to best accommodate the Marines and their dependents. DoD has convincingly shown that 
joint bases are in the best interests of the military components, national security, and the American taxpayers. 
Finally, it's my sincere hope that the Marines and DoD orient the Guam relocation mission to align with their Core 
Values. Consequently, the best outcome for all will be achieved.
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123 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. As discussed in Section 
2.4.2.5 of the SEIS, Apra Harbor was considered as an alternative for the cantonment. However, 
there were several constraints in developing a workable cantonment/family housing layout. 
These included an insufficient number of developable acres and the need to displace and 
relocate several existing missions and functions. It was determined that the alternative could not 
be designed to meet the Marine Corps Guiding Principles, as detailed in Table 2.3-1, and the 
alternative was eliminated from further consideration. 
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Comment ID: #124

Name: kenneth Leon guerrero

Email Address:

Comment:

I fully support the buildup.  I believe Guam will be better off and in the long run econimically better.  We are way 
ahead of other territories simply because of the military footprint here.

Personally  , I am going to expand my company and start an electrical apprentice program to take advantage of the 
financial bonus coming our way.   Every one of my future students will thank you personnaly some day in every 
professional task that they perform.   si yuus maase

Kenneth J. Leon-Guerrero /  Owner / kindo electric
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124 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #125

Name: Will Caron

Email Address:

Comment:

To whom it may concern:
This proposed military relocation, build up and new live-fire training facility on Guam is just one more example of 
the United States' continued willingness to sacrifice the well-being and culture of native people in the name of U.S. 
militarism and imperialism. 
Rather than filling a roll of peacekeeper, moral compass and exemplar of justice for the world, the current U.S. 
military policy toward places like Guam and Hawaii is hardly different from Imperial Japanese policy during WWII. It 
demonstrates our country's true colors and exposes our love of expansionism and a self-serving and continuously 
nefarious focus on building a military-industrial complex to support a global imperialist policy.
The people of Guam are the most displaced Pacific islander population in the world, with more than half of all 
Chamorros living outside of Guam. The primary reason for this being that Chamorros have one of the highest 
enlistment rates in the U.S. army. Our government recruits these people to serve in the very same institution that is 
preparing to destroy more of their island home's sacred and historically significant sites (Pagat, Litekyan) along 
with endangered species living there.
The population displacement caused by military policy toward Chamorros and other indigenous people; the cultural 
destruction in the name of assimilation; the obvious lack of concern for these people and their home; the rampant 
sexual violence perpetrated by U.S. servicemen against indigenous populations here and elsewhere; and now this 
supplemental environmental impact statement are all proof of the poisonous effects of U.S. military policy in the 
Pacific and exemplifies the overall imperialist attitude of our government leaders and military executives.
Enough is enough. With clear evidence of the destructive nature of live-firing training sites, military-based 
population displacement and military-inflicted cultural destruction here in Hawaii (Kohoolawe, Makua Valley, 
Pohakuloa, etc.), we living here (with the so-called "benefit" of at least being a State in this union), know exactly 
what this project will mean for the people of Guam: a step toward the edge of the abyss of cultural extinction. 
If the U.S. truly wishes to be great again, it must first find its own morality and realign itself with a just path that 
benefits the entire world and all its people, not just the few who benefit from military expansion. In the name of 
justice and morality, please do the right thing and abandon all further plans to build a live-fire training facility on 
Guam; stamp out sexual violence in the military and halt military expansionism and imperialist policy in the Pacific 
and around the world.
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125 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
at the federal and GovGuam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, 
and will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of Guam have 
voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will be 
negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture. 
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Comment ID: #126

Name:

Email Address:

Comment:

I am appalled that the Department of Defense plans to use local wildlife refugia, coastline and culturally important 
land for firing range activities. Guam is a small island hugely altered by anthropogenic onslaughts that include 
introduction of invasive species, land conversion and misuse, pollution, and climate change, and very few areas of 
natural ecosystem remain. These areas, however, constitute the only remaining habitats for an unknown number of
species, some of which have not yet been described. As the largest and most populated island in the NMI chain, 
Guam has an enormous importance culturally, ecologically, and economically. Misusing remaining wild lands that 
contain the only existing karst forest and other unique habitats, as well as historically important cultural heritage 
areas and economically important ecosystems is irresponsible, and bordering on the criminal.
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126 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
at the federal and GovGuam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, 
and will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
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Comment ID: #127
127 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements. There would be a 
very small chance that an expended projectile would fall outside of the range footprint, within 
the Surface Danger Zone. There would be an even smaller chance for an expended projectile to 
fall within the nearshore water portion of the Surface Danger Zone or injuring the wildlife. 
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Comment ID: #127 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #128

128:A

128:A – Thank you for your comment. The cancer risk index referenced in the SEIS is 
commonly used for determining potential cancer risk for purposes of ensuring that public safety 
and health would not be deteriorated from a proposed action warranting a mitigation. Therefore, 
the SEIS provides such a comparative analysis to inform the public that the proposed action 
would cause minimal impact of potential cancer risk. The historical radiation effects on the 
island are noted. The SEIS addresses the potential significance of air quality impacts from the 
project through the NEPA regulatory process for the project and concludes that potential air 
quality degradation is not considered significant.
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Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:B

128:B – The installation of new wells, pipes, and associated infrastructure would be done in 
accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements, resulting in less than significant 
impacts to water resources during construction, as identified in Chapters 3 and 4. The 
operations impact analysis of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer in Chapter 4 accounts for 
increased pumping associated with the 11 new wells. Potential mitigation measures to protect 
the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer are also outlined in the SEIS and the DoD is committed to 
working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-269



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:C

128:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. As stated in Section 4.1.2 of the SEIS, chloride concentration spikes would be a 
localized phenomenon; however, by redistributing withdrawal rates among the extraction wells, 
it could be possible to meet the water demands and maintain acceptable salinities over all 
existing and proposed Guam Waterworks Authority and DoD wells. Overall, the project would 
result in less than significant impacts to the overall Northern Guam Lens Aquifer and short-
term, localized significant but mitigable impacts to the affected sub-basin within the Northern 
Guam Lens Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-270



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:D

128:D – The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called the Pati Point Range) as a 
potential site for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the 
screening criteria and selection process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for 
the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The Tarague Range did not satisfy the evaluation criteria 
and was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it would require a 
significant amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to re-construct the 
steep access road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion control issues 
associated with the extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would also be 
significantly impacted. While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives became 
possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone 
requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination 
that the Tarague Range was not a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed 
LFTRC at the current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be 
compatible with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size 
of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire 
training. The current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist 
with the Andersen AFB airfield due to a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current 
use of the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range and less frequent operations than 
required for Marine Corps live-fire training.

     Response: 

G.2-271



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:E

128:E – The Draft SEIS public comment period was set initially to be 60 days (April 18 to June 
17, 2014 Eastern Standard Time), which is 15 days longer than the 45-day minimum required 
by NEPA. At public request, the DON extended the public comment period by 15 days, to end 
on July 1, 2014 (Eastern Standard Time).

     Response: 

G.2-272



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:F

128:F – DoD understands and recognizes the significance of cultural sites located on DoD lands 
in Guam. To the degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural 
importance would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. Consultation under the 
2011 Programmatic Agreement would address potential adverse effects and alternatives to 
avoid adverse effects.

     Response: 

G.2-273



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:G

128:G – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-274



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:H

128:H – DoD understands the significant role that Russian and Chinese visitor market growth 
will have in meeting industry objectives in the Guam Tourism 2020 Strategic Plan, which 
include diversification, overall growth, and sustainability. The SEIS has been revised to indicate 
that it is not anticipated that the proposed action would have any effect on any current or known 
future program that enables Russian and Chinese tourists to visit Guam.

     Response: 

G.2-275



     Response: 

G.2-276



     Response: 

G.2-277



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:K

128:K – Section 4.4.1 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study identifies the number of 
additional students that may attend Guam public schools in association with the proposed action 
as well as the number of additional teachers that would be required to maintain existing levels 
of service. While these impacts were not determined to be significant in Section 4.1.15 of the 
SEIS, proposed mitigation may benefit public education as DON would continue to support the 
efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as 
appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence 
workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before 
infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing project-related 
employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam 
public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and funding sources that 
may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.

     Response: 

G.2-278



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:L

128:L – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-279



Comment ID: #128 (Cont.)

128:M

128:M – While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the economic impacts 
from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased employment and 
standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that minority/low-
income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their standard of 
living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would 
lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and 
Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of local 
funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups. 

     Response: 

G.2-280



Comment ID: #129

129:A

129:A – Thank you for your comment. As noted in the introduction the Chapter 4 of the SEIS, a 
more detailed review of Guam's history is incorporated into the SEIS by reference. To review 
additional information on Guam's history, that is incorporated into the SEIS by reference, please 
see the 2010 FEIS Volume 2 Section 12.1.1.3, "Historical Overview".
  

     Response: 

G.2-281



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:B

129:B – The proposed action does not include waterfront development. The topic of climate 
change and sea level rise are important issues for all coastal communities to address but they are 
outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS and DoD legal authority. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues, but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, 
this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-282



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:C

129:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-283



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:D

129:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-284



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:E

129:E – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-285



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:F

129:F – The SEIS analyzes traffic increases both on base and off base for the various proposed 
action alternatives. Off base road improvements recommended by the traffic study to address 
potential traffic impacts of the proposed action are discussed in the SEIS. Any off base road 
improvements would be implemented via Defense Access Roads funding. The DoD is already 
working towards making Guam’s quality of life better through several projects, including more 
than $40M in civilian infrastructure road improvements to Routes 1, 8, and 11. You may have 
already seen these road projects in progress. 

Regarding your suggestion to limit trips by military personnel to areas outside the base, this 
result is already achieved indirectly by virtue of the fact that the military base is designed to be 
a community in and of itself. It includes housing for military personnel and their dependents, 
medical and dental facilities, discount stores, recreational areas, and schools. These are 
provided for the benefit of the military personnel and their dependents on bases throughout the 
U.S. To the extent that these facilities and conveniences encourage personnel to remain on base 
to shop, work, attend school, or enjoy recreation and other community services, the 
corresponding effect is that trips off-base are reduced. With respect to any additional, direct 
limitations on off-base travel, such decisions would be under the purview of command 
authorities for each military service represented on Guam and are outside the scope of this 
SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-286



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:G

129:G – The impact analysis in the SEIS utilized the U.S. Geological Survey study for 
determining impacts to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. The low impact development features 
identified in Section 4.1.2 are effective during the smaller, more frequent storms, where they 
help keep the upper soil zones moist and induce additional infiltration to the Northern Guam 
Lens Aquifer, where applicable. The overall area covered by the combined detention ponds and 
low impact development features is significant across the entire site. The stormwater 
management system is conceptually designed to meet water quantity and quality requirements 
which also provide the required 1.5" of groundwater recharge, per the 2006 CNMI and Guam 
Stormwater Management manual Vol.1 (pg 2-8). The DON will continue to work with Water 
and Environmental Research Institute of the Western Pacific, the U.S. Geological Survey, and 
stakeholders to adaptively manage the resources of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-287



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:H

129:H – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans. 
As stated in the Draft SEIS, all construction would occur within the limits of construction 
shown in the project figures and vegetation clearing would be the absolute minimum necessary.

     Response: 

G.2-288



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:I

129:I – The DON has initiated support for large-scale, long-term efforts to refine methods for 
brown treesnake control that will reduce the snake population on a landscape level more cost-
effectively and increase the efficacy of capturing snakes in low-density situations. As stated in 
Section 4.1.8.2 of the Draft SEIS, as a proposed mitigation measure, the DON would fund 
selected research/design projects identified as priorities in the Brown Treesnake Technical 
Working Group Strategic Plan that are compatible with the military mission on Guam for up to 
10 years from the start of cantonment construction. Dependent upon the success of current 
experimental suppression activities within the HMU or identification of an effective alternate 
technology, the DON would install a brown treesnake barrier to exclude brown treesnakes from 
approximately 160 acres (65 hectares). If the DON is successful at eradicating brown treesnakes 
within these 160 acres (65 hectares), the DON would install a second brown treesnake barrier to 
exclude brown treesnakes from approximately 300 acres (121 hectares).

     Response: 

G.2-289



Comment ID: #129 (Cont.)

129:J

129:J – Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to consult with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting, 
or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or 
adversely modify designated critical habitat. The Navy is in formal consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A 
Biological Assessment has been prepared by the Navy to analyze the potential impacts on 
Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment and consultation as part of the 
Endangered Species Act section 7 process, will be the final determination of impacts to 
Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in the Final SEIS. The 
Biological Opinion may specify Conservation Recommendations that are discretionary 
proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species 
or critical habitat, to help implement recovery plans, or to develop information. If consultation 
is concluded prior to the publication of the Final SEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
“effects determinations” from the Biological Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. 
As site-specific plans for construction projects are developed, to the maximum extent practical, 
the DON will minimize overall habitat loss.

Though the loss of additional recovery habitat would occur if the proposed action is 
implemented, extensive mitigation and conservation measures are proposed as part of the 
proposed action. These conservation measures focus not only on forest enhancement, but also 
on invasive and non-native species eradication, public education, and brown treesnake research 
and suppression.  

     Response: 

G.2-290



Comment ID: #130

130:A

130:A – Thank you for your comment. Based on public comments, the DON identified a new 
preferred alternative that moves the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This 
change substantially reduces the impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana 
fruit bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on 
Endangered Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS 
specify conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the 
proposed action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, 
will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are 
being evaluated in this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-291



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:B

130:B – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-292



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:C

130:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-293



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:D

130:D – The proposed expansion of the existing Orote Ecological Reserve Area would provide 
an increased level of protection for the additional land by further ensuring this area is 
maintained in natural and near natural conditions and to have available such areas for research 
and scientific manipulation.

     Response: 

G.2-294



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:E

130:E – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. If this 
alternative is selected in the NEPA process, impacts to historic properties and natural resources 
of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized to the greatest degree possible, during 
the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves 
the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, Consulting 
Parties, and the public, includes processes to consult on ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties.

     Response: 

G.2-295



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:F

130:F – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-296



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:G

130:G – The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site for the LFTRC was 
considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection 
process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on 
Guam. The Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and was not carried 
forward as a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in direct conflict 
with the Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of the factors that 
led to the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that the Andersen 
AFB golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC.

The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed (including the orientation of 
individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected while still meeting 
Marine Corps range operational requirements. 

     Response: 

G.2-297



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:H

130:H – As discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, Subsection 2822(d) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 113-86) directs the Secretary of 
Defense to convene the Economic Adjustment Committee “…to consider assistance, including 
assistance to support public infrastructure requirements, necessary to support the preferred 
alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.” In accordance with subsection 
2822(d), the Economic Adjustment Committee will submit a report to the congressional defense 
committees describing the results of the Economic Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and 
containing an implementation plan to support the DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation 
of Marine Corps forces to Guam.  Since subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic 
Adjustment Committee to submit its report no later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the 
record of decision on the proposed action, one of the core mitigation measures identified in this 
SEIS to address significant impacts to various resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, 
socioeconomic, and public services) relies on the established Economic Adjustment Committee
role coordinating with the Territory of Guam and mobilizing technical experts along with 
assistance from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of Defense acting 
through the Office of Economic Adjustment for civilian water and wastewater improvements on 
Guam. These funds will remain available until expended. The Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) appropriated $13,000,000 for a regional public 
health laboratory on Guam.

     Response: 

G.2-298



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:I

130:I – The proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded 
limestone forest on other areas of Guam, including planting of native species and control and 
removal of ungulates that negatively impact native forests. This forest enhancement would 
increase the area of native forest on Guam that is not being impacted by non-native ungulates 
and increase the diversity of native species within the forest, thereby providing improved 
habitat for Guam's native species.

     Response: 

G.2-299



Comment ID: #130 (Cont.)

130:J

130:J – No mitigation is proposed with regard to the population impacts because population, in 
and of itself, may have both beneficial and negative consequences. The negative consequences 
may include impacts on public service agencies. Potential mitigations for impacts to public 
service agencies are provided in Section 4.1.15. In addition, the DON proposes mitigation 
whereby it would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council 
to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and 
sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced 
population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. See Section 2.9 of the SEIS 
for further discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support may include 
providing project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the 
identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal 
programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls. 

     Response: 

G.2-300



Comment ID: #131

131:A

131:B

131:C

131:A – Thank you for your comment. The economic impacts from the proposed action would 
be beneficial, leading to increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline 
conditions. Furthermore, estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely 
compensate for any increased demand on these public services that would occur. Potential 
mitigation measures were identified that would help support Guam's public services to the 
extent that they may be affected by the proposed action (see Section 4.6 of the SEIS, Table 4.6-
1).

131:B – The economic impacts from the proposed action would be beneficial, leading to 
increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. Furthermore, 
estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely compensate for any increased 
demand on these public services that would occur. Potential mitigation measures were 
identified that would help support Guam's public services to the extent that they may be 
affected by the proposed action (see Section 4.6 of the SEIS, Table 4.6-1).

131:C – The DON has met or exceeded all NEPA requirements associated with making the 
SEIS analysis accessible to the public. This has included having subject matter experts available 
at all public meetings to answer questions, providing Chamorro translators at all public 
meetings and hearings, and providing project documentation, “frequently asked questions” with 
answers, press releases, etc., on the project website. The public comment period was extended 
by 15 days to a total of 75 days for review although NEPA regulations require 45 days. The 
SEIS provides an Executive Summary and impact summary tables for readers that were unable 
for any reason to read the more extensive material in the body of the document. At the same 
time, in compliance with NEPA requirements, the SEIS also provides sufficient detail and 
coverage of issues to support the impact conclusions. All technical terms and terms that are not 
in common usage are defined for the reader when they first occur in the document and a list of 
acronyms and abbreviations is provided at the front of the document.
  

     Response: 

G.2-301



131:D

131:E

131:F

Comment ID: #131 (Cont.)
131:D – The DON has met or exceeded all NEPA requirements associated with making the 
SEIS analysis accessible to the public. This has included having subject matter experts available 
at all public meetings to answer questions, providing Chamorro translators at all public 
meetings and hearings, and providing project documentation, “frequently asked questions” with 
answers, press releases, etc., on the project website. The public comment period was extended 
by 15 days to a total of 75 days for review although NEPA regulations require 45 days. The 
SEIS provides an Executive Summary and impact summary tables for readers that were unable 
for any reason to read the more extensive material in the body of the document. At the same 
time, in compliance with NEPA requirements, the SEIS also provides sufficient detail and 
coverage of issues to support the impact conclusions. All technical terms and terms that are not 
in common usage are defined for the reader when they first occur in the document and a list of 
acronyms and abbreviations is provided at the front of the document.

131:E – DON has re-invited all of the original Concurring Parties to participate in the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement. Consultation with the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer to 
identify and nominate two sites per year for listing in the National Register of Historic Places is 
a requirement of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. Should Alternative 5 be selected for the 
LFTRC, sites in the Ritidian area would be considered for nomination. Under Alternative 5, the 
anticipated potential direct effects to natural resources of cultural importance would be limited 
to the beach access and fencing areas. The majority of Alternative 5 would not be directly 
affected by the action.

131:F – As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating 
funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the 
Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, 
Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 
113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic Adjustment Committee
“…to consider assistance, including assistance to support public infrastructure requirements, 
necessary to support the preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to 
Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic Adjustment Committee will 
submit a report to the congressional defense committees describing the results of the Economic 
Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an implementation plan to support the 
DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.  Since 
subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment Committee to submit its report no 
later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of decision on the proposed action, one 
of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to address significant impacts to various 
resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, and public services) relies on the 
established Economic Adjustment Committee role coordinating with the Territory of Guam and 
mobilizing technical experts along with assistance from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. 
Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 
million to the Secretary of Defense acting through the Office of Economic Adjustment for 
civilian water and wastewater improvements on Guam. These funds will remain available until 
expended.
  

     Response: 

G.2-302



131:G

Comment ID: #131 (Cont.)

131:G – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-303



131:H

131:I

Comment ID: #131 (Cont.)
131:H – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

131:I – Topics related to the political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside 
the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

 

     Response: 

G.2-304



132:A

Comment ID: #132

132:A – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated 
with this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture.
  

     Response: 

G.2-305



132:B

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)
132:B – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of cultural sites located on DoD 
lands on Guam. To the degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of 
cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. Consultation 
under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves the Guam State Historic Preservation 
Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties.

     Response: 

G.2-306



132:C

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:C – While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the economic impacts 
from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased employment and 
standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that minority/low-
income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their standard of 
living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would 
lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and 
Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of local 
funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups.

     Response: 

G.2-307



132:D

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:D – While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the economic impacts 
from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased employment and 
standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that minority/low-
income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their standard of 
living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would 
lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and 
Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of local 
funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups.
  

     Response: 

G.2-308



132:E

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:E – The SEIS analysis for potential increase in mental illness cases estimated 14 additional 
cases per year based on population estimates; it was determined that this potential increase 
would result in less than significant impacts. The SEIS determined that there would be 
significant impacts to Guam's public service agencies. As such the DON would continue to 
support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, 
as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence 
workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before 
infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. See Section 2.9 for further discussion on the Civilian 
Military Coordination Council. Such support may include providing project-related 
employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam 
public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and funding sources that 
may help GovGuam to address shortfalls. 

With regard to traffic fatalities, it was estimated that the number could increase by 1 per year to 
a total of 13. There are currently an average of 12 traffic fatalities per year. This increase would 
be less than significant from a NEPA perspective.
  

     Response: 

G.2-309



132:F

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:F – As documented in the SEIS, DON acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of 
key public infrastructure systems and social services on Guam and the interest to have DON 
fund improvements to these systems and services. DON’s ability to fund actions is limited by 
Federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed military 
relocation program, DON would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of 
construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and 
indirectly influence induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. 
Such support may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.
  

     Response: 

G.2-310



132:G

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:G – The SEIS addresses the potential significance of air quality impacts from the project 
through the NEPA regulatory process for the project and concludes that potential air quality 
degradation is not considered significant. The cancer risk index referenced in the SEIS is 
commonly used for determining potential cancer risk for purposes of ensuring that public safety 
and health would not be deteriorated from a proposed action warranting a mitigation. Therefore, 
the SEIS provides such a comparative analysis to inform the public that the proposed action 
would cause minimal impact of potential cancer risk. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-311



132:H – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of recreational 
sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain DON areas at 
certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with reduced 
or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the 
SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed 
action have not been developed. The DON looks forward to working with 
stakeholders to develop plans for access that balance operational needs, public 
safety concerns, and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note 
that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural 
properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from 
accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge 
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under 
Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s 
intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access 
to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point 
not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.
 

     Response: 

G.2-312

scheffelj
Typewritten Text
Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)



132:I

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)
132:I – The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site for the LFTRC was 
considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection 
process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on 
Guam. The Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and was not carried 
forward as a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in direct conflict 
with the Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of the factors that 
led to the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that the Andersen 
AFB golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC.
  

     Response: 

G.2-313



132:J

Comment ID: #132 (Cont.)

132:J – Your comment and observations are duly noted. The impact analysis in the SEIS 
utilized the U.S. Geological Survey study for determining impacts to the Northern Guam Lens 
Aquifer. The DON will continue to work with Water and Environmental Research Institute of 
the Western Pacific, the U.S. Geological Survey, and stakeholders to adaptively manage the 
resources of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. The ability to share water with Guam 
Waterworks Authority is being considered and could be used in an emergency situation. 
Appropriate revisions to the final SEIS have been incorporated.
 

     Response: 

G.2-314



Comment Response Matrix 
Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement for  

Guam and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands  
Military Relocation (2012) Roadmap Adjustments) 

18 April 2014 
Comments due June 16, 2014 

--- PRE-DECISIONAL/DELIBERATIVE PROCESS - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR RELEASE --- 

#
Location 

Comment Reviewer Response/Resolution 
Page Line Section 

1 2-54 2.5.2.2 Route 15B Initial Screening Criterion subsection: change “restricted 
airspace” to  “Restricted Area SUA”  MLandis 

2 3-28 3.5.2 Regulatory Framework subsection:  change “restricted airspace” to 
“Restricted Area SUA”  MLandis 

3 3-29 3.5.2 Regulatory Framework subsection: change  “restricted airspace” to  
“Restricted Area SUA” MLandis 

4 3-29 3.5.3.1 

Methodology subsection:  For first bullet identifying potential 
issues, recommend to change “Guam International instrument 
approach procedures” to “Guam International Airport instrument 
approach procedures:  

MLandis 

5 General 

General 
and 

Chapter 9  
“References 

Cited” 

Review document for accuracy and consistency in referencing FAA 
Orders – change “FAA Job Order 7400.2J” to “FAA Joint Order 
7400.2J” or introduce the acronym earlier in the document for 
referencing the order to read “FAA JO 7400.2J”. Additionally, 
change “FAA Job Order 1050.1E” to “FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 
1”.  Also, the correct subject name of the order for FAA Order 
1050.1E, Change 1 is”  “Environmental Impacts:  Policies and 
Procedures” 

MLandis 

6 3-29 3.5.2 
Regulatory subsection:  change “FAA Job Order 7400.2J” to “FAA
Joint Order 7400.2J” or introduce the acronym earlier in the 
document for referencing the order to read “FAA JO 7400.2J” 

MLandis 

7 3-29 3.5.2 Regulatory subsection:  change “FAA 1050.1E” to “FAA Order 
1050.13, Change 1 MLandis 

8 3-30 3.5.3.2 Impact Assessment subsection:  change “FAA Job Order” to “FAA
Joint Order 7400.2J”  or “FAA JO 7400.2J” MLandis 

9 3-30 3.5.3.2 Impact Assessment Criteria subsection:  change “FAA Job Order 
1050.1e” to “FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1” MLandis 

10 5-25
Figure  
5.1.5-2

Military Aviation Training Areas subsection:  Please advise why the 
Warning Area W-517 is not depicted on the Figure.  Thank you. MLandis 

11 5-26 5.1.5.2 Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  change 
“restricted airspace” to “Restricted Area SUA”   MLandis 

Comment ID: #133

133 – Thank you for your comments. All of your recommended edits have been made in the 
Final SEIS as suggested in the comment matrix received, with the exception of Comment #18. 
No changes were made for #18 because the airspace altitude parameters are described using the 
appropriate metrics for each type of airspace and are consistent with the source data for each 
airspace. In order to translate from Above Ground Level to Mean Sea Level (or the reverse), the 
precise ground elevation below each airspace would be required, which in some contexts (e.g., 
the non-geographic reference to generic Class E airspace on Page 5-22 of the Draft SEIS) is 
unknown and in other cases the elevation varies beneath the airspace. The DON acknowledges 
that these two metrics may be confusing for some readers that are unfamiliar with flight activity 
and airspace parameters, but they represent standard terminology for pilots and airspace/airport 
authorities.
 

     Response: 

G.2-315



Comment Response Matrix 
Draft Supplement Environmental Impact Statement for  

Guam and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands  
Military Relocation (2012) Roadmap Adjustments) 

18 April 2014 
Comments due June 16, 2014 

--- PRE-DECISIONAL/DELIBERATIVE PROCESS - FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY - NOT FOR RELEASE --- 

#
Location 

Comment Reviewer Response/Resolution 
Page Line Section 

12 5-28 5.1.5.2 

Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  For first bullet 
identifying potential impacts, recommend to change “Guam 
International airspace and instrument approach procedures” to 
“Guam International Airport airspace and instrument approach 
procedures: 

MLandis 

13
5-94,

5-162,
5,233

Public Health 
Safety  

Subsection 

Question:  Not familiar with the “by to international treaty” wording.  
Is this customary format?  Thank you.  MLandis 

14 5-113 5.2.5.2. Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  change 
“restricted airspace” to “Restricted Area SUA” MLandis 

15 5-181 5.3.5.2 Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  change 
“restricted airspace” to “Restricted Area SUA” MLandis 

16 5-249 5.4.5.2 Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  change 
“restricted airspace” to “Restricted Area SUA” MLandis 

17 5-322 5.5.5.2 Environmental Consequences Operation subsection:  change 
“restricted airspace” to “Restricted Area SUA” MLandis 

18

For 
example 
see pages 
2-53 and 

5-22

General 

Recommend to include the MSL altitude equivalent in parenthesis 
when referencing AGL altitude.  This may help minimize confusion 
for the reader, especially where the document references AGL and 
MSL in the same subsection. See page 5-22 for an example of this. 

MLandis 

19 5-323 16 5.5.5.2 Change “lesson” to “lessen” MLandis

20

21

22

23

24

Comment ID: #133 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-316



Comment ID: #134

134:A

134:A – Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with the assessment that additional 
upgrades are required to Guam's water and wastewater infrastructure to meet current and future 
demands. DoD has collaborated with Guam Waterworks Authority to update the SEIS to reflect 
the latest assessment of Guam Waterworks Authority's water and wastewater systems. As 
discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to 
convene the Economic Adjustment Committee “…to consider assistance, including assistance 
to support public infrastructure requirements, necessary to support the preferred alternative for 
the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the 
Economic Adjustment Committee will submit a report to the congressional defense committees 
describing the results of the Economic Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an 
implementation plan to support the DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine 
Corps forces to Guam.  Since subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment 
Committee to submit its report no later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the Record of 
Decision on the proposed action, one of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to 
address significant impacts to various resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, 
and public services) relies on the established Economic Adjustment Committee role 
coordinating with the Territory of Guam and mobilizing technical experts along with assistance 
from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of Defense acting 
through the Office of Economic Adjustment for civilian water and wastewater improvements on 
Guam. These funds will remain available until expended.
  

     Response: 

G.2-317



134:B

134:C

Comment ID: #134 (Cont.)
134:B – The proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded 
limestone forest on other areas of Guam, including planting of native species and control and 
removal of ungulates that negatively impact native forests. This forest enhancement would 
increase the area of native forest on Guam that is not being impacted by non-native ungulates 
and increase the diversity of native species within the forest, thereby providing improved 
habitat for Guam's native species.

134:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-318



134:D

134:E

Comment ID: #134 (Cont.)
134:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

134:E – The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed action and alternatives to support decision making. The SEIS does not make 
any value judgments regarding the relative importance of either the proposed action or the 
associated impacts. Decision makers will weigh the relative validity and influence of all 
available data and analyses, both within and outside of the SEIS document.

The military base, in itself, needs to be a community. It includes military personnel, housing for 
the military and their dependents, medical and dental facilities, discount stores, recreational 
areas, and schools. These are provided for the benefit of the military personnel and their 
dependents on bases throughout the U.S. The cohesion of the military base, like any social 
group, is based on the similarity of their jobs and duties, objectives, age, situation, and other 
military affiliation. Subsequently, their similarities and benefits within the base are not the 
principal reasons for what appears to be "a separation from the local community." Logistically, 
having housing within a contiguous base allows military personnel to be available should an 
emergency situation arise and immediate military action is required.
  

     Response: 

G.2-319



134:F – Consistent with the Criteria of Adverse Effect set forth under 36 CFR 
800.5, the term "indirect" means that the action would not directly harm the 
resource; rather, adverse effects could result changes in use of the area, which in 
turn could lead to changes in erosional or other damage to the site over time. 
Potential indirect adverse effects are subject to consultation under the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement. In addition, access to the Haputo site is restricted due to 
its designation as an Ecological Reserve Area. Proposed mitigations associated 
with biological resources in the area, section 4.1.8, include fencing of the access 
trail and monitoring and control of visitor use. Through cultural awareness 
programs highlighting the sensitivity of this site/potential Traditional Cultural 
Property, biological mitigation measures, and ongoing procedures for managing 
terrestrial access, the DON would work to minimize the risk of indirect effects to 
the site.

134:G – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.  

     Response: 

G.2-320



134:H

134:I

Comment ID: #134 (Cont.)
134:H – The proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded 
limestone forest on other areas of Guam, including planting of native species and control and 
removal of ungulates that negatively impact native forests. This forest enhancement would 
increase the area of native forest on Guam that is not being impacted by non-native ungulates 
and increase the diversity of native species within the forest, thereby providing improved 
habitat for Guam's native species. 

134:I – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. Should this 
alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, impacts to historic properties and natural 
resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized, to the degree possible, during 
the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves 
the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, Consulting 
Parties, and the public, includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to 
historic properties.

  

     Response: 

G.2-321



134:J

134:K

Comment ID: #134 (Cont.)
134:J – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and GovGuam levels, has also met 
with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected 
stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 

The majority of the hazardous materials expected to increase during construction of any of the 
housing/cantonment alternatives or any of the LFTRC alternatives are common to construction 
and include diesel fuel, gasoline, and propane to fuel the construction equipment; hydraulic 
fluids, oils and lubricants; welding gases, paints, solvents, adhesives, and batteries. The types of 
hazardous wastes that would increase due to construction of any of the housing/cantonment or 
LFTRC alternatives would include pesticides, herbicides, solvents, adhesives, lubricants, 
corrosive liquids, batteries and aerosols (Sections 4.1.16.2 and 5.1.16.2). The largest long-term 
increases of hazardous materials on Guam would occur during the operational phase would be 
petroleum, oil, and lubricants which include gasoline, aviation fuels, diesel, oil, grease, 
kerosene, and other related products. Activities associated with firing range operations would 
result in increased hazardous materials in the form of heavy metals (Section 5.1.16.2). No 
specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response to it. 
However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

134:K – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS. 

 

     Response: 

G.2-322



Comment ID: #136
136 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. It should be noted 
that H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the SEIS. 

     Response: 

G.2-323



Comment ID: #137

137:A

137:B

137:A – Thank you for your comment. Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified
in Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to 
submerged lands under the Northwest Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected 
Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 were edited to include fishing areas, including Fish 
Aggregating Devices . The recreational and sociocultural impacts of the new public access 
restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, 
there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore 
fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones would be inaccessible during 
associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range is in use, the DON would 
provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast 
a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct 
vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and 
fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to get real time updates of 
active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be 
restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a 
significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.

137:B – Construction of LFTRC Alternative 2 would involve the least amount of earth moving, 
and would have a less than significant impact to topography. Text in Sections 5.1.1.2; 5.3.1.2; 
5.4.1.2 and 5.5.1.2 revised to state "This significant impact to topography would occur with 
implementation of any LFTRC Alternative except Alternative 2, which would involve the least 
amount of cut and fill (i.e., the impact would be similar for all alternatives except Alternative 
2). " With regard to the significant, unmitigable impact to topography of the other four LFTRC 
alternatives, the impact would be similar for any of the sites. The decision about which 
alternative to construct would have to be made with that knowledge and based on other criteria 
than just impacts to topography. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-324



137:C

Comment ID: #137 (Cont.)
137:C –Reduced access to specific locations and potential effects on social networks has been 
identified as a possible impact of the proposed action (see Section 4.5 of the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment Study, which is Appendix D of the SEIS). However, while some social 
interactions may need to take place in different locations, there would be only a very small 
effect on the overall availability of locations that social interaction could take place. As such, 
the impact is considered less than significant.
  

     Response: 

G.2-325



137:D

137:E

Comment ID: #137 (Cont.)
137:D – Impacts related to the Guam International Raceway are discussed in detail in the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, which is Appendix D to the SEIS. Section 5.4.1.2 of 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study discusses impacts related to the community in 
terms of recreation and the Raceway’s role as a place of social gathering and Section 4.3.8 of 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study discusses the Raceway in terms of its role in 
tourism from Asia and as a venue the helps keep hot-rodders off of the roads. Exact cost 
estimates related to these issues were not estimated. 

As discussed in Section 2.5.2.1, Route 15 met the initial screening criterion as well as the 
additional screening criteria. Therefore, Route 15 (Alternative 1) was carried forward for further 
analysis in this SEIS. 

137:E – As stated in the Draft SEIS, to document the effectiveness of the Hazard Analysis and 
Critical Control Point implementation at construction sites, the DON has developed and 
implemented a long-term monitoring program for terrestrial vegetation, invertebrates, and 
vertebrates on Guam. For any clearing of vegetation that is adjacent to or contiguous with 
native habitat, the perimeter and 98 feet (30 m) into the habitat would be surveyed to identify 
vegetation community, vertebrate, and invertebrate species composition.
  

     Response: 

G.2-326



137:F

Comment ID: #137 (Cont.)
137:F – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-327



Comment ID: #138

138:A

138:B

138:A – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was 
designed (including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize 
the area affected by limited access, and minimize impacts to physical and neighboring 
operational constraints while also addressing Marine Corps range operational requirements. The 
DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, the National 
Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National Historic Preservation Act, among other 
environmental statutes. 

The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and sensitive issue, 
particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by the federal government. 
However, prior land acquisition issues are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS 
public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for 
concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues 
but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. 
However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

138:B – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-328



138:B
Cont.

138:C

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.) 138:C – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. Surveys 
conducted within the Potential Direct Impact Area and Potential Indirect Impact Area for this 
alternative are discussed in section 4.1.10.1. To the degree possible, impacts to historic 
properties and natural resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during 
the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves 
the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, includes 
efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties.

     Response: 

G.2-329



138:C
Cont.

138:D

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)
138:D – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture. Additionally, the economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, 
leading to increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. 
Estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely compensate for any increased 
demand on these public services that would occur.

     Response: 

G.2-330



138:D
Cont.

138:E

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)
138:E – The operations impact analysis of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer in Chapter 4 
accounts for increased pumping associated with the 11 new wells. Potential mitigation measures 
to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer are also outlined in the SEIS and the DoD is 
committed to working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern Guam Lens 
Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-331



138:E
Cont.

138:F

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)
138:F – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-332



138:F
Cont.

138:G

138:H

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)
138:G – The economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to 
increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. Furthermore, 
estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely compensate for any increased 
demand on these public services that would occur. 

The SEIS anticipates that military housing would be built within the main cantonment area. It is 
anticipated that the majority of Marine families would rent units in the military housing and 
generally would not compete with Guam residents for available housing units. It is likely that 
housing prices and rent will increase in the short term. After the construction period, housing 
and rental prices could decline because the construction labor force (not including the H-2B 
who will live in dormitory type quarters) would leave Guam. Civilian military workers may vie 
for Guam housing; however, residential housing needed for these long-term workers would 
likely be about 285 units by 2028 (Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, Table ES-3).

138:H – Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in Section 5.5.6, Land and 
Submerged Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to submerged lands under the
Northwest Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 was 
edited to include fishing areas, including Fish Aggregating Devices . The recreational and 
sociocultural impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 
5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to 
recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface 
Danger Zones would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of 
times that the range is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the 
U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the 
location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active 
Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range 
control via radio or phone to get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize 
impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones 
during non-training periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on 
submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.

     Response: 

G.2-333



138:H
Cont.

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-334



138:I

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.) 138:I – Aerial training is not part of the proposed action. Therefore, impacts associated with 
noise from helicopters and/or airplanes are not considered in this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-335



138:I
Cont.

138:J

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)
138:J – The Guam Micronesian kingfisher only occurred on Guam and currently only occurs in 
captivity on Guam (Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources facility) and at mainland zoos. 

     Response: 

G.2-336



138:J
Cont.

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-337



138:J
Cont.

Comment ID: #138 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-338



Comment ID: #139

139:A

139:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-339



139:B

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:B – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-340



139:C

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-341



139:D

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-342



139:E

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.) 139:E – To the degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural 
importance would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. Consultation under the 
2011 Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects 
to historic properties.

     Response: 

G.2-343



139:F

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:F – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-344



139:G

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:G – Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to meet its requirements, 
DoD policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private land owners in good faith, 
seek agreements to acquire desired land interests, and pay fair market value. Where 
circumstances exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, procedures 
exist under eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain requires 
reimbursement at fair market value

     Response: 

G.2-345



139:H – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
 

     Response: 

G.2-346



139:I

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.) 139:I – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-347



139:J

Comment ID: #139 (Cont.)
139:J – As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating 
funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the 
Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, 
Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 
113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic Adjustment Committee
“…to consider assistance, including assistance to support public infrastructure requirements, 
necessary to support the preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to 
Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic Adjustment Committee will 
submit a report to the congressional defense committees describing the results of the Economic 
Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an implementation plan to support the 
DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.  Since 
subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment Committee to submit its report no 
later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of decision on the proposed action, one 
of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to address significant impacts to various 
resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, and public services) relies on the 
established Economic Adjustment Committee role coordinating with the Territory of Guam and 
mobilizing technical experts along with assistance from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. 
In addition, Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law 
No. 113-76) appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of Defense, acting through the Office 
of Economic Adjustment, for civilian water and wastewater improvements on Guam. These 
funds will remain available until expended. To support this implementation plan, DoD assessed 
Guam’s public infrastructure, including Guam Waterworks Authority’s water and wastewater 
systems that may be affected by the preferred alternative. The water and wastewater assessment 
recommends rehabilitation of existing Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring wells and 
placement of additional monitoring wells to facilitate sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens 
Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-348



Comment ID: #140
140 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-349



Comment ID: #140 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-350



Comment ID: #141
141 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-351



Comment ID: #142
142 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-352



Comment ID: #142 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-353



Comment ID: #143

143:A

143:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-354



143:B

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.) 143:B – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-355



143:C

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:C – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-356



143:D

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:D – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-357



143:E

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:E – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-358



143:F

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:F – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. Through 
implementation of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, the DON will ensure compliance with 
the National Historic Preservation Act for projects associated with this SEIS, which is the same 
legal requirement for projects throughout the United States. As part of that compliance and to 
the degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural importance 
would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to 
historic properties.

     Response: 

G.2-359



143:G

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:G – Topics related to the political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside 
the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-360



143:H –

 

     Response: 

G.2-361



143:I

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:I – While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the economic impacts 
from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased employment and 
standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that minority/low-
income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their standard of 
living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would 
lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and 
Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of local 
funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups. Potential mitigation measures were identified that would help support Guam's public 
services to the extent that they may be affected by the proposed action (see Section 4.6 of the 
SEIS, Table 4.6-1).

     Response: 

G.2-362



143:J

Comment ID: #143 (Cont.)
143:J – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. 

The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called the Pati Point Range) as a potential 
site for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening 
criteria and selection process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the 
location of the LFTRC on Guam. The Tarague Range did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and 
was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it would require a significant 
amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to re-construct the steep access 
road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion control issues associated with the 
extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would also be significantly impacted. 
While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives became possible in the SEIS (see 
Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone requirements and the size of the 
LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination that the Tarague Range was not 
a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed LFTRC at the current Combat 
Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be compatible with the Class D airspace 
associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface 
Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire training. The current Combat Arms 
Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist with the Andersen AFB airfield due to 
a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current use of the Combat Arms Training and 
Maintenance range and less frequent operations than required for Marine Corps live-fire 
training. 

The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered in 
the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection process that the 
DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The 
Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as 
a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in direct conflict with the 
Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of the factors that led to 
the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that the Andersen AFB 
golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC.

     Response: 

G.2-363



144:A

Comment ID: #144 144:A – Thank you for your comment. Based on public comments, the DON identified a new 
preferred alternative that moves the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This 
change substantially reduces the impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana 
fruit bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on 
Endangered Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS 
specify conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the 
proposed action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, 
will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are 
being evaluated in this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-364



144:B

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:B – The Soil Survey of the Territory of Guam (cited in the References Section as Young, 
1988) which is the data source for the descriptions of the soil units in this SEIS was prepared by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with the Guam 
Department of Commerce and the University of Guam. Water and Environmental Research 
Institute of the Western Pacific currently has a website http://north.hydroguam.net/map-soils-
detailed.php that shows a detailed soils map of northern Guam. The website states that the 
source of the data for the map is the Soil Survey of the Territory of Guam - conducted by U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with Guam Department of 
Commerce and University of Guam. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey includes 
the work of Government of Guam personnel and University of Guam researchers. The SEIS 
uses the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey to evaluate soils in the project area 
because it is an objective, published, industry standard that determines potential practical uses 
of soils based on their physical and chemical properties, and the conditions known to be 
necessary to support plant growth. An EIS or SEIS would not typically turn to private 
individuals as sources of this type of information. 

Figure 3.6-1-2 in Section 3.6.1 in the Land Use section of this SEIS shows that the 243 acres in 
Alternative 1 lands south of Route 15 are classified as “important” farmlands, i.e., land that 
does not meet the criteria for prime, unique farmland. The criteria for defining and delineating 
these important farmlands are determined by the appropriate State agencies, stated in Section 
3.6.1 of the SEIS. The Alternative 1 project area would overlap 52 acres (about 21 percent) of 
the 243 “important farmlands” south of Route 15. As stated in Section 5.1.6.2 of this SEIS, less 
than 1.5 % of important farmlands island-wide would be impacted by LFTRC Alternative 1. 
Therefore, as stated in the SEIS, implementation of LFTRC Alternative 1 would have a less 
than significant impact with respect to agricultural soils. This is supported by work of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture and the Government of Guam.

     Response: 

G.2-365



144:C

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.) 144:C – The proposed forest enhancement mitigation described in the Draft SEIS would 
include propagation, planting, and establishment of dominant and rare species that are 
characteristic of native limestone forest habitats (e.g., A. mariannensis, G. mariannae, F. 
prolixa, M. citrifolia, C. micronesica, W. elliptica, S. nelsonii, H. longipetiolata, T. rotensis). 
These forest enhancement projects would occur on federal lands.

     Response: 

G.2-366



144:D

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-367



144:E

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:E – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.

     Response: 

G.2-368



144:F

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:F – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.

     Response: 

G.2-369



144:G

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:G – The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa 
have caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island 
brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these 
issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS (Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high standard of conduct, and the 
DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the 
citizens of Guam.

     Response: 

G.2-370



144:H

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:H – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.

     Response: 

G.2-371



144:I

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:I – DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and sensitive issue, 
particularly related to prior acquisition of land in Guam by the federal government. Prior land 
acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of current land acquisition laws and DON 
policy. DON was required to determine whether military relocation requirements could be met 
by excess, underutilized or otherwise available property held by DON on Guam. Early 
development plans attempted to keep all activities on existing DON lands. However, after 
applying operational and environmental screening criteria, no contiguous DON area on Guam 
was identified that could support all the land use and operational requirements of the action.

     Response: 

G.2-372



144:J

Comment ID: #144 (Cont.)
144:J – Should DON determine that additional land is necessary to meet its requirements, DON 
policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private land owners in good faith, seek 
agreements to acquire desired lands interests and pay fair market value. Where circumstances 
exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, procedures exist under 
eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain requires reimbursement 
at fair market value.

     Response: 

G.2-373



Comment ID: #145
145 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-374



Comment ID: #145 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-375



Comment ID: #145 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-376



Comment ID: #146

146:A

146:B

146:A – Thank you for your comment. The installation of new wells, pipes, and associated 
infrastructure would be done in accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements, 
resulting in less than significant impacts to water resources during construction, as identified in 
Chapters 3 and 4. The operations impact analysis of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer in 
Chapter 4 accounts for increased pumping associated with the 11 new wells. Potential 
mitigation measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer are also outlined in the SEIS 
and the DoD is committed to working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern 
Guam Lens Aquifer.

146:B – Federal regulations require that Guam residents and other U.S. citizens receive 
preference in hiring decisions related to military construction projects. It is anticipated that 
Guam residents will take jobs associated with military construction projects; however, research 
indicates that the Guam construction labor workforce is not large enough to meet the 
requirements of the proposed action. As such, it is anticipated that some foreign H-2B visa 
workers from other nations would also work on construction projects. These workers would be 
required to leave Guam once the construction project they came to work on is completed; 
however, as you note, some foreign workers may stay – issues related to stay-behind workers 
are incorporated into the SEIS by reference to the 2010 Final EIS (see Appendix F of the 2010 
Final EIS, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, for more information on stay-behind 
workers).

     Response: 

G.2-377



146:C – Military dependents were factored into estimates of additional population 
associated with the proposed relocation. A Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Study 
(Appendix D) was conducted for this SEIS to estimate the economic benefits and 
impacts expected to result from the action, inclusive of the effects of additional 
military dependents.

146:D – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones. 

     Response: 

G.2-378



146:E

146:F

Comment ID: #146 (Cont.)

146:E – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam levels, 
has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with 
affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.

146:F – The Marine Corps Guiding Principles, as detailed in Table 2.3-1 of the SEIS, require 
that on base family housing densities comply with United Facility Criteria standards and not 
exceed 4 to 6 housing units per acre. Bachelor housing, however, would be higher density. All 
such housing would be developed on existing military land for all cantonment/family housing 
alternatives and, in some cases (e.g., Alternatives B, C, and the new Alternative E added for the 
Final SEIS), the family housing would be built on land previously or currently used for military 
housing. For non-military housing that may be developed in local communities to meet demand 
from an increase in the non-military population, the design and location of such housing is not 
within the control of the DoD and is outside the scope of the SEIS. Market conditions and 
GovGuam permitting agencies will determine the types of housing that get developed, where 
such housing is developed, and what mitigations will be implemented to minimize 
environmental impacts.
  

     Response: 

G.2-379



146:G

146:H

Comment ID: #146 (Cont.)

146:G – The potential socioeconomic impacts of the Marine Corps relocation are addressed in 
the SEIS and, although changes in food prices in particular are not predicted, economic theory 
would suggest that an increase in demand would lead to greater supply and an increase in 
competition amongst vendors would lead to a decrease in price. With regard to prices for goods 
on base, a military base is by necessity established and maintained as a cohesive and somewhat 
insular community whose primary purpose is national defense. It includes dedicated military 
personnel, housing for personnel and their dependents, medical and dental facilities, discount 
stores, food markets, recreational areas, and schools. These are provided for the benefit of the 
military personnel and their dependents on bases throughout the U.S. In part these benefits are 
provided so that the base community can be secure and self-sufficient in the event of a national 
crisis, but the incomes of these personnel are also fixed based on rank and time served, and are 
somewhat dependent on having such facilities, goods, and services provided at lower cost than 
in civilian communities.

146:H – The DON agrees that there would be more vehicles on the roadways and, thus, more 
potential for accidents and traffic fatalities. However, as discussed in Section 4.1.17.2, the 
actual potential for increased traffic incidents is small (approximately 5% increase) with an 
estimated 1 additional fatality per year.

     Response: 

G.2-380



146:I

146:J

Comment ID: #146 (Cont.)

146:I – The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa 
have caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island 
brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these 
issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS (Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high standard of conduct, and the 
DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the 
citizens of Guam.

146:J – The issue/impacts regarding the influx of workers from other countries was addressed 
in the 2010 EIS (see Sections 16.2.2.4 and 18.2.2.3). The 2010 EIS considered a large influx of 
workers, as such, within the SEIS with less military personnel relocation and less construction, 
potential impacts are expected to be reduced under the SEIS proposed action. These issues are 
discussed in the Public Health and Safety sections of the SEIS.

The SEIS also addresses invasive species in the Terrestrial Biological Resources sections (e.g., 
Section 4.1.8). Section 2.8 also describes several Best Management Practices that would be 
incorporated as biosecurity measures to help prevent and control non-native species. 

     Response: 

G.2-381



Comment ID: #147

147:A

147:A – Thank you for your comment. As discussed in Section 3.10, the DON is ensuring 
compliance with the Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. 
The proposed action is not expected to affect any National Monuments.
  

     Response: 

G.2-382



147:B

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:B – As discussed in section 3.10, the DON is ensuring compliance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act through implementation of the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement, which sets forth a program alternative. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement includes efforts to identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic 
properties.

     Response: 

G.2-383



147:C

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:C – As discussed in section 3.10, the DON is ensuring compliance with the Historic Sites 
Act.
  

     Response: 

G.2-384



147:D

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:D – The Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 does not apply to this action.
  

     Response: 

G.2-385



147:E

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:E – The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1960 does not apply to this 
action.
  

     Response: 

G.2-386



147:F

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:F – The Tax Reform Act of 1976 does not apply to the proposed action. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-387



147:G

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:G – As discussed in section 3.10, the DON is ensuring compliance with the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act and its associated regulations, as well as other applicable laws and 
regulations concerning cultural resources. All cultural resources investigations conducted by the 
government are carried out in accordance with the permitting requirements of the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act.
  

     Response: 

G.2-388



147:H

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:H – The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and sensitive 
issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by the federal government. 
Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of current laws and DoD policy. 
Comments related to the historic land acquisition is an important issues but are outside the 
scope of NEPA and this SEIS. These comments indicate underlying social and political 
dissatisfaction with a broader range of longstanding federal-territorial status issues that are 
beyond the scope of DoD legal authority. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public 
comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal 
policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS 
have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important 
contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-389



147:I

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:I – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. Based on public comments, the DON identified a new 
preferred alternative that moves the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This 
change substantially reduces the impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana 
fruit bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on 
Endangered Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS 
specify conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the 
proposed action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, 
will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are 
being evaluated in this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-390



147:J

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)
147:J – The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site for the LFTRC was 
considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection 
process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on 
Guam. The Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and was not carried 
forward as a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in direct conflict 
with the Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of the factors that 
led to the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that the Andersen 
AFB golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC.

     Response: 

G.2-391



147:K

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)

147:K – Polaris Point is located on the eastern side of Apra Harbor. The two wharves at Polaris 
Point were built to support submarines and the submarine tender that is homeported on Guam. 
As described in Chapter 2 of the SEIS, Apra Harbor was considered as a preliminary alternative 
for the proposed cantonment/family housing but did not satisfy the criteria established to select 
reasonable alternatives carried forward for analysis in the SEIS. Polaris Point would not be a 
feasible alternative for the LFTRC because of surrounding military land uses and functions.

     Response: 

G.2-392



147:L

Comment ID: #147 (Cont.)

147:L – Access to Rota Bank and all but one Fish Aggregating Device, located northeast of 
Guam, would be unaffected by the Northwest Field LFTRC Alternative 5. There are fishing 
areas within the surface danger zone that would not be accessible to the public during training. 
The recreational and sociocultural impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are 
described in Sections 5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access 
to areas relevant to recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the 
LFTRC Surface Danger Zones would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide 
awareness of times that the range is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training 
schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that 
would identify the location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate 
clear of the active Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to 
contact range control via radio or phone to get real time updates of active ranges, which would 
minimize impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be restored in the Surface 
Danger Zones during non-training periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative 
impact on submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed. 

     Response: 

G.2-393



148:A

Comment ID: #148 148:A – Thank you for your comment. The analysis of potential impacts to wildlife and special-
status species due to noise associated with the operation of the LFTRC alternatives is provided 
in the Draft SEIS in sections 5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.2.8.3, 5.2.8.4, and 5.2.8.5 (e.g., see pages 5-52, 
5-137, 5-205). In addition, based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred 
alternative that moves the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change 
substantially reduces the impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit 
bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A 
Biological Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on 
Endangered Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS 
specify conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the 
proposed action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, 
will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are 
being evaluated in this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-394



148:B –

     Response: 

G.2-395



148:C –

 

     Response: 

G.2-396



148:D

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.)
148:D – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-397



148:E

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.)
148:E – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-398



148:F

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.)
148:F – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-399



148:G

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.) 148:G – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-400



148:H

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.) 148:H – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-401



148:I

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.) 148:I – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-402



148:J

Comment ID: #148 (Cont.) 148:J – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-403



Comment ID: #149

149:A

149:B

149:C

149:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

149:B – The proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded 
limestone forest on other areas of Guam, including planting of native species and control and 
removal of ungulates that negatively impact native forests. This forest enhancement would 
increase the area of native forest on Guam that is not being impacted by non-native ungulates 
and increase the diversity of native species within the forest, thereby providing improved 
habitat for Guam's native species.

149:C – Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, 
permitting, or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species 
or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. The Navy is in formal consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act. A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the Navy to analyze the potential impacts 
on Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species and critical habitat under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Opinion , issued by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment and consultation as 
part of the Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation process, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
the Final SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation Recommendations that are 
discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on 
listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery plans, or to develop information. If 
consultation is concluded prior to the publication of the Final SEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service “effects determinations” from the Biological Opinion will be incorporated into the Final 
SEIS. As site-specific plans for construction projects are developed, to the maximum extent 
practical, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss. 

Additionally, the DON would pursue an agreement with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 2822 of the Fiscal Year 2015 National Defense 
Authorization Act to ensure that access restrictions to the Ritidian Unit are consistent with the 
purposes for which the Unit was established. Therefore, the area would remain functional to 
serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk species.

     Response: 

G.2-404



149:D

149:E

Comment ID: #149 (Cont.)
149:D – There is no proven technique for the eradication of the brown treesnake on Guam. 
Until a proven technique is identified and implemented at the landscape scale on Guam, further 
research and suppression is warranted. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently 
preparing a Brown Treesnake Strategy Plan to address the eradication of the brown treesnake.

149:E – Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to meet its requirements, 
DoD policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private land owners in good faith, 
seek agreements to acquire desired land interests, and pay fair market value. Where 
circumstances exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, procedures
exist under eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain requires 
reimbursement at fair market value.

     Response: 

G.2-405



149:F – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. Access 
would still be available via proposed new beach access adjacent to the relocated 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service buildings consistent with established Refuge rules 
and regulations. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure 
the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not 
encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

 

     Response: 

G.2-406



149:G

149:H

Comment ID: #149 (Cont.)
149:G – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

149:H – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-407



149:I

149:J

Comment ID: #149 (Cont.)
149:I – As you noted in your comment, the DON plans for cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs that will focus on mutual respect and tolerance, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. It is anticipated that cultural sensitivity programs would be guided by, and courses 
taught by, those who have the most insight into Guam’s culture. As such, it is expected that 
local Guam residents who specialize (through experience, research, and/or education) in 
Guam’s culture would lead the effort. 

The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa have 
caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island 
brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these 
issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS (Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high standard of conduct, and the 
DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the 
citizens of Guam.

149:J – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS. 

     Response: 

G.2-408



150:A

Comment ID: #150 150:A – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated 
with this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture.

     Response: 

G.2-409



150:B

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:B – While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the economic impacts 
from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased employment and 
standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that minority/low-
income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their standard of 
living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would 
lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and 
Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of local 
funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups.

     Response: 

G.2-410



150:C

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:C – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and recreational sites 
located on DON property in Guam. Restricting access to certain DON areas at certain times is 
required to maintain public safety. It is the intent of the DON to maintain public access to DON 
lands that contain cultural sites consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will 
be granted at approved times such as when the lands are not being used for military training. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns, and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites.

     Response: 

G.2-411



150:D

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:D – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-412



150:E

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:E – The operations impact analysis of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer in Chapter 4 
accounts for increased pumping associated with the 11 new wells. Potential mitigation measures 
to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer are also outlined in the SEIS and the DoD is 
committed to working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern Guam Lens 
Aquifer.

     Response: 

G.2-413



150:F

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:F – Access at Haputo Ecological Reserve Area is restricted and resource extraction (e.g., 
fishing) within the area is prohibited. Therefore, it is expected that the existing marine life at 
Haputo would remain even with the construction and operation of the cantonment and family 
housing at Finegayan. As indicated in Section 4.1.2.2, proposed operations would be in 
compliance with stormwater runoff protection measures that would ensure that there would be 
no increase in off-site transport of stormwater runoff, sediment, or other pollutants for up to the 
25-year design storm event. In addition, the vegetative cover between the housing area and the 
cliff edge and Haputo Bay would provide additional buffer and protection from stormwater 
runoff or sediment reaching Haputo Bay. Therefore, there would be no impacts to marine life 
and no revisions to the SEIS have been made in response to this comment.

     Response: 

G.2-414



150:G

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:G – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-415



150:H

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:H – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-416



150:I

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:I – As discussed in Section 4.4.4.2, traffic noise around Barrigada would be less than 66 dB 
at receptors with the proposed action because there would be a nearly 50% reduction in traffic 
increases as compared to the 2010 Final EIS. Noise mitigation would be implemented; 
therefore, noise impacts associated with traffic would be less than significant.

     Response: 

G.2-417



150:J

Comment ID: #150 (Cont.)
150:J – The trend of air quality conditions in the region should be improved from time to time 
primarily due to the adoption of cleaner fuel and other control measures such as inspection and 
maintenance programs. This trend is nation-wide and Guam should not be an exception. The 
recent mandate of using low sulfur diesel fuel on the island is an example. 

Although the prediction is not a guarantee, the method used provides a safeguard to ensure 
these emission predictions are reasonably conservative. Several conservative factors were 
considered in predicting emissions that include using emissions factors developed by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency that tend to be more conservative, assuming each piece of 
equipment runs continuously for the entire day if the usage of such equipment is warranted, etc. 
Therefore, it is anticipated that the actual emissions would likely be less than predicted. 
Moreover, release of construction emissions is short in duration and would stop after the 
construction is completed, at which time the ambient levels will go back the baseline condition. 

Although the comparison with ambient air quality standards for construction activity impacts is 
not made in Section 4.4.1 in areas around Barrigada, it was made through dispersion modeling 
in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.2.1. The impacts levels are well below the standards. Therefore, it is 
anticipated the levels around Barrigada with or without construction activities would be well 
below the standards 

     Response: 

G.2-418



151:A

Comment ID: #151
151:A – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes and respects the significance of 
cultural sites located on DoD lands in Guam. To the degree possible, impacts to historic 
properties and natural resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during 
the planning process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties.
  

     Response: 

G.2-419



151:B

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.)
151:B – Topics related to the political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside 
the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-420



151:C

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.)
151:C – The proposed action preferred alternative includes transmission line upgrades to the 
Guam Power Authority system between the Harmon Substation and the new Andersen AFB 
substation required to power the main cantonment at Finegayan. Since these upgrades would be 
part of the proposed action, they would be funded by the DoD and thus there would be no 
impacts to other customers for the direct impacts to the Guam Power Authority transmission 
system. Indirect impacts could require some transmission and/or distribution upgrades. Under 
federal laws, DoD cannot spend its budget for these potential items. However, the addition of 
USMC as a major new customer should add to Guam Power Authority revenue and financial 
capability to make additional upgrades. 

The transmission line upgrades discussed above would consist of underground transmission line 
from the Harmon Substation to the proposed new substation at Finegayan and above ground 
transmission line upgrade from that proposed new substation at Finegayan to the new Andersen 
AFB Substation recently constructed. This underground portion would then be typhoon 
resistant. This upgrade would be scheduled for the beginning of construction for the proposed 
action and be coordinated through Guam Power Authority. 

Concerns about fair share investments for system upgrades will be addressed in the revised 
utility services contract between Guam Power Authority and DoD.
  

     Response: 

G.2-421



151:D

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.) 151:D – Analysis in Section 4.1.15.2 does indicate that there would be additional demand on 
Guam's public services and permitting agencies. Mitigation is proposed in Section 4.6 (Table 
4.6-1) that may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.

     Response: 

G.2-422



151:E

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.)
151:E – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.
  

     Response: 

G.2-423



151:F

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.)
151:F – To clarify, the proposed action has been determined to have the potential for increasing 
the number of traffic related fatalities to 13 from 12; an increase of 1 fatality per year. Traffic 
modeling has been conducted and the results of such are discussed in Chapter 6. In areas where 
the proposed action will increase congestion beyond acceptable limits, modifications to existing 
roadways are proposed. With regard to an excess of driving under the influence, the DON 
acknowledges that the age group of military personnel is often characterized as being prone to 
misbehavior. The DON educates its service men and women on good behavior and will act 
promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the citizens of 
Guam and our military personnel.
  

     Response: 

G.2-424



151:G

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.) 151:G – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.
  

     Response: 

G.2-425



151:H

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.) 151:H – DoD concurs with the assessment that additional upgrades are required to Guam's 
water and wastewater infrastructure to meet current and future demands. DoD has collaborated 
with Guam Waterworks Authority to update the SEIS to reflect the latest assessment of Guam 
Waterworks Authority's water and wastewater systems. As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist 
Guam Waterworks Authority in locating funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office 
of Economic Adjustment, the Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 
2.9.1 of the Final SEIS, Subsection 2822(d) of the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 113-86) directs the Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic 
Adjustment Committee “…to consider assistance, including assistance to support public 
infrastructure requirements, necessary to support the preferred alternative for the relocation of 
Marine Corps forces to Guam.” In accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic 
Adjustment Committee will submit a report to the congressional defense committees describing 
the results of the Economic Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an 
implementation plan to support the DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine 
Corps forces to Guam.  Since subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment 
Committee to submit its report no later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of 
decision on the proposed action, one of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to 
address significant impacts to various resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, 
and public services) relies on the established Economic Adjustment Committee role 
coordinating with the Territory of Guam and mobilizing technical experts along with assistance 
from DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment. In addition, Section 8102 of the FY 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) appropriated $106.4 million to the 
Secretary of Defense, acting through the Office of Economic Adjustment, for civilian water and 
wastewater improvements on Guam. These funds will remain available until expended. To 
support this implementation plan, DoD assessed Guam’s public infrastructure, including Guam 
Waterworks Authority’s water and wastewater systems that may be affected by the preferred 
alternative. The water and wastewater assessment recommends rehabilitation of existing 
Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring wells and placement of additional monitoring wells to 
facilitate sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.  

     Response: 

G.2-426



151:I

Comment ID: #151 (Cont.) 151:I – The Haputo site has some access restrictions through its designation as an Ecological 
Reserve Area. Proposed mitigations associated with biological resources, section 4.1.8, include 
fencing of the access trail and monitoring and control of visitor use. Through cultural awareness 
programs highlighting the sensitivity of this site/potential Traditional Cultural Property, 
biological mitigation measures, and ongoing procedures for managing terrestrial access, the risk 
of inadvertent disturbance to the site would be minimized.
  

     Response: 

G.2-427



151:J –

 

     Response: 

G.2-428



152:A

Comment ID: #152

152:A – Thank you for your comment. The installation of new wells, pipes, and associated 
infrastructure would be done in accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements, 
resulting in less than significant impacts to water resources during construction, as identified in 
Chapters 3 and 4. The operations impact analysis of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer in 
Chapter 4 accounts for increased pumping associated with the 11 new wells. Potential 
mitigation measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer are also outlined in the SEIS 
and the DoD is committed to working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern 
Guam Lens Aquifer.
  

     Response: 

G.2-429



152:B

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:B – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-430



152:C

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:C – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-431



152:D

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:D – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-432



152:E

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:E – Through the process of public involvement associated with this SEIS, the people of 
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional Chamorro culture will 
be negatively affected. An increase in population may present unique opportunities for shared 
cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's cultural sensitivity orientation and 
awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and understanding, and strive to educate all 
incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich and varied cultural history of 
Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase military/civilian joint activities in order to foster 
strong and mutually beneficial relationships that include the sharing and understanding of 
culture.

     Response: 

G.2-433



152:F

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:F – Federal regulations require that Guam residents and other U.S. citizens receive 
preference in hiring decisions related to military construction projects. It is anticipated that 
Guam residents will take jobs associated with military construction projects, however, research 
indicates that the Guam construction labor workforce is not large enough to meet the 
requirements of the proposed action. As such, it is anticipated that some foreign H-2B visa 
workers from other nations would also work on construction projects. These workers would be 
required to leave Guam once the construction project they came to work on is completed; 
however, as you note, some foreign workers may stay – issues related to stay-behind workers 
are incorporated into the SEIS by reference to the 2010 Final EIS (see Appendix F of the 2010 
Final EIS, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, for more information on stay-behind 
workers). The effects of the Compact of Free Association, while an important issue, is beyond 
the scope of this SEIS. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-434



152:G

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:G – The economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to 
increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. Furthermore, 
Guam’s public services and permitting agencies would not be substantially impacted in terms of 
any required additional staffing needed to meet the additional demand associated with the 
proposed action. Estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely compensate for 
any increased demand on these public services that would occur.
  

     Response: 

G.2-435



152:H – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
 

     Response: 

G.2-436



152:I

Comment ID: #152 (Cont.)

152:I – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-437



152:J – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
 

     Response: 

G.2-438



153:A

Comment ID: #153
153:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-439



153:B

Comment ID: #153 (Cont.)
153:B – The ability to share water with Guam Waterworks Authority is being considered and 
could be used in an emergency situation. Appropriate revisions to the final SEIS have been 
incorporated. DoD is not able to fund civilian construction. However, as stated in the SEIS, 
DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating funding from federal agencies such 
as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the Department of the Interior, and others. 
Additionally, the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) 
appropriated $106,400,000 for civilian water and wastewater improvements on Guam.
 

     Response: 

G.2-440



Comment ID: #154 154 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-441



Comment ID: #155

155 – Thank you for your comment. Issues related to tax collection and tax evasion on Guam 
are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS and the recommended actions in this comment are 
beyond the scope of DoD legal authority to implement. The SEIS public engagement forums 
and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned but no specific 
changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this 
comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-442



Comment ID: #155 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-443



Comment ID: #155 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-444



Comment ID: #155 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-445
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR FRANK AGUON1 

2 

MR. AGUON:  Since the commitment of 3 

this -- or since the commencement of this 4 

process, I made a commitment that I was here to 5 

really listen to the concerns by members of our 6 

community.  So, I will make this extremely 7 

brief.  And this is in direct observation of 8 

the preferred location for the firing range.9 

After reviewing the SEIS, specifically 10

the option, the preferred location of the 11

Northwest Field alternative, I have found that 12

there were no proposed mitigation to provide 13

alternative public access to the areas that 14

were not restricted when the live firing --15

fire training range is in operation.  This same 16

accommodation should be made available, should 17

either be a walking trail, a golf trail, a 18

vehicle access to the unrestricted areas.  19

  An alternative public access should be 20

very low impact to ensure that there is minimal 21

impact to the environment.  I would also like 22

to see a proposal on an alternative access 23

route to these unrestricted areas.  Like I 24

said, I’m here specifically to listen to 25

156 – Thank you for your comment. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s 
intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the 
public can access the portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones. The text of Section 2.5.4.5 and Figure 2.5-6 were edited to reflect the 
proposed new beach access. 

     Response: 

G.2-446



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

14

comments from our community; and I will provide 1

a comment on the draft SEIS shortly thereafter.  2

Thank you.  3

4

5

6

7

Comment ID: #156 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-447
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOE ALVAREZ1 

2 

MR. ALVAREZ:  I’ll make this real 3 

short.  I am for the buildup.  Ladies and 4 

gentlemen, you’ll never know the value of 5 

freedom until you lose it.  Let’s think that 6 

way.  7 

PERSON IN THE AUDIENCE:  How much time 8 

do we have to give up for freedom?9 

MR. ALVAREZ: All of your life.  Now, 10

allow me please to speak.  Don’t interrupt 11

please, sir.  The hafa adai spirit is a 12

Chamorro spirit.  Respect it taught to us when 13

we were young.  I may be two years old going on 14

83 of course.  And that’s the first thing 15

they’ll teach you when you’re growing up is 16

respect.  That’s what we have to do.  17

  Seven thousand Marines gave their lives 18

for Guam.  Sure they used the bases.  Sure. 19

They probably exploited us.  But our people 20

then were so glad that the Marines gave their 21

lives to liberate us.  Now, we got to 22

reciprocate.  My legs can’t hold me any longer. 23

I have to quit.  Thank you so much.24

25

26

157 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-448
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115

COMMENTS BY MR. JOE ALVAREZ1 

2 

MR. ALVAREZ:  You know, I heard pros 3 

and cons.  People are against or for the 4 

buildup.  And I respect that because we were 5 

brought up that way to respect each other’s 6 

opinion.  However, there are other people, if 7 

you’re going to take a vote right now, there’d 8 

be no Marines coming.  But there are the silent 9 

majority out there that we must find out how 10

they feel.  And wherever they go, I go. 11

Because they are the majority.  Thank you, and 12

you have a nice evening.  Thank you all, the 13

military people and the anti-movement.  Thank 14

you so much.  I appreciate it very much.  15

16

158 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-449
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Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

9

COMMENTS BY MR. MATTHEW ARTERO1 

2 

MR. ARTERO:  My name is Matthew Artero. 3 

This is the first time for me to come here and 4 

learn about this and get involved.  And it’s 5 

also the first time for me to read what I wrote 6 

here.  7 

A learning problem with the SEIS is 8 

that it contains mitigation for negative 9 

impacts on the environment, animals, plants, 10

and insects.  But there’s no mitigation for the 11

future negative impacts on human beings. 12

Insects are protected more than people.  13

  In spite of our best efforts, both the 14

history of the military on Guam and current 15

events regarding the military on Guam show us 16

there will be unforeseen negative consequences 17

to this latest military buildup.  Both history 18

and current events show us that if negative 19

effects created by the military only affects 20

civilians, they will not be corrected; and 21

we’ll be allowed to continue to harm for 22

decades.  23

We also learned from history and 24

current events that if the negative 25

159 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-450
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10

consequences affect the military, the military 1

will act to protect itself from the negative 2

consequences of its actions while still 3

contributing to the negative consequences for 4

civilians.  We will have more injustice between 5

the military civilian population if procedures 6

are not established for a fairly and timely, 7

dealing with negative unforeseen consequences 8

as soon as they occur.  9

Decades ago, my family was denied 10

access to our land which prevented us from 11

participating in the explosive real estate boom 12

and rapid increase of Guam’s tourism industry.  13

We are now currently being denied the ability 14

to participate in the assisted living industry 15

that is becoming a trillion dollar industry if 16

it hasn’t already.  Assisted living is for 17

people who cannot live along due to age, need a 18

medical care or both.  19

Nobel Prize in Economics winner Robert 20

Salo showed that 80% of the economic growth of 21

the U.S. is due to technological progress, and 22

only 20% is attributable to population growth.  23

Currently, 80% of the value of the SMP 500 24

companies is an intangible asset, a significant 25

Comment ID: #159 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-451



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

11

portion of which is patented technologies.  1

Eighty percent is huge.  The education required 2

to produce intellectual properties such as 3

patents is the economy.  Education is the 4

economy.  5

Maybe it was a couple of years ago on 6

Guam’s public television, there was this7

special presentation regarding Guam public 8

school education on Guam.  It showed that in 9

1970’s and early ‘80s, Guam schools did pretty 10

well but then declined to the point where many 11

graduates were not even able to operate a cash 12

register.  In the past, the military was happy 13

to have its children on their schools; then the 14

military played a direct role in the decline of 15

the quality of Guam’s public schools and gave 16

military children their own school.  17

In 1986, the Compact of Free18

Association began; it gave a benefit to the 19

U.S. military and burden to Guam’s public 20

schools.  In ‘92, Marine’s barracks closed 21

taking 300 Marines away and reduced revenue to 22

GovGuam.  In ‘93, NAS closed, less revenue to 23

GovGuam.  Ninety-Five, federal employee jobs 24

were privatized and they were given lower pay 25

Comment ID: #159 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-452
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and less benefits.  More harm to the revenue 1

for GovGuam.  And in ‘97, DODEA schools opened.2

The military on Guam receives its 3

compact impact funds while the civilians on 4

Guam strive to receive equal and just treatment 5

from the federal government.  Before the DODEA 6

schools opened, the military repeatedly 7

promised they would not compete against Guam 8

public schools for teachers, that turned out to 9

be an empty promise.  10

The very -- oh.  The very first 11

paragraph of our constitution states that one 12

of the purposes of our nation is to secure the 13

blessings of freedom for our children.  Not the 14

blessing of freedom; the “blessings”, plural.  15

The benefits of freedom for our children.  The 16

first paragraph.  Education.  17

18

19

20
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COMMENTS BY MR. CHRISTOPHER BEJADO1 

2 

MR. BEJADO:  Hafa adai, everybody.  I 3 

would’ve worn my winter coat if I knew it was 4 

going to be as cold in here, huh?  Anyways, I 5 

have my written toast testimony here.  My name 6 

is Christopher Flores Bejado, in opposition to 7 

HR4402, the Guam Military Training and 8 

Readiness Act of 2014 and the proposal of the 9 

Marine Corps live firing range complex at 10

Northwest Field.  11

I’m a second-generation descendant of a 12

Ritidian original landowner, Benigno Leon 13

Guerrero Flores and Dolores Martinez Flores. 14

And I also see some descendants here from the 15

Ana Matanane-Pangelinan family who’s my great 16

grandmother as well. Juan Aguero family and 17

the Castro-Castro family that’s also here, our 18

family, the Flores family, and also the other 19

families there have been laying claim to a 20

parcel of land once owned by these families and 21

taken away in 1962 along with many other 22

properties at the time under eminent domain 23

throughout the entire island.  24

In 1993, the area known as Ritidian --25

160 – Thank you for your comment. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the 
SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National 
Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. 

The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered in 
the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection process that the 
DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The 
Andersen AFB golf course did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as 
a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in direct conflict with the 
Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of the factors that led to 
the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that the Andersen AFB 
golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC. 
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well, actually 1991, the area known as Ritidian 1

was deemed excess by the U.S. military, 2

primarily by the U.S. Navy.  And based on the 3

federal government protocol, the land was 4

snatched up by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife and 5

turned into a wildlife refuge.  At the time, 6

our local government did nothing to assist the 7

Ritidian families, to fight to regain these 8

lands.  Now, it’s too late to point fingers 9

because now we’re in 2014 fighting this 10

military buildup.  11

Now, our family strongly opposes the 12

proposal of the Marine Corps live firing 13

arranged at Northwest Field.  We also oppose14

again the recent Bill HR4402 and to establish 15

the surface danger zone over the Guam National 16

Wildlife Refuge or any portion thereof to 17

support the operation of a live fire training 18

range complex. 19

Our family recently met with the 20

congresswomen on April 5th, 2014 at a banquet 21

room in the Outrigger Hotel.  And we walked out 22

of that meeting with very positive feelings 23

that the Ritidian families’ best interest would 24

be something that we should keep in mind for 25
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future reference.  But not a mention of her 1

bill which was proposing congress the day 2

before was ever brought up at the meeting.  And 3

so that really angered us at the time that the 4

bill was proposed, the day before we met -- or 5

actually the day we met.  But it was never 6

brought up in the meeting.  And we asked 7

specifically, what’s going on down at Ritidian?  8

Well, this and that’s going on down there and 9

all that.  Well, anyways nothing was brought 10

up.  11

As a local businessman I’d like to 12

think that I’m successful at what I do.  I 13

surround myself with people who can make 14

rational and competent decisions.  Now, when I 15

think that the federal government, I think of 16

U.S. military in particular, I have to think 17

that these are the best of the best for making 18

decisions for security of our nation’s defense.19

Although, when you consider the 20

decisions being made with regard to the firing 21

range, I feel they’re very incompetent in 22

finding the right location for the firing 23

range.  The initial proposal to use a sacred 24

and ancient village in the site of Pagat, of25
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course was going to infringe on local lands and 1

get strong opposition from the local community.2

Now, this recent proposal uses military 3

and federal lands in Northwest Field but is 4

directly aimed over Ritidian and the National 5

Wildlife Refuge.  And of course that’s already 6

getting opposition at the same time.  7

Why doesn’t the U.S. military and the 8

federal government stay within the confines of 9

their bases and use existing lands which they 10

currently have?  I propose the firing range 11

utilize the current golf course on the Andersen 12

Air Force Base and face towards the eastern 13

horizon.  This would not infringe on any local 14

property.  And why does the U.S. military need 15

a golf course?  Okay?  16

So, I understand our families’ fight is 17

going to be tough.  We fight the Fish & 18

Wildlife.  Twenty-one years it has been.  Show 19

me a Koku bird.  Show me what’s been doing down 20

there for the last 21 years.  Now, they want to 21

bring up all these endangered species.  The 22

critical habitat, the endangered species are 23

the original landowners and are the people of 24

Guam.  Thank you.  25
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COMMENTS BY MS. BARBARA BENAVENTE1 

2 

MS. BENAVENTE:  Hafa adai.  I wish 3 

there was a podium because I’m real clumsy at 4 

this.  This is either going to be the shortest 5 

three minutes of my presentation or longest in 6 

my life.  7 

  When I first walked in the door, I just 8 

need to say I have a written statement I wanted 9 

to present this afternoon; but when I walked in 10

I quickly knew that I misunderstood.  And I 11

really thought this was going to be 12

collaborative effort with experts on the local 13

government side doing presentations and having 14

someone that we could feel a little bit more 15

comfortable speaking with and maybe less 16

intimidated.  But it was very intimidating for 17

me to come in and talk to the men in uniform; 18

although they were very gracious in trying to 19

answer my questions particularly around the 20

live firing range proposal.21

I brought with me a letter that’s 22

really addressed to Congresswoman Madeleine 23

Bordallo.  This is probably not the right 24

forum, but if you don’t mind, Mrs. Bordallo, 25

161 – Thank you for your comment. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the 
SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National 
Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. 
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I’d like to officially turn this over to you.  1

Anyway, my letter states, Dear 2

Congresswoman Madeleine Z. Bordallo, my name is 3

Barbara San Nicolas Benavente.  I’m a Chamorro 4

woman who resides in Dededo and have lived on 5

Guam my entire adult life.  My husband Peter 6

and I raised three children who are now adults 7

with children of their own who also choose to 8

remain here at home which is Guam.  We are 9

members of the Gallo, Mafongfong, Jai, Atbares, 10

Shongco, and Bobo family clans, generations of 11

Chamorros who have been, are, and will continue 12

to be part of this island.  13

Our heritage as Chamorro people and 14

decisions made politically about the use of our 15

natural resources that impact on our future and 16

future generations is our business.  17

I am here at this first SEIS to listen, 18

learn, and to eventually provide a response to 19

the issues that have been publicly broadcasted 20

over the past couple of weeks.  He’s making me 21

nervous standing here.  All right.  You’re 22

distracting.  Okay.  You owe me 30 seconds.  23

I wish however to take this opportunity 24

to officially submit to you, Congresswoman 25
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Bordallo, in this public forum the attached 1

list of individuals who signed the change.org 2

“Petition to Protection Ritidian Point Opposing 3

HH402”.  I do not represent any organized group 4

on Guam or elsewhere.  I however wish to 5

present copies of the attached signatures and 6

comments thus far for some of the 900+ 7

individuals who signed this online petition as 8

of this date.  We call upon you as our elected 9

representative from Guam in Washington D.C. to 10

do no harm, preserver the people of Guam’s 11

heritage and a vital national asset, by 12

protecting Ritidian Point in the Guam National 13

Wildlife Refuge.   14

The petitioner to date represent a 15

growing number of widespread community 16

opposition to your effort to designate Ritidian 17

point through HH402 with the use of that is 18

incompatible with its status as a National 19

Wildlife Refuge, a critical habitat for several 20

endangered species and one of the last pristine 21

beaches on Guam.  22

It goes on, but from the heart, I am 23

Chamorro, I listen to my parents and my 24

grandparents in all that they lived through 25
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with the war, with the liberation from the 1

Japanese; the most patriotic generation of 2

Chamorro people.  And this is not about being 3

anti-military.  This is about claiming back our 4

rights to have access to the lands on this 5

island.  And to protect our heritage as 6

Chamorro people.  Thank you so much for your7

time.  8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MR. ROQUE BLAS1 

2 

MR. BLAS:  Okay.  Can you hear me? 3 

Okay.  Before I start -- first, let me start by 4 

saying that I’m not against any military 5 

station here in Guam.  What I am against is 6 

certain laws that we have here in Guam that 7 

prohibits single men who aren’t married and 8 

just want to have sex in which they can go to a 9 

place where it’s legal to pay for sex. 10

Remember, at the beginning, the Marines in 11

Japan were being removed from that country 12

because of sex crimes they have with the U.S. 13

Marines.  14

  So, what support do we have here in 15

Guam?  Nothing.  Paid sex is illegal.  Just 16

this year, the justice system prosecuted and 17

sentenced people on the Blue House case.  We 18

don’t want to add more cases with our Marines 19

coming to Guam.  And I’m sure you don’t want 20

that to happen to you too.  And I’m thinking 21

where would be the best place for the Marines 22

to be stationed at?  President Obama suggested 23

sharing the wealth for Hawaii, Australia, and 24

the Philippines.  These places, paid sex is 25

162 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances 
of military crime in Okinawa have caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible 
repercussions on the island brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The 
DON has studied these issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS 
(Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high 
standard of conduct, and the DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct 
and enforce laws to protect the citizens of Guam. 
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legal, no one will be in danger.  On the 1

Philippines, whereas our military was pulled 2

out because of the promotion of prostitution, 3

very obvious to the people of the Philippines.  4

Same in the U.S.  The society there don’t want 5

military base in their state because of the 6

same reason.  Prostitute knows that single 7

military men will spend their money on them.8

In the pacific island, the U.S. 9

military occupies a lot of islands.  There is 10

Wake Island, Kwajalein, Bikini, and the 11

Marshall Islands.  Guam is overwhelmed already 12

with military both Navy, Air Force; that’s 13

because Guam is too patriotic to the U.S. and 14

its military.  In the FSM State there’s a lot 15

of islands that are vacant, and the U.S. 16

government could negotiate with the FSM 17

government to establish the Marines; and I’m 18

sure they would appreciate the establishment of 19

the U.S. military in their island.  There won’t 20

be no problems communicating with their 21

government since the U.S. is one financing 22

their budget and their freedom to travel and 23

live anywhere in the U.S. and its territory.  24

The FSM young men love to join the U.S. 25
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military forces and a lot of them gave their 1

lives.  They’re proud to serve just like all of 2

the islanders.  3

When President Clinton made a speech in 4

Guam at the Governor’s Compound, he mentioned 5

that the Federated State of Micronesia would be6

coming to Guam to enjoy better living in a U.S. 7

territory.  We, the people of Guam didn’t say 8

anything back then or cared because we welcome 9

any people.  10

Up until now we started expressing our 11

opinion due to the problems that we have with 12

the U.S. paying their debt and the crimes the 13

FSM citizen commit on our island.  There is a 14

black sheep of the FSM.  If you’d like to know 15

who is the black sheep of the FSM, just survey 16

the FSM citizen in our jail to see who the 17

majority are; and that will indicate who the 18

black sheep is.  I’ll be down in a minute.  19

Just give me one -- I -- one more page.  Okay.  20

Marines don’t commit the same crimes like the 21

their collogues did in Okinawa.  If you decide 22

to be in Guam, you’ll be tagged as the black 23

sheep of the U.S. military in this territory.  24

And just trust me, you’ll be the headlines of 25
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our local newspaper.  Man, I just got one more 1

sentence to go.  Again?2

MR. GUZMAN:  Yes.3

MR. BLAS:  Thank you, I didn’t finish 4

this speech, but he wants me out.  5

6

7

8
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COMMENTS BY MR. ROQUE BLAS1 

2 

MR. BLAS:  Thank you.  Okay.  I got a 3 

map in front of me.  When I first wrote to the 4 

EIS draft a couple of years ago, I suggested to 5 

use Pati Point, the old target range.  This is 6 

Pati Point, this is Ritidian (indicates on 7 

map).  Not Ritidian.  Ritidian is a private 8 

landowner.  And the reason why I suggested this 9 

is because when you’re stationed at Finagayan, 10

you can have 10,000 Marines moving up to Pati 11

Point without going down to other places, 12

target range that would impair all our traffic 13

in Guam.  Okay.  14

  The U.S. wants to station the Marines 15

in Guam.  We don’t mind, just use what you got; 16

otherwise you are going to see some resistance 17

within our community.  When President George W. 18

Bush announced that he wanted to move 10,000 19

Marines to Guam, he suggested to purchase the 20

Leo Palace Resort.  That would’ve been a 21

perfect place for the Marines.  Then under 22

President Obama, the Navy started going out to 23

see what are the options they have in Guam. 24

First, it was the east side of Guam.  We didn’t 25

163 – Thank you for your comment. The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called 
the Pati Point Range) as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered in the 2010 Final EIS.
That EIS described the screening criteria and selection process that the DON applied to identify 
feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on Guam. The Tarague Range did not satisfy 
the evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it 
would require a significant amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to 
re-construct the steep access road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion 
control issues associated with the extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would 
also be significantly impacted. While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives 
became possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone 
requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination 
that the Tarague Range was not a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed 
LFTRC at the current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be 
compatible with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size 
of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire 
training. The current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist 
with the Andersen AFB airfield due to a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current 
use of the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range and less frequent operations than 
required for Marine Corps live-fire training. 
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like that choice and we protested the use of 1

those areas.  2

Now, you decided to use the west side 3

of -- for your firing range in which there is 4

some concern.  I suggest Pati Point to be 5

utilized because that was the old firing range 6

used by the military before; not Ritidian 7

Point.  8

U.S. Senator John McCain said it right 9

when he said that the U.S. military land in 10

Guam is under-utilized.  So, I say to you, use 11

what the present military have already on this 12

island and show some respect to our landowners 13

and make the right decision of utilizing Pati 14

Point.  15

In our jungles, we have a very strong 16

spirit called Taotaomona. If you don’t show 17

respect, they can make you sick and no doctors 18

can cure your illness.  You have to go back and 19

get down on your knees and beg for forgiveness.  20

Otherwise, be respectful of finding another 21

island in the pacific.  Thank you.  God bless 22

you all.  And we here in Guam shall pray for 23

your safety and well-being.  Thank you.24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. WAYNE BROWN1 

2 

MR. BROWN:  My name is Wayne Brown.  I 3 

have moved here since 1996.  Personally, I’m a 4 

Department of Defense retired.  I’m a military 5 

brat.  My grandfather was army, he was one of 6 

the radar people caught the Japanese planes 7 

that attack Pearl Harbor.  8 

  My dad is Marine, he liberated a lot of 9 

your ancestors.  When he retired from the 10

Marine Corps, he came back with Fish & 11

Wildlife, and taught conservation in different 12

fishing methods.  That’s why I hardly knew him 13

when I was a boy.  My brother is also Marine 14

Corps, and my stepdad is Navy.  And of course, 15

I retired from the Department of the Navy. By 16

trade, I’m a master automotive service 17

technician.  I’ve worked for numerous 18

companies.  19

  In regards to the buildup, I’ve had 20

numerous open discussions and closed group 21

discussions with the Navy Inspector General. 22

I’m going to highlight on the people that came 23

before me; so I’m going to skip around.  Fish & 24

Wildlife of course is my dad.  I respect the 25

164 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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ancestral historical sacred sites, burial, 1

Hawaiian’s call it hay owls.  The Hawaiian 2

people lost a lot, but we got three tunnels 3

linking the important military bases. Why do 4

we have three tunnels?  So, if the enemy 5

attacks Hawaii again, they got to knock out all 6

three.  You want a railway to go from Andersen 7

to Big Navy?  All they got to do is knock it 8

out.  (pauses) Let’s see. 9

Okay.  Ritidian.  I love that place.  I10

go there a lot.  The Wainai Macaha Coast gave 11

up a lot of sacred land.  We hunters can only 12

use bow and arrow and knives.  We can’t use 13

guns.  They’re giving, what, 13 months or was 14

it weeks?  Yeah, 13 weeks.  We got to give up 15

39 for their live firing.  Then give it to 16

them.  The Hawaiians did.  What’s the 17

difference?  We gave up more land.  I’m not 18

saying and I’m not downplaying whether it’s 19

Pagat, Marble, and furthermore, I’m one of the 20

founding fathers for Calvo Memorial Racetracks.  21

I helped design and draft it and re-design and 22

draft it.  I’m a next-door neighbor to Larry 23

Kasperbauer.  He’s the founding father of the 24

racetrack.  I lost one racetrack in Hawaii.  25
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And I’m not going to lose this racetrack!1

The buildup, one of the main 2

conversations I had with the Navy Inspector 3

General was the impact on the community.  And 4

here it is in black and white, because I had to 5

live through it.  I’ve been displaced many 6

times because the military gives off base 7

housing.  Forget the rank O3, E6, E7, I don’t 8

care.  It’s irrelevant.  Landowners want higher 9

rent, they will rent to the military because 10

it’s $2100, $2400.  So, I’m renting a place 11

like I was renting in NCTAMS, for a thousand so12

the land lord can rent it to a military.  13

Now, my proposal to the Navy Inspector 14

General was Finagayan has been leveled, there’s 15

been new officers’ housing; Captain Kalauski16

stayed there from the Frank Cable, very nice 17

typhoon-proof walkthrough from garage to the 18

house.  Okay?19

Here’s the bottom line.  There’s a lot 20

of land in Finagayan, the infrastructure’s in 21

the ground.  So, that’s why I told the Navy 22

Inspector General in 2006 to put the firing 23

range over there, so the military marines live 24

in Finagayan, we are going to build a new 25
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exchange, build a bigger mini-mart, so they can 1

live and go shoot, and come home; and not 2

congest our roads!3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY MS. MELVIA ARTERO CAFKY1 

2 

MS. CAFKY:  Hafa adai.  This is my 3 

first public appearance.  And I’m happy of Mr. 4 

Lizama’s report about giving water and power to 5 

Urunao. I’m not here for that.  I’m here to 6 

question about the Fish & Wildlife.  My name is 7 

Melvia Artero Cafky, and I’m a property owner 8 

of Urunao Beach; 1080 is our lot number.  They 9 

changed it to Tract 34000 because we had 10

subdivided the property; so we have individual 11

heirs that now belong to it.  12

I’m going to read my statement here. 13

As of this date, April 28, 2014, an article on 14

the Pacific Daily News headline stated debated 15

may shift to Ritidian.  This prompt me to start 16

collecting my document and start preparing my 17

statement regarding the reverse buildup plan. 18

I am for the progress of this now revised 19

buildup.  Why?  Urunao has been a problem since 20

1928 years ago, until now we still have a 21

problem.  22

Yes, I have access to and from my 23

property that were settled and re-subdivided in 24

1994 thru court consent decree.  It was 25

165 – The Andersen AFB Northwest Field LFTRC alternative only encompasses federal land. 
Private properties and access to private properties via Route 3A would not be affected by the 
LFTRC. Final SEIS Section 5.5.6.2 was edited to describe no impact on land owner access to 
Route 3A or those private properties that utilize route 3A. The ongoing discussions between 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the private landowners regarding additional access to private 
lands are outside the scope of this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public 
comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal 
policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS 
have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important 
contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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approved as a hotel zone. The problem here is 1

the access on the strip of land using the 2

nearby Ritidian Guam National Wildlife Refuge.  3

Its right-of-way.  I am on my limited access.  4

I am a property owner near and will forever 5

never will get to enjoy the remaining property 6

of Urunao Beach.  7

In 2011, I engaged in a company to 8

clear and grade my property, Lot 34 and 44.  9

With all the requirement document that the 10

Department of Land Management, Parks and Reg,11

EPA ecology, all requirement from Public Works 12

was approved.  I started the cleaning and 13

grading; and lo and behold, here come Guam 14

National Ritidian Fish & Wildlife and stopped 15

the access of the truck loading limestone 16

transverse the strip of land road which they 17

call right-of-way towards Route 3A.  18

I believe I was entitled to do business 19

as hotel zone property owners as well as this 20

certain group of tour group that comes in and 21

out of Urunao Beach.  Am I wrong?  22

My project has been on hold since 2012 23

because I am not a party to this suit.  The 24

question is, why?  Why National Wildlife Refuge 25
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     Response: 

G.2-473



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

37

has to control over this strip of right-of-way?  1

I’ve been fine for this individual who owns the 2

property of Urunao that he claims, and Fish & 3

Wildlife control this strip of land.  I have 4

more questions, but I get the hint.  Thank you 5

so much.  And I am for the buildup.  This is 6

progress as far as I’m concerned.  It’s the 7

Fish & Wildlife who’s holding us back.  Fish 8

and Wildlife, give Ritidian back their land. 9

10

11
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COMMENTS BY MS. F. CASTRO1 

2 

MS. CASTRO:  Our lands were taken.  And 3 

they said it was for our safety and security. 4 

Our lands were kept and they said that it was 5 

to protect endangered species.  Our lands are 6 

being taken again and we are being told that it 7 

is again for our safety.  But what about the 8 

endangered species?  9 

Place your hearts in your hands, place 10

your hands within the lands and cultivate life. 11

That is my recommendation.  Sina ma’ase. 12

13

14

166 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to 
meet its requirements, DoD policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private 
land owners in good faith, seek agreements to acquire desired land interests and pay fair market 
value. Where circumstances exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, 
procedures exist under eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain 
requires reimbursement at fair market value. 
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COMMENTS BY MR. JESSE CASTRO1 

2 

MR. CASTRO:  Thank you very much for 3 

allowing me to speak.  I’d like to say that 4 

first thing on my mind is that the Ritidian 5 

point lands under the stewardship of the 6 

federal agency or department other than the 7 

Department of Defense needs to be returned to 8 

the original landowners.  9 

  That being said, the Department of 10

Defense must also be acknowledged as an active 11

economic contributor to the island of Guam with 12

the help of the people given the authority to 13

speak and/or enforce the laws of the United 14

States on the Unites States citizens of Guam 15

with limited rights.  16

  We hope that they can make the right 17

decisions to provide us with a more reliable 18

and new water system, electrical system, sewer19

system that will benefit the community.  We 20

also hope that the Fish and Wildlife looks into 21

the invasive species that are affecting the 22

island of Guam.  And funding must be provided 23

to provide for people and equipment to address 24

those issues now, present, and in the future.  25

167 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. In addition, they are important issues but they are outside the 
scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed military 
relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam levels, 
has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with 
affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
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I’d like to also say that I’m in 1

support of the military.  My parents’ parents 2

did not want to move from Ritidian.  But they 3

moved because they felt it was for the benefit 4

of the community of Guam.  If that was not 5

understood then, let it be understood now; that 6

doesn’t mean that we don’t want our land back.  7

We want our land back.  But we also understand 8

the importance of the military to the security 9

of the pacific.  That’s all I have to say.10

11

12
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COMMENTS BY MS. HOPE ALVAREZ CRISTOBAL1 

2 

MS. CRISTOBAL:  I don’t like the 3 

weather in here; it’s too cold.  I am Hope 4 

Alvarez Cristobal.  For the past three decades, 5 

I fought to save the burials of our ancestors 6 

at hotel roll.  The shores, our shorelines are 7 

replete with our -- the burials of our 8 

ancestors.  The Ritidian is hollow grounds, 9 

folks.  Our burials are still there.  Ritidian 10

is a place known to be the last place where our 11

Chamorro people, when they were driven by the 12

Spaniards up to Agrihan, Goat Island, the last 13

1,000 Chamorros left Le’techan and fled north 14

because the Spanish were after them to 15

annihilate our people.  16

The SEIS is an outrageous deception; a 17

barbaric deception disguised as the outcome of 18

rational bureaucratic decision-making.  It is 19

the Department of Defense grabbing land in the 20

21st century that does not belong to them; the 21

language that is used in the SEIS within that 22

document, it’s “property under the control and 23

custody of the federal government.”  The land 24

does not belong to the military.  They are 25

168 – Thank you for your comment. The Marine Corps Guiding Principles, as detailed in Table 
2.3-1, state that family housing densities will comply with the United Facility Criteria standards 
and not exceed 4 to 6 housing units per acre. Hi-rise family housing is not acceptable. Bachelor 
housing, however, will be higher density. There will be no additional land acquisition for any of 
the cantonment/family housing alternatives. 
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going to grab it.  1

This is land they do not own.  And 2

while the legal status of the land is in 3

question, what is made clear is that this 4

action, it shows how disempowered we are and 5

how limited in ability we are to protect our 6

home as residents of a colony, as colonial 7

subjects.  8

The preferred alternative of the 9

cantonment for example works out to be 2.2 10

square miles of Finagayan.  If all 6300 people 11

will be housed there, the planned density is 12

marginally urban.  Something especially 13

striking when some proportion of those people 14

will be in the barracks.  Is the military 15

planning a suburban tract, family housing, 16

sprawl, and shopping center with huge parking 17

lots?  There is no mention in the SEIS about 18

this.  19

Apparently, the criteria by which they 20

decided that area and how much they need for 21

the cantonment is based on the outdated 22

sprawling U.S. centric model of car-based 23

suburban life.  We can only imagine the 24

implications of traffic, the dust, the noise, 25
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the pollution, the negative impacts to the 1

health and the residence of Matanano, 2

Finagayan, Astumbo, Yigo, and all the residence 3

around that area.  4

There’s no way that the military can 5

justify taking more land and sea over huge and 6

important swaps of Guam.  This is exactly what 7

the earlier DOD gift of Ritidian area as a 8

National Wildlife Refuge was suspected to be in 9

sight of in the first place.  Thank you.10

11

12
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR BJ CRUZ1 

2 

SENATOR CRUZ:  I will never be able to 3 

make all the comments that I made.  In the last 4 

SEIS I submitted over 300, almost 400 comments. 5 

So, I wouldn’t be able to do that in three 6 

minutes.  But I do think that it’s imperative 7 

that information go out correctly.  And I think 8 

it’s imperative that someone here corrects 9 

Pacific Daily News.  10

  The photo that’s on the front page of 11

the paper is grossly misleading.  It shows that 12

the Ritidian Fish & Wildlife station is outside 13

in the safe zone when in fact when the three of 14

us senators went there yesterday to educate 15

ourselves, we found out that there is surface 16

danger zone is going to be -- is going to take 17

the Fish & Wildlife station.  And it’s correct 18

on one of the maps that are here.  But unless 19

you are one of the 200 people that are here, 20

you’ll never know that this map is incorrect. 21

And so someone has to take responsibility and 22

have a front page photograph in the newspaper 23

saying that this photo was wrong, that the 24

correct photo was the one that was up here 25

169 – Thank you for your comment. The Record of Decision and 2010 Final EIS are both 
readily available within the Archive menu of the project website at 
http://www.guambuildupeis.us/archived-documents. In many cases, the relevant content of both 
the Record of Decision and the 2010 Final EIS has been repeated verbatim or summarized as 
appropriate within the SEIS. 
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which does take the Fish & Wildlife station.1 

I also just wanted to say that I read 2 

the 10,000 pages in the first SEIS and I’m 3 

going to finish reading the 1400 this time. 4 

When it’s done, with technology, it really is5 

unbelievable that we couldn’t have hyperlinks 6 

to this -- to the other documents.  7 

  As you read this document, you have to 8 

keep going forward 40 pages to find the chart; 9 

you have to try to figure out, go and find your 10

copy of the SEIS of the page that it says that 11

it’s supposed to be.  It really -- I’m letting 12

you know, if you’re trying to be diligent like13

some of us are and not make a decision until 14

you’re fully educated and fully briefed, it’s 15

very difficult.  And I don’t want to say that 16

it was purposely done, but it makes it very, 17

very difficult for people to read, to educate 18

themselves and be knowledgeable about what they 19

are going to comment.  20

  And I ask everybody, please, as 21

difficult as it is, read the document because 22

some of the statements that were made today 23

about the economic benefits that are coming, 24

the fact that it’s going to affect tourism, has 25
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to be addressed; and we need to make all those 1 

comments to set the record straight.  Thank 2 

you, I see Cliff.  3 

  4 

5 
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COMMENTS BY MR. RODNEY CRUZ, JR.1 

2 

MR. CRUZ:  Hafa adai, Guam.  Rodney 3 

Cruz.  I am a veteran.  And before I get 4 

started, I just want to first take this 5 

opportunity to thank all the veterans of Guam, 6 

the Chamorros and all the veterans and the men 7 

and women in service uniforms.  Thank you for 8 

your service.  9 

Secondly, as a young disabled combat10

vet from Iraqi Freedom and amongst the first 11

tragedies of the Iraq war, and it is sad to see 12

and know for myself when I come back home, I’m 13

classified as a second class citizen because I 14

cannot vote for my commander in chief.  But 15

it’s easy for me to say that I’m a U.S. citizen 16

when I go overseas to the mainland.  But it’s 17

also sad as a young Chamorro son of the Cruz 18

family, the Petdi whose land has been 19

accompanied by the military in Barrigada, Radio 20

Barrigada, also our land in Ritidian Point 21

which has limited access to.  And it affects 22

that learning what we see today on this 23

military buildup is what -- not giving to us 24

the Chamorros in the future.  25

170 – Thank you for your comment. As documented in this SEIS, DoD acknowledges the 
existing substandard conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social services on 
Guam and the interest to have DoD fund improvements to these systems and services. DoD’s 
ability to fund actions is limited by Federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts 
associated with the proposed military relocation program, DoD would continue to support the 
efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as 
appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence 
workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before 
infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing project-related 
employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam 
public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and funding sources that 
may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.

It is anticipated that the majority of Marine families would rent units in the military housing and 
generally would not compete with Guam residents for available housing units. It is likely that 
housing prices and rent will increase in the short term. After the construction period, housing 
and rental prices could decline because the construction labor force (not including the H-2B 
who will live in dormitory type quarters) would leave Guam. 

With respect to looking at alternative locations other than Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered 
several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of 
the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and explained the various 
international and military capability requirements that were considered for the relocation of 
military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, along with the rest of 
the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This background discussion 
describes how several locations were considered throughout the Pacific region for the military 
relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action (the ability of the U.S. to use 
bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a particular locale), and (3) 
international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western Pacific allies. After 
analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other locations throughout 
the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all the criteria. 
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I don’t see any agreement to where the 1

military and its buildup is supporting our 2

local schools, help renovate, or what about our 3

economy?  When the military buildup came to 4

Guam, the cost of living and housing and rent 5

went up.  6

I’m a single parent with five kids.  7

And I was in the verge of poverty, and still 8

there.  I live in Ironwood Estates in Dededo.  9

I can’t afford to go out and get me a four-10

bedroom apartment.  I’m a military disabled 11

vet.  And even with my disability compensation, 12

I can’t afford living here on Guam because of 13

the military buildup.  14

Secondly, as veterans, you want to 15

discuss about buildup and bringing all of these 16

wonderful things for the military.  What about 17

our VA clinic?  Give us the service where we 18

need it here.  You put us behind a wire, like 19

we’re prisoners.  And then you kick us out of 20

Naval Hospital where our spouses cannot longer 21

use Child VA there.  They give us limited 22

access to the VA.  Where is the return in that 23

as a veteran?  But morely as a son of Guam and 24

a Chamorro?  Where is this respect?  25
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Guam is small.  We are not this 1

mainland.  We are not Hawaii.  You’re going to 2

put this firing range in our backyards.  What 3

about those who’ve seen combat?  What about 4

providing social workers and more facility 5

services for those?  You ever think about those 6

who are PTSD triggered and you flying around 7

and driving your vehicles, you think that’s not 8

going to affect the veteran?  You think it’s 9

easy to drive around the village?  Yes, it may 10

seem patriotic; and we believe in the U.S. and 11

all that.  But believe that there’s going to be 12

an effect on those who served their country as 13

well.  14

If this is so much a concern, then why 15

don’t you take it to Hawaii and use their 16

islands?  Just because we don’t have a voice?  17

And they have a voice?  You’re going to take 18

the opportunity here?  Understand our future.  19

My kids’ future.  The Chamorros’ future.  We 20

have civil rights but we don’t have a 21

constitutional rights because it’s written by 22

someone else and we didn’t have a voice.  Give 23

us our rights.  24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. ART DE ORO1 

2 

MR. DE ORO:  Hafa adai.  My name is Art 3 

De Oro, Chamorro father, grandfather, 4 

businessman, educator, and a veteran.  I rise 5 

not in support of the preferred alternatives of 6 

the main cantonment at Finagayan and the firing 7 

range at Le’techan, but to propose a new 8 

preferred alternative; and that is through 9 

relocate Marines to the other countries like 10

Australia, Vietnam, and the Philippines.  11

  The preferred alternative of building 12

training ranges over the Northwest Field will 13

only encroach into the Fish & Wildlife Refuge 14

at Ritidian, does not make sense.  If you want 15

to build a destructive activity that pollutes 16

the ground with lead, pollutes the air with 17

more noise -- I’m nervous; and potentially 18

limits the ancient access to ancient caves and 19

endangered species is counterproductive.  20

  The firing ranges in this area will 21

disrupt and abrupt halt and put a halt to 22

another federal agency’s work to preserve 23

endangered species on Guam.  Let me remind you 24

that the very same animals like the Marianas 25

171 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. 

The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed (including the orientation of 
individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected by limited access, 
and minimize impacts to physical and neighboring operational constraints while also addressing 
Marine Corps range operational requirements. The DON understands and recognizes the 
significance of cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting 
access to certain DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and 
evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the 
proposed action have not been developed. The DON looks forward to working with 
stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that balance operational 
needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note 
that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of 
the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the 
LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public 
can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.

Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, decolonization, and energy independence are 
important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, 
this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process. 
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King Fisher, the Koku, and other native 1

species, our birds in our current state, due to 2

the military introduction of the Brown Tree 3

Snake.  4

The military industrial complex is a 5

stored -- history of pollution environmental 6

damage to our island that began in World War II 7

and still can be felt today with super fund8

cleanup sites.  This buildup will have major 9

impacts to our environment, like the need to 10

drill more wells in the northern aquifer and 11

straight to our wastewater system, traffic,12

population increases, and many other negative 13

impacts that we do not want on our island.  14

I want to have those resources saved 15

for my children, grandchildren, and succeeding16

generations; and not for Marines and the U.S. 17

military.  The Marines and military will come 18

and go in their assignments and deployments to 19

Guam.  But it is our home.  And the rest of the 20

Marianas should be looked at as worthy of that 21

type of preservation and not for the expanding 22

use as an instrument of war.  23

If you look at the big picture, Guam is 24

a tiny pond in the global reality from the 25
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threats of China, North Korea, or Russia, and 1

Middle Eastern religious terrorist groups.  Our 2

stock and priority is growing because of more 3

military being brought to Guam.  We have 4

nuclear weapons, stockpiles; we are the arming 5

point of nuclear attack submarines stationed 6

here.  7

Do you think we would be on the 8

crosshair of madmen if the U.S. military 9

weren’t here?  Yet we now want to ramp up these 10

activities to meet the threats of the region.  11

What about the threats to our own human life?  12

Finally, Guam is building a positive13

image in a world where we’re no longer the 14

butts of jokes.  But the secret is out that our 15

beautiful island which Chamorros have called 16

Guahan when they migrated here thousands of 17

years ago, that hafa adai spirit and guiding 18

principle of inafamauleg is what our people, 19

our culture are about and what is unique about 20

Guam and not where America’s military might 21

begins.  22

This past week, we’ve been distracted 23

about 4402 because it seems like the governor, 24

the congresswoman, and the mayors have in their 25
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actions that they support the military buildup 1

at any cost.  They have in essence said,2

“Here’s the key to our island.  Do what you 3

wish  DOE.”  4

The NEPA process is in its place to 5

help protect many of the things we hold dear to 6

life on Guam which shouldn’t be for sale and be 7

given away at the lure of more American dollars 8

only to benefit those in power of business.  9

The draft SEIS reports that the rich will 10

benefit the most; and a temporary economic 11

benefits, we have a negative impact -- just one 12

more -- 30 more seconds just for -- negative 13

effects for the poor.  And I add, the 14

uneducated.  15

Perhaps I’d feel better about 16

supporting the buildup if it were more of a win 17

for Guam and her people.  There are many 18

lingering broken dreams and promises made by 19

our current colonizer, the United States.  20

Decolonization, more reparations, Chamorro 21

comfort women of World War II, the Jones Act, 22

cabotage laws, compact-impact reimbursement, 23

and return of excess to our lands to original 24

landowners, our politicians should use as 25
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bargaining tips to the military; and anyone in 1

a higher pay rate that makes decision on those 2

issues.  Those are our needs.  They should be 3

on the table if you want to talk buildup on 4

Guam.  5

As our current needs the one area where 6

Japan/U.S. can really help our island is to use 7

their resources, their technology to make Guam 8

less energy-dependent on foreign oil with 9

subsidies and grants for solar and alternative 10

energy sources for our people.  Make it 11

affordable so that we don’t have to pay -- you 12

know, those prices that we pay to GPA.  That’s 13

where most of our money is going to.  14

Lastly, the need for light rail system 15

that starts outside Andersen Air Force Base in 16

Yigo and ends at Naval Station in Sumay will 17

alleviate many of the traffic issues and costly 18

commuting cost of our people.  That’s where a 19

lot of that money should be going, to helping 20

us.  We have to live with this military buildup 21

on Guam.  And it will benefit most of us. 22

23

24

25
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COMMENTS BY MR. CARL DOMINGUEZ1 

2 

MR. DOMINGUEZ:  Hafa adai, everyone. 3 

I’m director of GovGuam’s Department of Public 4 

Works.  And I just want to let you know that we 5 

are the recipients of Department of Defense 6 

funding for some road projects in preparation 7 

for the military buildup.  8 

  Many of you probably don’t travel down 9 

the Port Authority Road because you really 10

don’t need to; but we were given $17 million by 11

the Department of Defense through Department of 12

Highway Administration to rebuild that road. 13

It’s a beautifully built road.  Some people say 14

it’s now the smoothest road in all of Guam. 15

And we’ve also improved the intersection with16

Route 1.  And if you drive by there at night, I 17

think you’ll agree with me that’s the most 18

well-lit intersection that there is.  19

The other project that we received 20

funding for to the tune of about $16 million is 21

the Agana Bridge project in Route 8 where this 22

afternoon, you can make a left-turn lane from 23

going down Route 8 onto Route 1 which we -- we24

lost that ability of 30+ years ago; but now we 25

172 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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can do it.  We can do it now.  1

The last part of the paving is this 2

weekend, and after that just a little bit of 3

work and we’ll have a ribbon-cutting ceremony 4

on the first week of July.  And I just 5

additionally want to say that we’ve done the 6

studies for all the different alternatives that 7

you see here today, and based on the final 8

decision that’s going to be made, the 9

Department of Public Works is ready, willing, 10

and able to go forward with the design and11

construction of the road improvements for the 12

final location of the cantonment housing and 13

firing range.  Thank you very much.14

15

16

17
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COMMENTS BY MR. TALAYERU F. FEJERAN1 

2 

MR. FEJERAN:  Good afternoon, 3 

everybody.  I never dreamed that a firing range 4 

would be up there at Ritidian.  What happened 5 

to simplifying and adapt?  Can you guys tell me 6 

that?  What happened in you’re the moral words7 

simplify and adapt?  8 

  When you go into this Ritidian land and 9 

you look at it, and each one of you proudly 10

went down that way.  I saw it as another base 11

communication after 1960 and it was taken and 12

used as a submarine listening devices up in the 13

base communication.  14

  Until this day, now we have the same 15

model within the 1960 coming back to isolate 16

these properties and lands that belong to the 17

people and now looking at the wild life refuge, 18

what it’s done down there; and then looking at 19

12,000 children -- thank you Speaker Won Pat20

for talking on behalf of the children. And 21

this is important.  You don’t need a firing 22

range up there. Simplify and go up to 23

Andersen.  Simplify and go out to Naval Mag.24

It is a big area.  25

173 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
at the federal and Government of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and 
community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected stakeholders throughout the 
relocation process.

The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed (including the orientation of 
individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected by limited access, 
and minimize impacts to physical and neighboring operational constraints while also addressing 
Marine Corps range operational requirements. Other locations on Andersen AFB were 
evaluated in the 2010 Final EIS. The use of Tarague Range at Andersen AFB (also called the 
Pati Point Range) as a potential site for the LFTRC was considered but did not satisfy the 
evaluation criteria and was not carried forward as a feasible alternative, in part because it would 
require a significant amount of excavation to create the range topographic profile and to re-
construct the steep access road to the Tarague Range. In addition to the potential erosion control 
issues associated with the extensive grading, cultural and natural resource sites would also be 
significantly impacted. While some reconsideration of potential LFTRC alternatives became 
possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone 
requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such changes did not affect the determination 
that the Tarague Range was not a feasible location for the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed 
LFTRC at the current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range site would not be 
compatible with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size 
of the Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire 
training. The current Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range has been able to coexist 
with the Andersen AFB airfield due to a smaller Surface Danger Zone associated with current 
use of the Combat Arms Training and Maintenance range and less frequent operations than 
required for Marine Corps live-fire training. The use of the Andersen AFB golf course as a 
potential site for the LFTRC was also considered but did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and 
was not carried forward as a feasible alternative because an LFTRC at that location would be in 
direct conflict with the Class D airspace associated with the airfield at Andersen AFB. None of 
the factors that led to the preparation of the SEIS changed this fundamental determination that 
the Andersen AFB golf course was not a feasible alternative for placement of the LFTRC. 
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Orote Point has a fire range there too.  1

I don’t know if you still have it.  But I 2

worked for Civil Service for 27 years but I’ve 3

never dreamed that something like this that is 4

going to support our children, the landowners 5

or whatever it may be, that’s supposed to be 6

given back for the longest time.  Why not?  7

Simplify and adapt and try to use another model 8

that goes into the Andersen Air Force Base.9

Believe me, I can shoot too.  But when 10

I look at the things that are happening and how 11

it’s escalating, everybody talks about economy 12

and the buildup, what it’s going to do, but all 13

I am going to say is one thing.  Help us first 14

to help you.  We’ve seen our lands taken so 15

many times and until today we still haven’t 16

gotten it back.  Until today, I don’t know why 17

that the land that’s not being used should not 18

be given back to the landowners.  Why?  19

Every military has its stations of 20

different firing range or training areas in the 21

United States.  I’ve seen it all.  My childrens 22

are inside this military also.  But it’s 23

important to look as when they tell me, “Dad, 24

we don’t need that firing over there.  We got 25
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one out here.”  So, please, you, congresswoman, 1

I’m hope and pray you can help us people here.  2

We need your help.  Our children needs your 3

help and I hope you can bear with us, because 4

we’ve been carrying this on our chest for the 5

longest time.  Thank you and Si Yu’us ma’ase, 6

each and everyone.  7

8

9
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COMMENTS BY MR. FA’ET GARRIDO1 

2 

  MR. GARRIDO:  (speaks in the Chamorro 3 

language; I am Vicente Garrido.  I am from this 4 

land.  Just like one of the federalist said 5 

“This is where I will die.”  Let me not speak 6 

in English.  It is right that up until today we 7 

don’t know what kind of buildup.  We don’t 8 

know.  What kind of buildup?  Why do we need a 9 

buildup?  Is it for if we have a war?  I don’t 10

know.  If they ask me if I support the buildup, 11

I will lie to them and say yes.  But I cannot 12

support the buildup if they are going to steal 13

the land and hold on to it.  So, all of you who 14

support the buildup, all of you, if you have 15

land that is big, give it to the military and 16

let them use that for the firing range and give 17

back that land down there back to the owners. 18

All of you). 19

  For all of you who own big property of 20

land and you support the buildup, then give 21

your land to the buildup and let those land 22

that being held by the military return it to 23

the landowners.  24

(speaks in the Chamorro language; I am25

174 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to 
meet its requirements, DoD policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private 
land owners in good faith, seek agreements to acquire desired land interests and pay fair market 
value. Where circumstances exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, 
procedures exist under eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain 
requires reimbursement at fair market value. 
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not lying to you, I don’t know what they are 1

going to do with a firing range up there in 2

Ritidian: continues to speak in the Chamorro 3

language).  4

What are you going to buildup at Harmon 5

Cliff Line, missile defense system?  Thank you.  6

7

8

Comment ID: #174 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-498



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

49

COMMENTS BY MR. JOSE ULLOA GARRIDO1 

2 

  MR. GARRIDO:  If I was in charge of the 3 

speaking portion of this public hearing, I 4 

would allow the people to speak for five 5 

minutes, for six minutes.  Three minutes is a 6 

short time.  In fact, I think it’s just part of 7 

the injustice of our -- on our people.  8 

I’m the chairman of the Task Force on9 

Free Association.  And my message is basically 10

the political approach of what’s going on. 11

Now, allow me -- I don’t think I will finish my 12

five-minute speech in three minutes.  But I’ll 13

try that.  I will not look up to anybody but 14

read my message.  You may start my time.15

(laughter) There’s a little bit of humor in16

everything.  We can’t all fight.  But believe 17

me, I’m serious.  18

I hope that this public hearing will 19

allow some of the Chamorro people to express 20

their self-determination on the buildup, and 21

show and be understood that their interest are 22

paramount among all others on Guam and the 23

Marianas.  24

There are too many outside interests, 25

175 – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated with 
this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture.

Topics related to the political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside the scope 
of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period 
provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers 
about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made 
in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA 
process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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influence, being expressed by people who want 1

nothing more than to profit from the Marines 2

and from the political status of the Chamorro 3

people.  Many of these people are citizens of 4

other countries; non-U.S. citizens, migrants 5

and immigrants and speculators who are allowed 6

by self-interest business organizations and the 7

military to create an illusion of full support 8

for the buildup and destroy the integrity of 9

the right of our people to question the buildup 10

and to violate and suppress the human right of 11

our people, to express their right of self-12

determination on the buildup and on the adverse 13

effects it has on our people.  14

The clear problem with this buildup and 15

what it requires, is that Guam does not have 16

the territory capacity and resources to absorb 17

the buildup overall and the long-term needs we 18

felt suffering from the tremendous adverse 19

effects this buildup will have on the Chamorro 20

people’s rights to their land, their natural 21

resources, their economic rights, their social 22

rights, their cultural rights, their 23

traditional rights, their water rights, their 24

ocean rights, their heir rights, their land 25
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rights, and their right of continued existence 1

as the indigenous people of Guam in the 2

Marianas.  I don’t have enough time.  I’m used 3

to that, by the way.  I’m Chamorro, don’t you 4

remember?  Okay.  5

6

7
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COMMENTS BY MS. VICTORIA-LOLA LEON GUERRERO1 

2 

MS. LEON GUERRERO:  Hafa adai.  I’m 3 

here today to say very clearly that I do not 4 

support the military “buildup” or relocation of 5 

Marines from Okinawa to Guam.  I visited 6 

Okinawa and I’ve met with the people who have 7 

actually fought very hard for the Marines to 8 

leave their islands and for reasons that I 9 

think we as a community, need to be aware of.10

First and foremost, I really don’t 11

believe that increasing the military presence 12

on our islands and becoming as a Marianas known 13

strictly for training and for war games, is the 14

future I want to leave to my children.  And 15

that’s my first reason for not supporting this 16

buildup.  17

  I also don’t believe that it is being 18

carried out in the way that our governor in all 19

of his press releases and in JGPO’s press 20

releases in respect of the “four pillars”. 21

First of all, Pagat is not off the table.  It 22

remains one of the five alternatives for the 23

firing range.  What’s really difficult for our 24

community is that we have to choose between 25

176 – Thank you for your comment. In January 2011, the Undersecretary of the Navy 
developed the "four pillars" that would guide the DoD’s approach to the military buildup. The 
four pillars are:

1. “One Guam” Initiative: Recognizing the strain a population influx will put on Guam's 
existing infrastructure, DoD is committed to improving the quality of life for all island 
residents, and to seek funding for infrastructure upgrades directly and indirectly 
associated with the military buildup and to advocate for federal investment in Guam’s 
other socio-economic needs.

1. 2.“Green Guam” Initiative: DoD is committed to develop the most energy efficient 
infrastructure possible and support Guam’s efforts to develop sustainable and renewable 
energy projects as well as to work to secure necessary funding for “green” projects.

2. Pågat Access: DoD is committed to providing 24/7 unimpeded access to the Pågat 
Village and Pågat Cave historical sites located off the east edge of Route 15.

3. “Net Negative” Strategy: DoD is committed to having a smaller footprint on Guam after 
the build-up than before.

As documented in this SEIS, DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of key 
public infrastructure systems and social services on Guam and the interest to have DoD fund 
improvements to these systems and services. DoD’s ability to fund actions is limited by Federal 
law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation 
program, DoD would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination 
Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction 
tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence 
induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may 
include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the 
identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal 
programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls. 
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five locations that all contain significant 1

cultural historic sacred spaces.  And we need 2

to protect all of those places.3

And so, Pagat still remains one of 4

those options.  Four of those five options do 5

require the taking of our lands.  So, the 6

second pillar about decreasing the “footprint” 7

which means the occupied lands, not the lands 8

that are owned by the military but occupied by 9

the federal government, will not happen if 10

those other alternatives are chosen.  11

It is not a green approach when you’re 12

going to destroy thousands of acres of 13

limestone forest and overlay refuge as what 14

will be required for the cantonment and housing 15

in Finagayan.  And four, the firing range in 16

Northwest Fields.17

Also, the military, we should remember 18

is one of the biggest contaminators on this 19

island which is why we suffer from some of the 20

highest cancer rates in the world.  21

It is not a one-Guam approach when 22

anybody who speaks out against the buildup is 23

considered a small interest group or using 24

political rhetoric.  In fact there are many 25
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different voices as we’ve heard today, and we 1

need to respect those voices.  It is also not a 2

one-Guam approach when in several instances in 3

the SEIS it states that the rich will get rich 4

and the poor will get poorer; that those with 5

resources will benefit from the buildup but 6

those who already exist on the poverty line 7

which is a vast majority of this island will 8

slip either into poverty or homelessness.  And 9

that is very disconcerting for me when I think 10

about my children.  11

The economic gain is also being 12

exaggerated; it’ll be a 3% economic gain.  But 13

the strain on our public services will be 14

really great; and these public services include 15

Public Health and Mental Health, both of which 16

are very essential when you think about a 17

community being pushed further into poverty.  18

I want to talk about a solution.  If we 19

can put as much resources as we do into 20

construction and buildings into agriculture and 21

become more independent as a people and provide 22

jobs that will last, construction jobs don’t 23

last.  Three thousand of the jobs that are 24

promised to Guam residents in the SEIS are 25
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construction jobs.  So, we need permanent jobs 1

and we need to feed ourselves.  This buildup 2

makes us more dependent on the United States.  3

And I don’t support this buildup because we are 4

not the decision-makers in this process; one 5

person is the assistant secretary of the Navy.  6

We’ve never had a choice in this and we will 7

not until we exercise self-determination.  And 8

part of that is learning how to take care of 9

ourselves and not further increasing our 10

dependency through moves like welcoming the 11

Marines.  Thank you.  12

13

14
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COMMENTS BY MS. LOURDES BEJADO HERNANDEZ1 

2 

MS. HERNANDEZ:  Hafa adai, everyone. 3 

Thank you all for being here.  My name is 4 

Lourdes Bejado, the granddaughter of the late 5 

Tun Benigno Leon Guerrero and Tan Dolores 6 

Martinez Flores, original landowners of 7 

Ritidian, or in Chamorro Le’techan.8 

I am for the cultural, social, and 9 

economic prosperity of our people and our 10

island.  However, I strongly oppose the firing 11

range at Northwest Field because of the 12

negative impact of the lands of Ritidian. 13

There are ancient burial grounds -- I’m really 14

cold.  I’m not nervous, I’m just cold. 15

Pictographs, handprints on the walls of the 16

caves, stalactites and stalagmites, medicinal 17

plants, and more importantly, the ever present 18

spirit of our ancestors.  It is a national 19

wonder, a majestic beauty so unmatched anywhere 20

else on this island.  It is not just any land; 21

it is sacred ground just like Pagat.  If you 22

respect Pagat, you must respect Le’techan.23

  To place a firing range over these 24

lands for the sake of big money is to desecrate 25

177 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with 
reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly 
accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the 
LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently 
restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 
would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The 
Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of 
the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged 
Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to submerged lands under the Northwest 
Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 was edited to 
include fishing areas, including Fish Aggregating Devices . The recreational and sociocultural 
impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 
5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational 
boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones
would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range 
is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who 
would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface 
Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones.
Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to 
get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the 
recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training 
periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No 
additional mitigation is proposed.
 
The development of the LFTRC within the Tarague Basin area at Andersen AFB (e.g., at the 
Tarague Beach area or the existing Tarague Range, also sometimes called the Pati Point Range, 
or Combat Arms Training and Maintenance Range) as a potential site for the LFTRC was 
considered in the 2010 Final EIS. That EIS described the screening criteria and selection 
process that the DON applied to identify feasible alternatives for the location of the LFTRC on 
Guam. The Tarague Basin did not satisfy the evaluation criteria. While some reconsideration of 
potential LFTRC alternatives became possible in the SEIS (see Section 1.1) based on a 
reevaluation of Surface Danger Zone requirements and the size of the LFTRC footprint, such 
changes did not affect the determination that the Tarague Basin was not a feasible location for 
the LFTRC. Placement of the proposed LFTRC at the Tarague Basin would not be compatible 
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the spirit of our culture and our history, our 1

ancestors and our future generations to come.  2

To place this SDZ over Ritidian, will also 3

block the fishermen and the boats that traverse 4

the ocean through Ritidian.  We see many 5

fishermen anchoring their boats to fish at 6

Ritidian all the time.  And this firing range 7

will expose a zone three miles beyond the 8

shore.  That is unacceptable.  With this firing 9

range, this effort will be gone forever.  10

(pauses) Sorry, I’m losing sight here.  11

And so, is this not important to you, 12

our leaders? Are you saying, “Who cares?”  To 13

say that you’re an advocate for the historical 14

preservation of our culture, our people, and 15

our lands, is absolute hypocrisy if you support 16

the SDZ at Ritidian and the firing range at 17

Northwest Field.  18

Like Speaker Won Pat and the other 19

democratic senators, I support other 20

alternatives.  I’m not saying I’m against the 21

buildup at all; I’m just saying that the 22

military owns one-third of our lands.  There 23

are acres and acres of pristine untouched lands 24

on the coast of cliff lines of Andersen and Big 25

with the Class D airspace associated with the Andersen AFB airfield due to the size of the 
Marine Corps LFTRC Surface Danger Zone and frequency of Marine Corps live-fire training. 
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Navy.  And as a young gentleman told me -- as1

he’s mentioned earlier, while the Pati Point, 2

can’t that be perhaps a great alternative?  Why 3

can’t the firing place be placed there so that 4

the safety zone extends to the Philippine Sea?  5

Or why can’t the military expand on the 6

existing fire range at Andersen and at Navy?7

It bothers me that we have a governor, 8

the mayors, and the vice mayors, and the 9

congresswoman, the minority senators, our 10

leaders, who are in support of this SDZ and 11

want to ramrod this down our throats where they 12

have not fully studied the impact that this 13

range will have on the people and on these 14

sacred grounds Le’techan.15

When this is all said and done, what is 16

left for us and everything is gone, all the 17

buildup and all the money is gone, what is left 18

to the desecration of our sacred land 19

Le’techan?  And so I ask you one last thing, 20

again, seek another option and no firing range 21

at Le’techan.22

Stand up and stay awake people of the land.23

Let your voices be heard at the voting polls.24

Thank you so much.  Si yu’us ma’ase.  25
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COMMENTS BY MR. LARRY KASPERBAUER1 

2 

MR. KASPERBAUER:  Si yu’us ma’ase.  I 3 

know it’s late.  And I missed the ground rules, 4 

so I assume I have about 30 minutes? 5 

(laughter)6 

I’m Larry Kasperbauer.  I live on Route 7 

3, about two miles from here.  We moved there 8 

from Agana Heights 40 years ago.  My wife is an 9 

Artero.  The Arteros as you may have heard 10

earlier today own all of Upi which is Andersen 11

Air Force Base thousands of acres.  They owned 12

all of what is now, I guess called -- what is 13

it?  NC -- not NCS, it’s NCTAMS.  14

  In fact, that’s where they -- my wife 15

and the family got in the vehicle after the 16

bombing on December 8, 1941 and they headed 17

into the jungle there and that’s where they 18

lived until August 8th on her birthday, 1944. 19

We live right across the street.  20

  Forty years ago there was one car on 21

Route 3 every half-hour.  Now, there’s probably 22

thousands of cars within a couple of hours.  I 23

don’t think any senator lives along here, our 24

congresswoman doesn’t, our governor and 25

178 – Thank you for your comment. DoD recognizes the importance of implementing the 
proposed military relocation to reduce adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources and infrastructure. The EIS process identifies ways to implement the proposed 
relocation while minimizing adverse impacts. DoD will continue to work with the people and 
Government of Guam to ensure that the short term impacts of construction (e.g., increased 
traffic along Route 3) are managed effectively and that the long term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. 

The unacceptable level of service currently experienced along Route 3 is documented in the 
Draft SEIS. Based on the traffic operations analysis conducted by Federal Highway 
Administration and summarized in the SEIS and Appendix F, Route 3 currently operates at over 
capacity conditions, with unacceptable level of service in the southbound direction during the 
weekday AM peak hour. The intersection of Route 1 / Route 3 currently operates at 
unacceptable levels of service with queue lengths that exceed available storage despite the 
1,000 foot eastbound left-turn pocket. The SEIS concludes that the addition of traffic generated 
by the proposed action would result in significant impacts along Route 3. The increase in 
vehicular traffic generated by the proposed action may increase the potential for vehicular 
conflicts with bicyclists and pedestrians at residential areas and schools, such as Artero Drive 
and Okkodo High School. In the future, to mitigate the impact of the Proposed Action, the 
addition of a second through lane on Route 3 near the entrance to the high school would 
alleviate congestion on Route 3 at an existing bottleneck. The impacts of the proposed action 
would be mitigated to less than significant levels with the proposed widening of Route 3 by one 
lane in both directions. 
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lieutenant governor don’t.  Our mayor doesn’t. 1 

Perhaps the Yigo mayor travels this road, he 2 

lives in Agafa Gumas.  3 

  Anytime now at 4 in the afternoon, if 4 

you want to come up Marine Drive past 5 

Micronesia Mall, Route 3, it’s backed up past 6 

the Micronesian Mall already.  I haven’t heard 7 

anybody talk about the impact, the quality of 8 

life to us who live along Route 3.  I know 9 

other family members and others have all talked 10

about Urunao.  We all have also been planning 11

for since it looks like it’s going to become 12

impossible to live on Route 3.  13

  My good friends in the Legislature 14

increased the size of the school from 700 --15

oh, from 1200 to 1900.  That means 700 more16

students drive in or bussed in here.  On Route 17

3 we have a hospital providing a choke point at 18

the beginning of Route 3.  19

  And as many of you may or may not know, 20

with seven stoplights between Andersen and 21

where Route 3 and Route 1 meet, there are seven22

stoplights; but now there’s only two, so many 23

people coming and going from Andersen take 24

Route 3.  This is becoming impossible to get in 25

Comment ID: #178 (Cont.)
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and out of.  And as we grow older, both my wife 1 

and I experienced World War II, we know; we 2 

were old enough to know about it.  And we 3 

appreciate the freedoms of what we have.  As 4 

Mr. Alvarez also mentioned earlier.   5 

  We have a great grandson, a Marine 6 

captain, his wife and four children are 7 

stationed in Okinawa.  We are certainly not 8 

anti-military, we are not necessarily anti-9 

buildup.  I’m concerned about the impact of 10

those who live along this road and how we’re 11

going to survive.  I haven’t heard from the 12

Director of Public Works, I just now am finding 13

out that the fuel line is going to also be put 14

in on our property; not on the military side, 15

when it could’ve been all the way from 16

Barrigada Post Office straight up to Andersen 17

and save the federal government millions of 18

dollars, but it still continues to wind all the 19

way over here to where the old storage tanks 20

used to be at Pott’s Junction and haven’t been 21

there for 30 years, but it’s easier to leave it 22

on our private land that we pay tax on to the 23

Government of Guam.  There was some kind of a 24

taking with no compensation.  So, you know --25

Comment ID: #178 (Cont.)
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that’s only two minutes, Cliff.  (laughter)1 

You know, I wanted to use a couple of 2 

words, three words.  Divert attention, divide3 

and conquer, and what is a good neighbor.  We 4 

are the neighbors on Route 3 of where most of 5 

this buildup is going to be.  No one, even 6 

though we requested, has scheduled a meeting 7 

with those of us on Route 3.  This is not to 8 

diminish any of the other concerns.  We are 9 

talking about building a home for us as we get 10

older on the top of Urunao, our family 11

property.  I want to know, is the noise from 12

the firing range going to affect us, because 13

we’re looking at developed assistant living 14

quarters up there for a number of families.15

So, I want to know, one, is the firing 16

range, if it does happen where it’s suggested, 17

is that going to affect that project?  And what 18

is our future going to be like on Route 3 with 19

all these extra children trying to come in and 20

the families of those involved with the buildup 21

trying to go to Finagayan Elementary School 22

right by my house where we’ve had so many 23

accidents and people killed in the last few 24

years. I’ve helped take the dead people out of 25

Comment ID: #178 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-512



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

111

the van and others right at the doorway.  1 

  And so, please think of all of these 2 

items and I would greatly be happy to try to 3 

work again with our mayor.  If any of the 4 

senators or anyone else would like to try to 5 

host a meeting here to tell us what the heck is 6 

going on with us and our future neighbors. 7 

It’s very -- thank you, Cliff.  It’s very 8 

disturbing and we’re very sick and tired of 9 

trying to fight issue for all these years. 10

Thank you very much.  And I’m so pleased to see 11

the young people coming in and helping to speak 12

for us; because we’re not going to be around 10 13

more years or much longer than that if at all. 14

And so we’re going to need you.  Thank you very 15

much.  16

17

18
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COMMENTS BY MR. ROBERT KLITZKIE1 

2 

MR. KLITZKIE:  Good afternoon.  I want 3 

to start out -- I have a couple of things to 4 

say but I just want to make sure I have 5 

standing.  But maybe I don’t because I made 6 

some really serious mistakes about 75 years ago 7 

when I chose my mother and father; neither my 8 

mother nor my father was Chamorro.  And when I 9 

chose my place of birth -- oh, sorry.  Starting 10

over.  11

Yeah.  Seventy-five years ago, I made 12

some serious mistakes.  And that is that when I 13

chose my mother and father.  I just want to 14

make sure I have standing after having, 15

listening to all the other testimony.  16

  My mother wasn’t Chamorro, my father 17

wasn’t Chamorro, I wasn’t even born on Guam.  I 18

never even heard the Chamorro language until I 19

was 24 years old.  So, I don’t know if I have 20

the ability to speak on these weighing issues 21

or not, again having heard some of the other 22

testimony.  23

  In hopes that I do, I’d have to say24

this, that although I wasn’t born here, and 25

179 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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although probably I’ll die here and be buried 1

here, not right away I hope; shortly after 2

that, I suspect no one will even care that I 3

was ever here.  But I’m here right now.  And I 4

want to say that I am in favor of the rifle 5

range at Andersen Air Force Base -- or excuse 6

me, in the area in which it has been 7

designated.  8

There’s a good map on the front page of 9

the daily news today that I was going to use as 10

part of my testimony; however, I think Senator 11

BJ Cruz perhaps put a  qualification on that, 12

so I probably shouldn’t rely on it too heavily.  13

But I will say this: there is something I think 14

that’s worth paying attention to.  And that is 15

that the buildup may go elsewhere and that 16

Bordallo, that’s our congress person, said that 17

Hawaii would welcome the Marines.  18

So, if you really don’t want the 19

buildup to come to Guam, if you really don’t 20

want the Marines to come to Guam, if you are --21

(applause) thank you very much; it’s very 22

seldom that I draw those kind of applause. 23

Boy, I really appreciate that.  24

So, that certainly is a focal point; 25

Comment ID: #179 (Cont.)
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but even if this map is not strictly accurate, 1

what I draw from it is that the Marines are 2

going to use land that’s already a part of the 3

federal government’s land.  They’re not taking 4

any more land.  That the land that they’re 5

using they’ll only use a little bit of a time.  6

I have to make another disclosure here, and 7

that is although I may not look like it right 8

now, I’m a rifleman.  I’ve been a rifleman 9

since I was 18 years old.  Once a Marine, 10

always a Marine.  And every Marine is a 11

rifleman.  12

And if you’re going to have Marines, 13

they have to shoot rifles, and they have to 14

shoot those rifles once a year.  But they do it 15

in such a manner that it only takes a couple of 16

hours a day and then they’re done.  And then we 17

could use that land for whatever it is that we 18

want.  But the price that we would pay if we 19

are successful in driving the Marines out of 20

here this time, I think is far too high.  Thank 21

you very much.  22

23

24
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COMMENTS BY MR. DAVID LEDDY1 

2 

MR. LEDDY:  Buenas and hafa adai 3 

everyone.  Good afternoon.  My name is David 4 

Leddy; I’m the president of the Guam Chamber of 5 

Commerce.  On behalf of the Guam Chamber of 6 

Commerce, we strongly support the military 7 

buildup and HR4402.  8 

  We commend the Mayor’s Council and the 9 

republican senators for unanimously supporting 10

the military buildup and for HR4402, we applaud 11

Governor Calvo and Congresswoman Bordallo for12

their leadership in handling this issue.  And 13

we hope that the Legislature will find bi-14

partisan support to help move this process 15

forward without any further delay; because I 16

know all our senators in Legislature want 17

what’s best for our people.  So, I thank them 18

all.  19

With the military buildup, the increase 20

of the economic opportunity in Guam opens doors 21

to additional revenue, local business growth, 22

an increase of jobs that will better the lives 23

of our people.  The military buildup offers an 24

impetus to attract more investment and increase 25

180 – Thank you for your comment. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the 
SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National
Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. 

With respect to looking at alternative locations other than Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered 
several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of 
the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and explained the various 
international and military capability requirements that were considered for the relocation of 
military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, along with the rest of 
the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This background discussion 
describes how several locations were considered throughout the Pacific region for the military 
relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action (the ability of the U.S. to use 
bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a particular locale), and (3) 
international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western Pacific allies. After 
analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other locations throughout 
the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all the criteria.

The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed military 
relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had 
ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam levels, 
has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with 
affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
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federal dollars to improve infrastructure, 1

utilities, and essential services for all of 2

Guam.  3

Additional moneys help to support 4

education in terms of better facilities and 5

increase of teachers and programs offered. 6

Growth attracts more growth which in turn 7

continually increases economic opportunities.  8

Guam is in the premiere position to host this 9

buildup.  10

This military buildup plans has been a 11

non-partisan venture partnership with the 12

military.  We as a people have never been as 13

engaged in directing this potential positive 14

gain-changing opportunity for our island.  It 15

is in the military’s as well as Guam’s interest 16

that the optimum circumstances arise from the 17

buildup.  It is not us against them as some few 18

people have purported.  Part of this is giving 19

the local people the full benefits that they 20

can derive as an off chute to the buildup.  It 21

really is a win-win situation.  22

I have personally talked with 23

representatives of countries in our periphery 24

who said if that Guam does not want the 25

Comment ID: #180 (Cont.)
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buildup, then they stand ready to walk the 1

Marines to their shores; because they 2

understand that the positive sustainable impact 3

it will have on their economy and the quality 4

of life of its citizens.  5

They understand the reality that change 6

is never easy.  But the short-term pains that 7

come with change is a small compromise compared 8

to the long-term benefits.  I encourage those 9

of you who understand the value of having a 10

strong military community serving as a second-11

tier sustainable economy supporting our primary 12

tourism industry which is often impacted by 13

external forces beyond our control to speak of.14

I encourage those of you who see how 15

the long-term benefits of the buildup will 16

possibly impact your family and your children 17

in terms of increased job opportunities, better 18

quality of education, and quality of life to 19

speak of.  20

To simply say we don’t want the buildup 21

is not enough.  What alternative solutions are 22

there to improve the current state of our 23

economy, to provide the needed tax revenues our 24

government can better deliver its public 25
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services? My door is always open to anyone who 1

wants to come in and speak to me regarding 2

this.  Thank you very much.  3

4

5

6

Comment ID: #180 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. DAVE LOTZ1 

2 

MR. LOTZ:  Thank you, I’m Dave Lotz, a 3 

long-term resident of Yigo.  I just have some 4 

concerns about inadequacies in this DEIS.  But 5 

I think all important; it’s like are we going 6 

to be able to see the Navy fulfilling the 7 

commitments that they promised to the 8 

community?   9 

  One thing I’ve been interested in is a 10

public access program that the Navy signed off 11

of three years ago, over three years ago. 12

Simple program allowing people of Guam access 13

to their cultural resources.  The program does 14

not exist.  I think that’s very important to 15

understand, a very simple program the Navy’s 16

not established; and that should kind of govern 17

our perspective on this buildup.  18

I really have the fundamental question 19

about the Marines actually coming to Guam; 20

because if their deployment is here to respond 21

to crises in the region, there’s no companion 22

in this proposal for amphibian ships and 23

transport aircraft on Guam.  So, I don’t see 24

why they’re even coming here.  Perhaps they 25

181:A – Thank you for your comment. DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access 
Plan for non-DoD personnel to access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for 
this plan in July, 2014. It is the intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that 
contain cultural/historical sites consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will 
be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used for military training. For 
this SEIS, final plans concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action 
have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for 
cultural stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

181:B – Amphibious vehicle and airlift training are not part of the proposed action and is not 
considered in this SEIS. With respect to looking at alternative locations other than Guam, the 
2010 Final EIS considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific region. Volume 
1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective Background, and 
explained the various international and military capability requirements that were considered for 
the relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant to the SEIS and, 
along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the SEIS. This 
background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout the Pacific 
region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action (the ability 
of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a particular 
locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western Pacific 
allies. After analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other locations 
throughout the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all the 
criteria.
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should be in Hawaii where amphibious ships and 1 

airlift capability are at.  2 

Many of us submitted comments in the 3 

scoping, and yet the current document does not 4 

give you any way to trace through where your 5 

comments were addressed.  It just kind of 6 

leaves you in a blank with a fancy lettered 7 

numbered symbol.  8 

  I made a suggestion in one of those 9 

scoping comments, why does the Navy just give 10

us tours of these various locations?  There was 11

no tours offered to us.  I’m glad some of our12

elected officials got those tours to Ritidian. 13

But as I understand it, correct me if I wrong, 14

you did not get up to the location of the 15

preferred firing range.  I think everybody 16

should be allowed an opportunity to see these 17

locations.  But there is no answer on that.  18

Also, this DEIS does not provide 19

sufficient information on the location of 20

cultural resources for reviewers to provide a 21

knowledgeable review.  22

  Relative to the firing range, this is 23

not going to be a Northwest Field.  It’s going 24

to be the area of Northwest Field.  Joe might 25

Comment ID: #181 (Cont.) 181:C – Chapter 3 of the SEIS has a section on “Public Scoping Issues” relevant to each 
resource area. The draft SEIS addresses those concerns as appropriate under each resource. The 
public comment period on the Draft SEIS provided the public an opportunity to comment on 
whether their scoping comments had been addressed. NEPA does not require a response to 
every scoping comment or that every suggestion made during scoping be implemented, only 
that they be considered in the development of the Draft SEIS.

181:D – Providing public tours of potential sites to facilitate the public’s ability to relate to the 
proposed action is not required for NEPA compliance and would present substantial safety and 
liability issues for the DoD. Public tours would be something that the DoD/DON has neither 
funding authority, mission requirements, nor legal obligation to provide. 

181:E – As discussed in Section 3.10.2, certain types of information related to cultural 
resources are protected from general distribution. The National Historic Preservation Act and 
the Archaeological Resources Protection Act contain confidentiality restrictions to prevent 
general release of information on locational data for archaeological sites and traditional cultural 
properties. For each alternative, a list of the archaeological sites and structures that could be 
affected by the action are discussed.

181:F – In the Final SEIS, the introductory paragraph for Section 5.5 has been revised to state 
that the Northwest Field LFTRC Alternative 5 location is north of the actual Northwest Field 
airfield but that “Northwest Field” is used in the SEIS to describe this location. There were no 
edits made to the names used in the SEIS. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land 
acquisition is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land 
on Guam by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not 
reflective of current laws and DoD policy. At the present time, the land being considered for 
Alternative 5 is land that is under the custody and control of the DoD.
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correct me in my pronunciation, it’s north of 1 

Northwest Field, an area called Talela which is 2 

limestone forest.  Northwest Field is growth3 

vegetation asphalt.  It gives you a different 4 

perspective.  It’s less than accurate and we 5 

should have accuracy in this document.  6 

Cumulative impacts are not shown; 7 

they’re delineated with quantifiable data. 8 

Rather we’ve got a vague rating chart.  What 9 

are the cumulative impacts?   There are other 10

EIS’s that have gone through the system the 11

last few years plus what’s happening with 12

civilian committee.  What is this cumulative13

impact?  We simply don’t know; it’s their 14

responsibility to tell us this.  15

And finally, there’s no discussion of 16

the impact of removing limestone forest for the 17

firing range at Talela from the overlay 18

wildlife refuge in relation to habitat to 19

restore native species and the result and20

potential for legal action to designate 21

critical habitat on Guam.  22

  In other words, what is going to be the 23

fallout under the Endangered Species Act the 24

way it ended up with the wildlife refuge 25

Comment ID: #181 (Cont.) 181:G – Cumulative impacts are assessed in Chapter 7 of the SEIS. The intent of the 
cumulative impact analysis was to adequately and consistently support the conclusions based on 
best available data. There was no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document 
disclosing project impacts for most of the non-federal cumulative projects listed; therefore, 
there was insufficient existing data on most cumulative projects listed to conduct a quantitative 
impact analysis.

181:H – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . A Biological
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS. 
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because of the threat of a lawsuit?  Will this 1 

resurrect itself?  How will that relate to 2 

Government of Guam land and private lands? 3 

Thank you.4 

5 

6 
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COMMENTS BY MS. MONEKA1 

2 

MS. MONEKA:  Hafa adai.  (speaks in 3 

Chamorro; mentions multiple Chamorro plants) 4 

These are just some of the healing plants and 5 

herbs and trees that are found in the areas of 6 

the preferred firing range, Northwest Field, 7 

and the containment area in Finagayan, in the 8 

water well area -- in the unidentified areas 9 

for the water wells on the east side of 10

Ritidian.  These are all plants that bring 11

healing to our manamko (older people) and to 12

our family and to our women and to our men. 13

And these are all plants that are found in the 14

areas that are inaccessible to our public, 15

inaccessible to the suruhanas (spiritual 16

healers) and that can bring the healing and 17

that carry the knowledge of these plants to 18

bring healing to our people.  19

  And, what I want to see the Navy and 20

the military do is provide the access to our 21

healers, to provide a survey of all of these 22

cultural important resources that are on your 23

properties, provide access to people who want 24

to learn more about these medicines because 25

182 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes and respects the significance of 
natural resources of cultural importance located on DoD property in Guam. Restricting access 
to certain DoD areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. It is the intent of 
DON to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain natural resources of cultural 
importance consistent with safety and operational requirements. The DON is committed to
balancing operational needs, public safety concerns, and the public's rights to enjoyment of 
these resources. As requested, cultural place names have been added to the Final SEIS. 
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this is a dying art.  And I also want to 1

encourage the Navy in the record of decision or 2

in the final EIS to not only use your terms of 3

Northwest Field or Ritidian or Route 3, but to 4

use the cultural place names of these areas 5

too, like Hunao, Fofu, Tanlagu, the Torres 6

family homestead, Le’techan; use our names too 7

because those -- using our words and our names 8

that are used here is really important in 9

keeping the spirit of those places alive.10

These are areas that are sacred, these 11

are areas that carry so much nourishment and 12

have nurtured our people for so long and it is 13

evident in the cultural resources that have 14

been kept and left there.  And I hope that we 15

can one day again use these areas to nourish 16

our families and nurture our children and the 17

next generations and not use these areas and 18

these lands that are very sacred and that have 19

nourished us for so long as instruments and 20

territories of war to bring harm and to bring 21

hurt and death to other places.  So, thank you 22

very much.  23

24

25

Comment ID: #182 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. SABINA PEREZ1 

2 

MS. PEREZ:  Hafa adai.  As a native of 3 

Guahan, I’m opposed to the proposed actions of 4 

the Supplemental EIS which includes the 5 

construction of the live firing training range 6 

complex and the cantonment for the military 7 

personnel; because it impacts the future’s 8 

survival of our people.  9 

  As indigenous people of this island, we 10

have proved to ourselves during the occupation 11

under the Japanese that we can survive on this 12

island without help and with very little 13

resources.  We have learned from this 14

experience that everything here is valuable. 15

Our land is one of the most precious things in 16

this world because it provides sustenance.  If 17

we take care of the land, it will provide for 18

us.  If we destroy it, it will hamper our 19

survival.  20

Our island and its unique environment 21

have taken millions of years to develop.  Yet 22

here today, we must voice our opposition for 23

the destruction of our last critical habitat 24

for endangered species it supports.  25

183:A

183:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process
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Mitigation by relocation is not an 1

option.  Our water resources are essential to 2

our livelihood.  A live fire training range 3

complex over our northern Guam lens aquifer or 4

near Fena lake will put our water supplies at5

risk and those that depend upon it.  6

If this development occurs, it would 7

impact our people for many generations because 8

of the known effects of chemicals contained in 9

ammunitions such as uranium and lead, and the 10

harmful potential unexploded ordinances.  11

Moreover, clearing of our native force impacts 12

quality and quantity of water in our aquifers.  13

Once this damage occurs, it is very difficult 14

to repair if at all, thus affecting our future 15

sustainability in our own homeland.  16

Our cultural sites are sacred at all 17

proposed sites, which includes Northwest Field, 18

Fena, Pagat.  Many of these sites contain Latte 19

stones, burials, and historical artifacts 20

unique to the Mariana Islands that provide a 21

connection to our cultural heritage and 22

ancestors.  23

Talela, which is part of Northwest 24

Field was farmed by my great grandfather and 25

183:B

183:C

Comment ID: #183 (Cont.) 183:B – The potential impacts to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer and Fena Reservoir from 
LFTRC alternatives are discussed in Chapter 5 of the SEIS. With implementation of the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program, range management Best Management 
Practices, and other stormwater Best Management Practices listed in Section 2.8, there would 
be a less than significant impact to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer or Fena Reservoir due to 
range operations.

183:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process
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grandfather Luis Torres Flores.  Some of our 1

family members are buried there.  It is the 2

memory, love, and respect for my ancestors that 3

I speak today.  To put a live firing range 4

complex at our historical sites desecrates our 5

ancestors, is a form of cultural repression and 6

a violation of my human rights as a Chamorro 7

woman.  8

The health of our residents is at stake 9

from increased stress due to increased noise 10

levels; where over some of our residents 11

remember the horrors of World War II and still 12

experience a post-traumatic stress from the 13

noise of bombers and even commercial planes if 14

in close proximity.  Live-fire training will 15

exacerbate this condition. 16

Our rights for environmental justice 17

and self-determination are at stake for the 18

proposed actions.  The decision of the U.S. 19

military buildup in general and the live-fire 20

training complex particularly was made by those 21

who will not be directly and adversely impacted 22

by such decisions.  23

Guam is an unincorporated territory, 24

and its inhabitants do not vote for the 25

183:C
Cont.

183:D

183:E

Comment ID: #183 (Cont.) 183:D – The DON understands that the smell of gunpowder, the flash from a gun, or the sound 
from a gun can trigger an unpredictable response that a person suffering from Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder is not aware of. Based on the noise analysis for the LFTRC options and the lack 
of pedestrian access near these locations, civilian exposure to loud gun fire noise during LFTRC 
operations is not anticipated. If an individual suspects that they or a loved one has Post-
Traumatic Stress Disorder, it’s important to seek help right away and understand triggers that 
may bring about symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder. The sooner Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder is confronted, the easier it is to overcome. The military is aware of Post-
Traumatic Stress Disorder concerns for active duty and veterans that suffer from Post-
Traumatic Stress Disorder and actively reach out to these individuals and families to ensure 
they are receiving appropriate treatment.

183:E – Topics related to the political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside 
the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment 
period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-
makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have 
been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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president of the United States who is also the 1

commander in chief.  The Chamorro people did 2

not ask a live-fire training complex to be 3

placed in our sacred sites at our own homeland; 4

it was decided by others who have certain5

control over us.  6

As an indigenous person, to support 7

live-fire training range complex is a support 8

arm complex and instability in other regions.  9

For the sake of a clear conscience, I cannot 10

support the destruction of another.  U.S. 11

ideals have been founded on democracy and 12

justice.  It is democracy and justice that will 13

bring true peace and security to our world.  I 14

encourage you to take a bold and courageous 15

step in bringing peace to this world by banning 16

the construction of a live-fire training 17

complex starting on Guam, which is home to the 18

Chamorro people.  Thank you. 19

20

21

183:E
Cont.

Comment ID: #183 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. CARL PETERSON 1 

2 

MR. PETERSON:  Thank you, Cliff.  Guam 3 

has been my home for the last 49 years.  My 4 

wife is Okada; she’s sitting back there.  All 5 

my children were born in Guam.  I will be 6 

buried here.  This is it.  And Mr. Alvarez, 7 

when you spoke, you made tears come to my eyes 8 

because you made me think of my mother-in-law; 9 

the best conversations I’ve ever had in my life 10

is when she explained the occupation and the 11

loss of freedom.  She said unless you have lost 12

your freedom, you will never understand what it 13

means, and what sacrifice the people had to go 14

through; because they were forced labor.   15

Before 1941, we weren’t fortified.16

Today we’re trying to get fortified.  And we 17

don’t want it? Is there something wrong with 18

this picture?  Perhaps you know that the 19

published documents of China, public documents 20

that says that China expects to occupy the 21

first island chain by 2030.  And they will 22

control the second island chain by 2050.  The 23

second island chain’s link on those islands 24

includes Guam.  25

184 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Now, I would think it would be a good 1

idea that we help the United States to prepare.  2

A friend of mine told me about his daughter, 3

just Friday I think it was, that said to send 4

people in to battle without preparation is like 5

sending them without bullets.  And they need to 6

train, they need to have facilities.  7

In my business, it’s about helping 8

people financially reach their financial goals.  9

Expanding our economy is absolutely essential 10

if we’re going to raise ourselves up 11

financially.  And this is going to help us.  12

The video that I just saw -- today actually, 13

said that it would require 32 more doctors.  14

Thirty-two more doctors would hire a lot of 15

people.  It’s going to give us good quality 16

wages.  And when we expand the economy, we give 17

opportunity to everybody; they don’t have to go 18

to United States to get their jobs like my kids 19

did.  Thank you.  20

21

22

Comment ID: #184 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOHN ROBERTSON1 

2 

MR. ROBERTSON:  My name is John 3 

Robertson.  I’m a 15-year resident of Tamuning. 4 

I rise to speak in favor of the relocation of 5 

elements of the Marine Corps from Okinawa to 6 

Guam.  Also, in favor of the preferred live-7 

fire training range to be relocated at 8 

Northwest Field on Andersen Air Force Base.9 

I’d like to start by speaking of freedom of 10

choice and then responsibility.  11

  As Americans, we enjoy great freedom 12

when it comes to personal choices.  That is not 13

a universal thing.  So, we can decide whether 14

to take an ocean cruise or remodel our home. 15

We can send our sons and daughters off for 16

college education and help them -- otherwise we 17

can help them find an average job on Guam.18

There are dangers associated with 19

sending our young people off to mainland; and 20

being so far away.  They may get in with the 21

wrong people.  They may graduate and find a 22

better job on the mainland and not come back. 23

And then the island loses their skills and24

their potential, which is badly needed on Guam.25

185 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. With regard to access, The DON understands and 
recognizes the significance of cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. 
Restricting access to certain DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. 
Impacts associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged 
and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the 
proposed action have not been developed. The DON looks forward to working with 
stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that balance operational 
needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note 
that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of 
the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the 
LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public 
can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
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There’s uncertain risks when we make 1

choices.  Along with freedom of choice there is 2

responsibility.  This goes to family, 3

community, our island, and our nation.  In the 4

early 1940’s, America let down her guard and we 5

know what happened, Hawaii was attacked.  At 6

the same time, Guam came under bombardment and 7

invasion.  8

More than most Americans, Guamanians 9

understand the value of a strong military.  10

Following local and international news, we know 11

that we live in a dangerous world today.  And 12

the Asia Pacific region is one of the hotspots.  13

North Korea takes actions but seemingly with no 14

plan.  On the other hand, China has 15

expansionist agenda that they are acting on 16

these days.  17

America needs a forward military 18

presence in the region, and that includes the 19

Marines.  Some limited restrictions on access 20

to a small portion of Ritidian is, in my 21

opinion, a small sacrifice for us in exchange 22

for our local security and fulfilling our 23

responsibility toward national defense.  I 24

believe the military can be relied upon to do 25

Comment ID: #185 (Cont.)
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the right thing in upholding its responsibility 1

in protecting and even enhancing the value of 2

the Ritidian Wildlife Preserve.  Thank you very 3

much.  4

5

6

7

Comment ID: #185 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. BILL SABLAN1 

2 

MR. SABLAN:  Good afternoon, ladies and 3 

gentlemen.  I’m a veteran.  And I’m sure 4 

there’s a lot of your out there also.  And I’m 5 

proud of the men in uniform.  And I’m familiar 6 

with firing ranges.  All I ask, not to hurt the 7 

people that live in Ritidian or have any 8 

interest is that you switch the firing range 9 

from the big one where the little one is at. 10

This way your buffer is not that big.  And if 11

you want to be really nice, you as a military 12

allow these people down in Urunao waterlines 13

where they can live happily and not be 14

bothered; and you won’t be antagonized by them 15

complaining about the military.  16

  So, it’s a win-win situation.  Switch 17

the firing range, so this way the buffer 18

doesn’t go down to Urunao or the area where the 19

people can stay.  Okay.  I’m a little shaky 20

right now; because I have the interest in the 21

military, I’m for the buildup, but just change 22

that firing lane.  All you need is a place 23

where the men can shoot straight, and I’m sure 24

the Marines can choose straight.  And why can’t 25

186 – Thank you for your comment. Providing water and power to the landowners at Urunao is 
outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was 
designed (including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize 
the area affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.
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they also share the same firing range as the 1

Air Force, the Navy, and even the Police 2

Department; local Police Department.  We have a 3

fire range up at GCC; fantastic, no complaints, 4

no buffer zone.  Okay?  5

So, let’s be nice and fair to each 6

other.  But I ask that the military or Andersen 7

or whoever’s controlling that area to please 8

give the people some kind of water resource, 9

power resource, and they’ll be happy and they 10

won’t bother you anymore.  It’s a win-win 11

situation.  12

For Guam, we need this buildup.  They 13

say they’re going to hire thousands of people.  14

I don’t think so.  A lot of the construction 15

companies are coming out from the states or 16

Hawaii or whatever.  A lot of our guys are 17

waiting to get jobs here too.  I applied to be 18

an engineer but I was told to go out on the 19

street and hold this sign that says “Slow 20

Down”, “Stop”, “Go”.  Okay? So, whatever job I 21

get, I’ll be happy.  I’m retired and I’m tired.  22

Thank you very much. 23

24

25

Comment ID: #186 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. PETER JOSEPH SAN NICOLAS1 

2 

MR. SAN NICOLAS:  All right.  One thing 3 

that I’d like to state before I get started is 4 

that, you know, one thing that really comes to 5 

mind is that for these past 60 years, it took 6 

them -- or it took them 60 years to take about 7 

a third of our island.  And I’m concerned about 8 

our future generations.  What’s going to happen 9 

in the next 60 years when there’ll be two-10

thirds in these next 60 years and the next 200 11

years, there won’t be any of Guam left.  And so 12

I wrote a song in last EIS when it was in 13

Pagat, I played another one.  So, here it goes. 14

I don’t have my guitar this time though. 15

(starts to sing) 16

They’re keeping us out the jungles17

They’ve got war games to pursue18

And you should side with Uncle Sam19

Got plans for you but they also  20

Plant your roots and subdue the truth21

So what are you going to do when they 22

won’t let you through 23

For they put up their gates24

We’ve got to make some changes before 25

187 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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it’s too late1

And all we see is fences; got to come 2

to our senses and say 3

Give us back the land 4

Because it’s all we have5

Give us back our land6

Because it’s all we have7

8

We’ve got to gather our resources 9

And strengthen our voices10

Disrupt these course11

For we’re no longer the importance12

Got to voice our opinions13

And make crucial choices14

We no longer can rely on just sitting 15

in silence16

17

We’ve got to unite18

Stand up and fight and say19

Give us back our land20

Because it’s all we have21

Give us back the land22

Because it’s all we have23

24

We’ve got to make a stand25

Comment ID: #187 (Cont.)
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And take back our land1

Give us back the land2

Because it’s all we have3

Thank you.  4

5

6

Comment ID: #187 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. PHILIP SANTOS1 

2 

MR. SANTOS:  Thank you.  Hafa adai.  My 3 

name is Phillip Santos and I’m the vice 4 

chairman of the Armed Forces Committee, a 5 

committee of the Guam Chamber of Commerce. 6 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our 7 

comments today.  Members of the Guam Chamber of 8 

Commerce, Armed Forces Committee support the 9 

relocation to Guam of certain U.S. Marine Corps 10

unit in Okinawa as detailed in the document now 11

before this public hearing.  12

Consistent with this position is the 13

Chamber’s support of HR4402 which establishes a 14

surface danger zone addressing the proposed 15

firing range complex at Northwest Field.  The 16

Chamber is an association of almost 400 17

individuals, companies, and firms that 18

collectively employ more than 40,000 local 19

residents and account for 70% of the island’s 20

gross island product.  21

  We are celebrating our 98 years of 22

existence and have played a major role in the 23

island’s economic, social, and political 24

development.  Since its inception, the Chamber 25

188 – Thank you for your comment. Your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA 
process and will be considered in the decision-making process. However, H.R. 4402 is distinct 
from and outside the scope of the SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with 
requirements of NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge 
Administration Act and the National Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental 
statutes.
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has monitored public discussion over this move 1

from Okinawa to Guam and note that significant 2

modifications have been made to the original 3

plan regarding the timing, magnitude, real 4

estate requirement, and overall community 5

impact.  6

The colossal task of navigating through 7

strategic legal requirements to produce a 8

document for this public meeting has no doubt 9

been daunting.  And there’s always an inch or 10

two to give or take in reconciling multifaceted11

often testy issues.  12

But attaining the perfect balance 13

between our national security interest and the 14

concerns of various constituents is an elusive 15

challenge that is called to reality.  The 16

reality is there, no perfect -- there is no 17

perfect world into which potential adversaries 18

can be made to promise our national security; 19

nor there are perfect places into which we can 20

pigeonhole each of the demands made by a 21

variety of competing interest. 22

The revised plan appears to be a 23

product of intelligent and conscious effort to 24

address community interest and to recognize 25

Comment ID: #188 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-542



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

21

these interests while remaining faithful to the 1

essence and value of proposition of the revised 2

plan.  3

We at the Chamber believe that the most 4

serious concern have been raised and addressed 5

and heard and resolved in the most realistic 6

and most reasonable manner given the complexity 7

and urgency of getting on with this task of 8

relocating forces to Guam.  9

Finally, we also believe that majority 10

of the island residents support the move 11

because of the economic, social, and shared 12

regional security benefit it portends to 13

posterity.  We believe the more than adequate 14

time has been passed for review, engagement, 15

and public debate for that time for action and 16

record for decision is now.  Thank you.17

18

19
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COMMENTS BY MS. SHANNON SIGUENZA1 

2 

MS. SIGUENZA:  Hafa adai.  Before I 3 

speak I would actually just like to point out, 4 

where is Congresswoman Bordallo?  Okay.  Well, 5 

this was originally for her to hear and for the6 

other delegates and for other politicians that 7 

are present and for our people to hear this as 8 

well.9 

I’m a new face in this movement for our 10

military buildup, against it.  My knowledge 11

isn’t as extensive as the other people that are 12

here because I was ignorant to it; it wasn’t in 13

our schools, it wasn’t -- it’s not -- we 14

learned nothing but about U.S. -- we only 15

learned U.S. history and we only learned what 16

they want us to know.  17

  But I ended up doing research of my 18

own.  My family doesn’t carry the same 19

animosity as others because we didn’t have our 20

land taken away.  But my mom died of cancer, I 21

have a cousin who died from PTSD after coming 22

back from Afghanistan.  So, it’s close to me 23

still.  24

I’ve attended hearings, I’ve been 25

189 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to the political status of Guam are important 
issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process.
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reading on our history along with the histories 1

of native people all over North America.  And I 2

can’t feel confident in anything that comes 3

from Washington.  The words that I carefully 4

constructed into promises come from a 5

government that is infamous for empty promises, 6

displacement of native peoples and no regard 7

from what people find sacred.  They’re driving8

force is money.  Communication is tainted with 9

lies and emptiness.  10

I’m so afraid as I realize our leaders 11

have sacrificed us for the comfort that 12

economic boom offers.  Our leaders are supposed 13

to speak for us; not shut us up.  The leaders 14

are supposed to fight with the best interest of 15

our island, not themselves.  You ask for our 16

voices and our votes, and we gave them to you.  17

And you took our trust and you sold them.  And 18

you sold them with your souls.  19

Congresswoman Bordallo, you’re not here 20

but I hope that her puppet masters are 21

listening to me.  You complained and you talked 22

to her, that 70% to 80% of the island wants 23

this military buildup; and that’s completely 24

false.  We are divided though.  It appears to 25
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me that the rich want this buildup for 1

themselves.  And those of us who see what’s at 2

stake, we’ve looked through all the facts and 3

we’ve seen your secrets.  We know you’re lies.4

But the rest of us, because it’s our 5

culture to be welcoming, because it’s our 6

culture to love, we stay silent.  The only 7

things that you have to promise is economic 8

development from a country that’s going broke; 9

and Madeleine Bordallo said it herself at UOG 10

that they’re cutting costs.  Even military 11

personnel, your cost is being cut too.  12

You promised us an economy that will 13

boom because of the increase of people.  But 14

with economic growth comes the downfall of 15

social well-being.  These statistics aren’t 16

opinion.  You can see it in the cities in the 17

U.S. and in other civilized nations.  Their 18

social structure is falling apart.  Families 19

don’t love each other.  Children suing their 20

parents.  These statistics are tangible.21

European settlers, we go back that far 22

in history.  They moved across the continent.  23

They took over native lands, made promises that 24

remain undelivered centuries later, leaving 25
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hundreds of native people to suffer with the 1

deterioration of their beautiful and diverse2

ways of living.  Our society was moving in the 3

direction because of the change that you 4

influenced in our structure.  The push to 5

western values.  And your assurance is that 6

this is the right way to go.  7

Our relationship with the United States 8

is similar to that of a battered housewife and 9

her rich husband.  The rich husband provides 10

monetary essentials with his ability to provide 11

wealth and worldly comfort.  He justifies his 12

heavy fist and cold heart.  He cares for his 13

wife as much as he needs to, to secure her 14

loyalty; but also ever diligent in reminding 15

her of the good things that he has done.  But 16

so what’s -- so what if he rapes her and beats17

her?  He saved her from a life of poverty.  He 18

feeds her, provides for her, protects her, just 19

as the battering husband raised his wife, the 20

United States rapes our land and our people.  21

They give us enough to ask for our loyalty and 22

then they use scared tactics to keep us 23

clinging to them for safety.  24

Just as the battered wife overcomes her 25
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fears for the unknown, I urge you, people of 1

Guam, to do the same.  Our soil is rich and our 2

people are intelligent.  We are filled with 3

much love for each other and an enormous 4

strength and spirit.  We have so much potential 5

to move forward on our own, to sustain 6

ourselves and preserve our island as a 7

paradise.  We’re fighting to achieve this.  And 8

the military buildup will move us too far away 9

from self-determination.  10

Congresswoman, elected officials, it’s 11

not your job to support the buildup; it is your 12

job to go to Washington and you tell them that 13

we cannot be bought.  We will not be silenced 14

and we will not be still.  Thank you.  Sina15

ma’ase.  16

17

18
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COMMENTS BY MS. TRINI TORRES1 

2 

MS. TORRES:  Buenas.  Hafa adai.  Good 3 

afternoon.  I’m standing up here in front of 4 

you not because I want to but I have to. 5 

That’s how the military treats us; whether you 6 

like it or not, we shove it down your throat. 7 

We’re not U.S. citizens.  They deleted that 8 

part from the Organic Act.  There’s no more 9 

provision for you to be U.S. citizens.  Either 10

you go travel to the U.S. and stay there, then 11

you become U.S. citizen.  12

  On the other hand, if you stay in Guam, 13

you don’t want to go to the states to become14

U.S. citizen, you’re completely Chamorro, 100%. 15

And we are being treated as slaves because we 16

are a colony of the U.S.  You need to 17

understand that the Organic Act is to bind us18

more.  19

  U.S. Congress passed it without any 20

Chamorro participation; not even one word. 21

They brought Carlos Taitano there to be in the 22

photograph.  But he did not sign anything. 23

None of our Chamorros ever signed the Organic 24

Act.  And if Congress make any more changes in 25

190 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, and the 
political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this
SEIS. Additionally, the DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and 
sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam by the federal 
government. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an 
indirect avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their 
views on such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response 
to this comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.
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the Organic Act, they do so without our will, 1

without our consent.  Chamorros better listen!  2

Read, find out things for yourself instead of 3

listening to the almighty U.S. and you’re 4

deceived over and over.  5

Remember when they abandoned our 6

people?  When the Japanese -- before the 7

Japanese attacked Guam, they withdrew; they 8

evacuated their people. They left those 9

Chamorros who were married -- they left those 10

white people, their own servicemen who are 11

married to Chamorros; because they didn’t want 12

to take them to the U.S.  So, they’re left 13

here.  Those same white men were married to 14

Chamorros became prisoners of war.  15

So, the same thing keeps repeating 16

itself.  The Marines here were not also 17

saintly! They rape our women!  They raped my18

mother!  And they were going to rape me as a 19

little child!  You need to understand that.  20

And they have no right to Guam.  They better 21

leave.  They never paid rent; they took our 22

lands.  They should be paying rent like they 23

did in the Philippines.  But what are we; 24

nobody?  Thank you very much for listening to 25
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me.  But Chamorros, remember, no one is going 1

to do your fighting for you.  Stand up!  2

Fanogue Chamorro.  3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR JUDITH WON PAT1 

2 

SENATOR WON PAT:  Buenas and hafa adai. 3 

I am Judith Won Pat.  And I am a Chamorro4 

woman. Yesterday, a group of us were given an 5 

incredible tour of Ritidian, which our 6 

ancestors named Le’techan, meaning restoring7 

place.  8 

  I learned that there are thousand 9 

ancient burials in the area.  I walked the path 10

my ancestors traveled hundreds of years ago.  I 11

saw their handprints on the walls of the cave 12

and pictographs high up on the walls of the 13

cave.  I saw stalactites and stalagmites, 14

indigenous plants, medicinal plants, over 70 of 15

them, fanihi, and all in four hours.  16

  Thousands of local students visit 17

Ritidian every year to learn about their 18

history, their culture, and natural 19

environment.  As an educator, it saddens me to 20

think that the inclusion of Ritidian in the 21

surface danger zone would limit their ability 22

to learn in one of the most pristine areas of 23

our land.  Also included in the SDZ is an area 24

that is used by archaeologists and scientists 25

191:A – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes and respects the significance of 
cultural sites, especially those containing pictographs, located within the proposed impacted 
area. Should this alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, consultation on the Range 
Mitigation Plan would reflect the DON's commitment to balance safety with public enjoyment 
and academic research of these important resources. Note that much of the Ritidian Unit 
currently accessible to the public would be outside range surface danger zones. For the areas 
within the Surface Danger Zone, when the ranges are not in use, access would be granted 
consistent with Guam National Wildlife Refuge procedures. The Final SEIS has been amended 
to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new 
beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point 
not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, the DON recognizes the 
importance of access to cultural sites on DoD lands and has developed an overall Access Plan to 
facilitate the process of gaining access. Information on the presence of pictographs and caves at 
Ritidian has been added to the Final SEIS in section 5.5.10.1.
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as a natural lab to conduct research.  1

Over 20 years of research on how to re-2

populate the refuge with native species will go 3

to waste if the area is converted into an SDZ.  4

This research also includes the major project 5

focused on the eradication of the Brown Tree 6

Snake which is just now entering its second 7

phase.  The scientists and project staff need8

to assess, access, their study area daily, but 9

would not be able to if it’s included in the 10

SDZ.  11

I saw the boundary where the SDZ ends 12

and it’s almost half a mile away from the 13

existing access road to Ritidian.  In order to 14

build a new road, it would require cutting into 15

a limestone cliff and forest. Four of the 16

caves that we visited will also be included in 17

the SDZ, and half of the beach area that 18

thousands of residents and tourists visit every 19

year.  20

Studies show that National Wildlife 21

Refuge not only enrich our lives and protect 22

our heritage; they also boost economies.  I do 23

not believe this area is compatible with the 24

plants for the firing range; and it should not 25

191:B – The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the portion 
of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones. The text of 
Section 2.5.4.5 and Figure 2.5-6 were edited to reflect the proposed new beach access.

191:C – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and recreational sites 
located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain DON areas at certain times is 
required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with reduced or restricted access to 
specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access 
to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON looks 
forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that 
balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and enjoyment
of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and 
cultural properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the 
majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of 
beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to 
address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach 
access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not 
encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

191:D – The majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian Point would be outside 
range surface danger zones and access would still be available via proposed new beach access 
consistent with established Refuge rules and regulations. Additionally, it should be noted that 
the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge by the US Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC 
under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public 
can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones. While a potential environmental justice impact was identified, the 
economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased 
employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is anticipated that 
minority/low-income Guam residents would have greater opportunities for improvement in their 
standard of living with the proposed action than without it. The proposed mitigations or actions 
that would lead to fixing substandard civilian infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax 
and Section 30 revenues provide economic offsets that could result in greater availability of 
local funding for social programs and other services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income 
groups.
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be included in the SDZ.  We have been made to 1

believe that the use of these sites for 2

training is a small sacrifice compared to the 3

economic boom our island will experience from 4

the buildup.  But in my close reading of the 5

SEIS, I’ve learned that our island’s economic 6

activity would only slightly improve.  7

Our tax revenues will only see a slight 8

3% increase by the end of the construction 9

phase.  Only 3,058 Guam residents can expect 10

temporary fulltime jobs in construction.  And 11

after the construction phase, only 762 Guam 12

residents can expect fulltime jobs.  However, 13

our government will also have to incur the cost 14

of this strain on our public agencies which 15

lessens our profit from the increased revenues.  16

The SEIS also states that higher cost of goods, 17

services, and housing will push people on the 18

verge of poverty into poverty or even 19

homelessness.  20

We need greater guarantees that the21

buildup will actually benefit the government 22

and the people of Guam.  We need a cost-benefit 23

analysis to understand the true impact of this 24

buildup and whether or not it is worth the 25

191:D
Cont.
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sacrifices our community will have.  1

I do not want our children to only see 2

the handprints of their ancestors in pictures 3

like this one.  I want them to be able to 4

experience Le’techan in person to reconnect 5

with our heritage and feel secure in knowing 6

the culture and environmental destruction is 7

not a sacrifice to be made for the buildup.  8

Sina ma’ase.9

10

11

191:D
Cont.
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COMMENTS BY MR. MAGALAHI MAGA ANITI1 

2 

MR. MAGANITI:  Hafa adai.  My name is 3 

Magalahi Maga Aniti.  I am of the familian Lino 4 

Robat.  I’m also the Magalahi of the clan.  But 5 

this is Guam.  6 

  Culture; what culture? We promote more 7 

and we push more for the U.S. here on Guam. 8 

But yet understanding education and facts of 9 

life from back in those days when it was really 10

hectic here, before World War II, the native 11

people were punished for speaking their 12

language.  They were educated not to believe in13

themselves, through both Spanish and the U.S. 14

That’s why when they talk about -- the veterans 15

were talking about, and there’s about the pro16

buildup, what is their education?  They said 17

had they had to go to states.  18

  Well, could they find a job in their 19

motherland, in their native land?  No; because 20

after World War II, the jobs were given to 21

Filipinos.  It was brought in by the United 22

States of America.  23

  So, our people had to go in the 24

military to go find a job for so many years. 25

192 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, and the 
political status of Guam are important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this
SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect 
avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on 
such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this 
comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
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And in the beginning they were only stewards in 1

the Navy.  I think the Marines were the only 2

one that were allowed them to go into other 3

fields instead of just stewards.  But in all of 4

those things, we’ve always been taught not to 5

have confidence on ourselves.  Education here 6

was not geared to ourselves.  That’s why 7

English became the primary language; and the 8

native language was essentially thrown away.  9

Now, if the Americans went to Europe, 10

any part of Europe or Asia and told the native 11

people there that your language is 12

insignificant and to throw it away and to make 13

it secondary, what would happen to Americans in 14

those countries?  They’d probably get beaten 15

up.  But here in Guam we are very good at 16

saying “yes, sir”.  The reason why is 400 years 17

of colonization the Spanish did in here.  They 18

did a good job here.  America did a great job 19

here.  And you know what they have in common?  20

They both try to genocide us and they both made 21

us believe more in them than in ourselves.22

Here I am standing and I’m listening to 23

other speakers from the past few days.  24

Education here has become more intense.  I’m 25
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surprised at the young people.  Us older 1

people, remember our education is not as 2

precise and condensed and as critical as the 3

younger kids of today.  Now, the books are 4

available for them to learn and they’re 5

digging.  6

Allow them to speak and allow them --7

and allow yourself to listen because this is 8

your native land.  It ain’t nobody else, 9

because right now this land belongs to the 10

United States of American.  That’s why I’m 11

always ready to say biba and yes Republic of 12

the Sanahi Archipelago.  Now, we become real 13

citizens because not one of you is a citizen of 14

the United States of America.  Thank you.15

16

17
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COMMENTS BY MS. BOBBIE BENAVENTE1 

2 

MR. BENAVENTE:  Hafa adai. My name is 3 

Barbara San Nicolas Benavente.  I come from the 4 

familian Jai, Goju, Bobo clan, Juan Alvarez, my 5 

paternal grandfather.  6 

The first thing that came to mind as I 7 

walked up here was I’m really getting too old 8 

for this shit.  But we must do what we need to 9 

do.  Protect Ritidian Point.  May 20th, 2014.  I 10

ask that you gaze up to the wall.  My husband 11

took this video clip today as he went out 12

fishing as a way to share with you who may not 13

have the opportunity to really see what we’re 14

talking about when the military is suggesting 15

that this is the preferred alternative site for 16

setting up a live firing range.  17

  This is the area that my husband 18

fishes.  This surface danger zone would limit 19

him and other local fishermen from ever fishing 20

these waters at least up to nine months out of 21

the year.  On behalf of the over 1,000 22

individuals who want to protect Ritidian Point, 23

I officially submit these signatures and 24

comments to the U.S. Department of the Navy and 25

193 – Thank you for your comment. Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in 
Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to 
submerged lands under the Northwest Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected 
Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 were edited to include fishing areas, including Fish 
Aggregating Devices. The recreational and sociocultural impacts of the new public access 
restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, 
there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore 
fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones would be inaccessible during 
associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range is in use, the DON would 
provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast 
a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct 
vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and 
fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to get real time updates of 
active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be 
restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training periods.

H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the 
DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the Endangered Species Act, the National 
Wildlife Refuge Administration Act and the National Historic Preservation Act, among other 
environmental statutes.
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all other entities involved with SEIS-related 1

decisions.  2

I hereby respectfully request that the 3

names and comments posted by more than 1,000 4

concerned citizens on the Protect Ritidian 5

Point Petition and website be made a part of 6

the record of this proceeding.  7

We the undersigned hereby express our 8

strong opposition to HR4402 entitled “The Guam 9

Military Training and Readiness Act of 2014” 10

introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives 11

on April 4th, 2014 and referred to the Committee 12

on Natural Resources, Subcommittee on 13

Fisheries, Wildlife, Oceans, and Insular 14

Affairs.  15

This petition lists several objections 16

to the proposed legislation.  But I will just 17

draw your attention to one of the bullet 18

points, which is HR4402 is inconsistent with 19

and would undermine current federal laws 20

including the Endangered Species Act, the 21

National Wildlife Refuge Act, and the National 22

Historic Preservation Act.  23

I’m really, really, really proud of the 24

young people who’ve come up and spoken.  You 25
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have learned and demonstrated what it takes to 1

have courage to speak up for what you believe 2

in.  Something that my generation has been 3

cheated of because we were caught between 4

feeling the pain of our grandparents and great 5

grandparents and the loyalty to them because of 6

the experiences they’ve lived and the pain they 7

have suffered during the war.  But the time to 8

change is now.  Thank you so much.9

10

11
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COMMENTS BY MR. JUAN CARLOS BENITZ1 

2 

MR. BENITEZ:  Good evening, Guam.  My 3 

name is Juan Carlos Benitez.  I’m part of the 4 

Kotla clan by marriage to Ramona Jones.  And I 5 

have two children, both of I’d like to call 6 

them “chamarricans” as I come from Puerto Rico 7 

where we also have a very large military 8 

presence.  9 

Recently we closed one of our bases and 10

I think that you guys realized recently also 11

that for the first time ever, we have a worse 12

tax situation than Guam.  That was because we 13

lost one of our three legs.  Our legs there 14

were manufacturing, tourism, and military.  And 15

we closed the largest Navy facility in the 16

United States because we felt it was going to 17

be a wonderful tourism boom.  Well, it’s been a 18

huge bust.  It has not happened.  The only 19

hotel we got was one W Hotel.  We’re $77 20

billion in the red and we’re expected to go 21

into bankruptcy soon.  22

  There are some effects.  The military 23

is not going to be a huge humungous boom but 24

it’s a normal stabilizing force in the economy. 25

194 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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The money that comes to pay those salaries to 1

work with those individuals, the jobs that they 2

create are normally constant and a normal base 3

point that will help you develop other 4

industries that will be your main assets as you 5

move forward through time.  6

There’s a lot of issues talking about 7

here about 2020, and the plan to increase 8

tourism into Guam into over 2 million tourists; 9

that’s 700,000 tourists more than what we have 10

today.  If we divide those tourists to just 11

come for one day a year, that’s 2,000 new 12

people living on Guam every year.  If they stay13

two days, that’s 6,000 people living in Guam 14

every year.  If we divide it by three which is 15

what normally Japanese stay right now, we would 16

end up having 6,000 new people living in Guam 17

every year using our infrastructure, our water, 18

our sewer, and our -- I would like to see our 19

senators and our legislator focusing also what 20

the effect on the infrastructure on Guam will 21

happen as that develop occurs, and how the 22

funds would be reached there.  23

But we’re here on the buildup, my 24

suggestion is that they should create a 25
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standing committee on Ritidian if they end up1

using Ritidian where the landowners, present 2

landowners out there now are part of the 3

decision of how do we improve and work in those 4

beaches and those areas and promote their 5

access.  6

I do think that the Department of 7

Defense and Guam should enter into a memorandum 8

of understanding that allows the military to 9

use assets and resources outside of the fence 10

the same way that they had in Puerto Rico where 11

$10 million a year was assigned to a joint task 12

force between the Department of the Navy and 13

the Government of Guam -- oh, sorry, the 14

Government of Puerto Rico to decide what work 15

was beneficial to the economic development of 16

the people of Puerto Rico, so that the military 17

succeeded there were very good neighbors and at 18

the same time the local population did not 19

suffer unjustly for the military presence that 20

was going there.  It allowed a constant and 21

moving issues instead of having to wait and 22

have an admiral go to Washington D.C. and ask 23

for permission to do anything outside of the 24

fence.  I wish the effort of our elector 25
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officials would focus more in trying to get 1

joint efforts to make sure that mitigates any 2

damage. 3

Lastly, there’s been a lot of issue 4

coming up here on culture and education.  And 5

I’m really concerned because it’s almost like 6

an anger against the United States because --7

the United States against the Chamorro culture 8

doesn’t support the Chamorro heritage.  Just to 9

say a little thing, producing, marketing, 10

disseminating, learning modules for Guam 11

history and word origins, legends, and use of 12

indigenous plants to ensure survival and 13

vitality of the Chamorro lands which 14

$189,000.00 in 2009, $200,000.00 in 2010, 15

$200,000.00 on 2013 to Kultura, to the Guam 16

Community College.17

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you.  18

MR. BENITEZ:  Hurao Academy, develop 19

Chamorro language, 276,000, 296,000 -- just one 20

more second.  Pa Taotaotano who teaches our 21

dancing, $281,000, $285,000 next year.  22

Sanctuary for our children and our families, to 23

learn and -- $288,000, $253,000, $262,000; all 24

federal funds to promote Chamorro culture and 25
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language and heritage.1

MR. GUZMAN:  Okay.2

MR. BENITEZ:  Thank you very much.  3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOHN BROWN1 

2 

MR. BROWN:  Thank you, everybody.  My 3 

name is John Brown.  I came to Guam in 1982 for 4 

a job.  And I was hired by a man who came to 5 

Guam in 1944 because he had a job to do.  And I 6 

came to work for him.  He was employing about 7 

1500 or 1800 employees on Guam; local people 8 

for the most part.  He created work because of 9 

the drive that came with him when he came to 10

Guam.  Not everybody who’s going to come to 11

Guam is going to rape people.  There are going12

to be some people who contribute very, very 13

well to our community.  And if we close the 14

door to all of them, we’re going to miss those 15

nice fruits that fall from that tree.  16

My father wasn’t born on Guam, but my17

son was.  My grandfather wasn’t born on Guam, 18

but my grandchildren are.  I am not a guest 19

here, but it has nothing to do with who my 20

parents are.  It has to do with the fact that 21

I’m an American as all of you are.  And if you 22

go to San Francisco, you’re not a guest.  If 23

you go to San Antonio, San Diego, Seattle, 24

Portland, you’re not a guest.  And if they come 25

195 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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here, they’re not guests.  1

I grew up on air bases.  I was born on 2

an air base.  My brother and sister were born 3

on air bases around the U.S. and around the 4

world.  I was always an outsider.  I’ve been 5

made to feel at home on Guam.  I don’t like my 6

home divided by passions that exclude me.  The 7

passion that this is our place but not my place 8

is exclusive, it’s divisive.  9

Now, I think the buildup is good.  10

We’re inviting Americans to come, provide us 11

security.  They’re going to have to be 12

regulated like the rest of us are regulated.  13

If they step out of line, they’re going to be 14

punished.  We need to treat everybody equal in 15

that regard.  16

Now, I’ve heard a lot about the jobs 17

that are not going to be created in the 18

buildup.  Only 7,000 jobs.  You don’t think 19

that’s significant?  Fire 7,000 people 20

tomorrow.  That’s a lot of effort to employ 21

that many people.  22

Now, I also want to talk about the 23

first buildup on Guam in 1938 and I’m running24

out of time.  So, there is a paper that was 25
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written in 1939 about the budget for the Guam 1

buildup back then, and it talks about the 2

absolute vital importance of Guam; and it 3

didn’t fund it.  Back then there was an 4

opportunity for buildup and the government of 5

the United States did not fund it.  Now they’re 6

ready to do it and we’re turning them away.  7

What kind of gooses are we?8

9

10

11
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COMMENTS BY MS. F. CASTRO1 

2 

MS. CASTRO:  Words from 4th grade 3 

elementary school children: Dear Governor Eddie4 

Calvo, I am very sad that you and the military 5 

are going to make a firing range.  The saddest 6 

thing is that you guys aren’t even asking the 7 

landowners to use their properties.  I may be 8 

young but I have feelings.  Guam is our land 9 

and our home.  Our islands are sacred as a very 10

protective group.  I am sad that the military 11

is breaking Ritidian.  12

Our ancestors will be very sad about 13

what you guys are doing.  I think you should 14

put a stop to what they are doing.  All our 15

ancestors put all of their hard work into it. 16

All I am asking is if you could not make the 17

firing range.  18

I don’t want you to put a firing range 19

in Ritidian.  You are going to take all of our 20

land away.  What will happen in the future? 21

The animals and all will be destroyed.  I don’t22

think people will be okay with your idea.  Our 23

ancestors are not going to be happy.  They made 24

lots of memories here.  And if you destroy it, 25

196 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of Guam's cultural 
sites and respects the views of the public. Consistent with the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, 
additional information about cultural sites and the potential effects of projects will be shared 
during design. Should this alternative be selected, impacts to historic properties and natural 
resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized to the degree possible during 
the planning process. Information on the pictographs and caves at Ritidian has been added to 
the Final SEIS in section 5.5.10.1.
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they won’t be happy at all.1

Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, I am totally 2

against the fact that you are agreeing to turn 3

a part of Ritidian to a firing range.  First of 4

all, before it was ancient land, if you go 5

inside the caves, you will see writing from our 6

ancestors.  Second of all, turtles lay eggs 7

there.  The turtles will feel uncomfortable to 8

lay eggs there.  And if they don’t lay eggs, 9

their turtles will be extinct on Guam.  Last of 10

all, you are going to destroy land, trees, 11

plants, and animals.  Words written by 4th grade 12

elementary school students.  Sina ma’ase.13

14
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COMMENTS BY MS. F. CASTRO1 

2 

MS. CASTRO:  Words from 4th grade 3 

elementary school children applicable to all 4 

who take on the responsibility of calling 5 

themselves our island’s leaders.  6 

I am against the firing range at 7 

Ritidian because turtles lay eggs there and 8 

they can’t go anywhere else.  It’s their 9 

habitat.  How would you like it if you were a 10

turtle and when you come out of the water and 11

all you hear is gunshots?  How would you feel? 12

I would feel angry, mad, sad.  They also might 13

even damage our land.  Guam is a our home.  14

I am writing to you because a thousand 15

Marines are coming to Guam and they’re taking 16

some of the areas in Ritidian.  They’re doing 17

firing range in Ritidian.  I think our 18

ancestors will be very, very sad.  Even I am 19

sad that you and the Marines and military are 20

going to set up a firing range in Ritidian.  21

I am very young but I do have feelings. 22

Guam is our very special home.  We belong here. 23

We got to stay and stick together.  You and the 24

Marines and military are breaking Ritidian. 25

197 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Maybe if the animals hear the shooting and 1

everything, they will not want to nest there.  2

They would want to leave.  Without the animals, 3

Guam won’t be a beautiful place.  We need to 4

stick together.  Thank you for all your time to 5

read this.  All lands are sacred.  Land is 6

life.  Sina ma’ase.7

8

9
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOESPH CERTEZA1 

2 

MR. CERTEZA:  Hafa adai.  I am Joseph 3 

Certeza, Taotao Yona and Taotao Chamorro; 4 

grandson of Makana and grandson of son who I 5 

believe is a weaver of families. I’m a youth 6 

mentor, a cultural artisan, and someone who 7 

fulfills that we the Marianas can feed 8 

ourselves.  9 

  So, I oppose all activities related to 10

war on all the Mariana Islands.  And I demand 11

that we start to decrease the military’s 12

presence here on Guam where today we say no to 13

these firing ranges and tomorrow, we the ones 14

who inherit these islands for thousands of 15

years begin genuine to dialogue for seven 16

generations to come so that our kids’ kids’ 17

kids’ kids’ kids’ kids’ kids’ kids can live 18

happily.  So that they can live happily where 19

they know how to feed themselves; because we 20

today, 2014 May 20th have decided to say no to 21

this SEIS process and begun to come together as 22

Mariana Islands and have the genuine dialogue 23

to lay out the framework for that seventh 24

generation.  25

198 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-574



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

23

  And as a youth mentor, majority of the 1 

students I’ve been working with are struggling 2 

today with non-communicable diseases.  Non-3 

communicable diseases are diseases of 4 

hopelessness, domestic violence, cancer, 5 

diabetes, and obesity, all which are common 6 

diseases that are related to areas with 7 

militarized facilities.  Think.  8 

  My biggest hunch is because all the 9 

leaders in those militarized areas prioritize 10

military relationships over their own 11

relationships to their own community, their own 12

constituents.  So, leaders, listen.  I read 13

that in the proposed action will support seven 14

plus jobs but declines after 2012.  They are 15

construction jobs, they are low-class jobs, 16

they are harsh environment jobs, and there are 17

jobs with poor healthcare.  18

Leaders, these are short-term ideas.  19

Leaders, we need to think long-term for once. 20

Leaders, long-term.  I did an art workshop with 21

kids and asked them to draw representations of22

home.  What did I find?  I found a knife, I 23

found a syringe, I found a question mark 24

representing home.  Kids in first grade saying 25
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these things.  What are we doing today?  What 1 

we’re doing today is not benefitting their 2 

prosperity of their future.  3 

Another thing I read in the SEIS is 4 

that low income families are more likely to 5 

slit below the poverty line due to economic 6 

stress.  If we let that happen, what then7 

happens to low income families, what happens to 8 

their kids, what happens to our famagu’on 9 

(children)?  What happens to theirs?  10

  It is not right to let your kids 11

benefit while their kids suffer; increasing the 12

suicidal rates which is common on Guam.  Think 13

leaders, think.  Leaders, you have the world to 14

represent your people and listen to their 15

voices.  And people, you have the duty and 16

obligation to tell your leaders of how we 17

should live and what is best to respect our 18

environment because this is our only home.  19

  So, once again, I oppose all activities 20

related to war on the Mariana Islands.  I 21

demand that we the people of the Mariana 22

Islands will inherit these islands, begin 23

genuine dialogue for that seventh generation of 24

famagu’on (children).  Money cannot buy general 25
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happiness; only sweat, only the time you spend, 1 

and only the positive energy you put in can 2 

achieve that happiness and much more.  Sina 3 

ma’ase, and let us begin that our discussion.4 

5 

6 
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOSEPH CERTEZA1 

2 

MR. CERTEZA:  Words from a 4th grade 3 

elementary student.4 

Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, I’m against 5 

the firing range because our land and our 6 

people won’t be safe, and our animals may be 7 

our ancestors will be sad like I am; especially 8 

in Ritidian, our ancient sacred lands are going 9 

to be no longer sacred.  That place belongs to 10

our early ancestors on Guam and won’t be the 11

same if we let the firing range happen.  One. 12

Two. Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, I13

don’t agree on what you’re saying that the 14

military can take people’s land to use for 15

training even with guns.  If they decide to 16

take over more land, that is not fair because 17

we all need to protect our island.  What I18

really mean is that if the military takes 19

people’s land away, it can ruin our culture of 20

Chamorro, and that is the most important thing 21

that represents Guam.  22

All the weapons they use for training 23

might destroy parts of the land.  And I don’t 24

think people agree on their own lands being 25

199 – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated with 
this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture. 

Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to meet its requirements, DoD 
policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private land owners in good faith, seek 
agreements to acquire desired land interests and pay fair market value. Where circumstances 
exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, procedures exist under 
eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain requires reimbursement 
at fair market value.
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used for training is not fair.  Thank you.  So, 1

I don’t support the firing ranges in Ritidian.  2

Fourth grade student, elementary.  3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY MS. HOPE CRISTOBAL1 

2 

MS. CRISTOBAL:  My name is Hope 3 

Cristobal and this is my sister Erisa.  My 4 

godson Apu drew this sign.  He is fascinated 5 

with the fanihi.  So, he’s represented here as 6 

well.  7 

I believe that achieving peace does not 8 

happen through fighting, guns, and bombs, nor 9 

degradation of humanity and the nature that we 10

depend on to survive.  It comes through 11

building relationships with people, taking care 12

of each other, and taking care of our world for 13

the next generations.  I am not in support of a 14

firing range of any -- at any of the listed 15

alternatives, Ratidian, Pagat, Fena, Pagan, or 16

anywhere else in the Marianas.  People are 17

asking for solutions, so I brought some today.  18

  Food.  In Guam, 90% of our food travels 19

6,000 miles to get here.  Based on Bureau of 20

Statistics numbers, $200 million a year are 21

spent on food here that is imported.  In 22

addition to that, $50 million a year leaves 23

Guam to pay offshore vendors.  Instead of a 24

military buildup that will benefit only a few, 25

200 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to shipping food and farming are important 
issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, this comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process.
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why not keep these millions of dollars from 1 

leaving Guam every year?  This is how we can do 2 

it.  3 

  We need to shorten the supply chain 4 

between growers and consumers which means 5 

relying more on local farmers than offshore 6 

vendors.  This alone can save us millions of 7 

dollars.  Closing this gap has a potential to 8 

create hundreds of long-term; not just 9 

temporary green jobs in all levels of farming, 10

livestock production, marketing and 11

distribution.  Let’s create community gardens 12

and greenhouse gardens in dense neighborhoods 13

like Liguan, Kaiser and Ysengsong.14

  Backyard farming education for low 15

income individuals, increase economic and 16

business opportunities for home and backyard17

agriculture, promote a farmer’s market in each 18

village, so people have ready access to fresh 19

food.  Start new farmer incentive programs.  20

Give more incentives for sustainable land and 21

water use.  22

  Work with Department of Corrections in 23

DYA to support skill-building around farming, 24

growing their own food and contributing to our 25
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communities’ food productions, programs like 1 

these have been successful for Micronesians and 2 

Hawaiians -- Hawaiian youth in Hawaii.  3 

  We have the potential to keep millions 4 

of dollars here in Guam every year just 5 

refocusing on food security measures such as 6 

these.  We can reduce public health, even 7 

mental health disparities, increase access to 8 

nutritious and affordable foods, address 9 

current economic inequities, create green jobs 10

and improve the environment.  11

The SEIS states that 2,270 acres of 12

vegetation including our last remaining 13

limestone forest in Guam will be destroyed for 14

convenience.  But according to the U.S. Forest 15

Service, in one person’s lifetime, one tree, 16

one tree, will generate $31,000.00 worth of 17

oxygen, $62,000.00 worth of pollution control, 18

recycles, $37,000.00 worth of water and 19

controls $31,000 worth of soil erosion; a total 20

of $160,000.  21

  A single mature tree can absorb carbon 22

dioxide at a rate of 48 lbs a year and release 23

enough oxygen back into the atmosphere to 24

support two human beings.  Of course I’m not 25
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saying that we should place a price on nature 1 

and its life support systems; but what I am 2 

saying is that the cost of losing these life 3 

supports is absolutely prohibitive because if 4 

it’s destroyed, we will pay millions of dollars 5 

to repair the ecological destruction to our 6 

environment and then thus ourselves.  7 

  Trees and the like has always been 8 

important to our culture and our people.  We 9 

believe our taotaomona are in and around our 10

nunu trees.  11

  In reviving our sailing traditions, we 12

need trees to build our canoes.  Our suruhanus 13

suruhanas need Ritidian and Pagat for amot 14

(medicine) to heal our ailments.  We need to 15

improve the quality of our -- life of our 16

people, not destroy it.  We need to respect it 17

because it keeps us alive.  18

  So, what can we do?  Say no to the 19

buildup and the destruction of our last 20

remaining limestone forest for convenience, and 21

no to a firing range anywhere in the Marianas. 22

Create local jobs and businesses that beautify 23

and preserve pristine areas.  Encourage outdoor 24

recreation business and opportunities that 25

Comment ID: #200 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-583



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

41

protect and conserve critical habitat areas. 1 

Give government incentives to businesses and 2 

entrepreneurs to create green spaces in heavily 3 

concretized areas.  4 

  Improve our air quality by increasing 5 

the community’s tree canopy through tree 6 

plantings and vacant lots.  In these same 7 

places we can expand green easements between 8 

buildings.  With regard to renewable energy, 9 

last year we imported $3 million worth of gas. 10

How can we make things smarter about gas and 11

renewable energy?  12

  Repeal the Jones Act which unfairly 13

drives the cost of import up.  Start incentives 14

for decentralized energy systems that benefit 15

individual and low-income households.  We have 16

an overfilled dump.  Why don’t we use dumps for 17

methane production to reduce our gas 18

consumption?  19

  Convert vehicles, use alternate fuels, 20

give incentives for renewable energy 21

generation.  Create local jobs and alternative 22

energy systems, installation and manufacturing, 23

tax breaks for sustainable land use.  And as I 24

mentioned earlier, stop cutting down our trees. 25
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Our trees, properly placed around buildings can 1 

reduce air conditioning needs by 30%.  That’s 2 

according to the USDA Forest Service.  3 

  The SEIS also says that tourism from 4 

China and Russia will be threatened.  If we can 5 

be successful at building our sustainability, 6 

we can shift tourism economy towards eco-7 

tourism and agricultural tourism.  Rota and 8 

Saipan are doing it; why can’t we?  9 

  In addition, DOD needs to remove the 10

nuclear chemicals they left behind in 19 11

superfund sites in Guam.  In six minutes I was 12

able to give you 25 new ideas to build our 13

economy, create jobs, live sustainably, nurture 14

our people, our community, and live healthy; 15

yet I the last six years, the DOD and some of 16

our politicians and business people have come 17

up with only one: militarization.  18

  I don’t care if you’re democrat or 19

republican, for the buildup or against the 20

buildup.  We all derive our health from clean 21

air, clean land, clean water, food security, 22

abundant trees, safe neighborhoods, a thriving 23

culture, I’nafamauleg (make it right) and 24

sovereignty in our decisions.  25
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  The sustainability of our island is not 1 

a political issue; it’s a human rights issue. 2 

If you want genuine security and not 3 

militarized security, then have sustainable 4 

solutions that help our island and our people. 5 

Go to your mayor or your senator and talk to 6 

them because they need your help.  Si yu’us 7 

ma’ase.  8 

9 

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. HOPE CRISTOBAL1 

2 

MS. CRISTOBAL:  Si Yu’us ma’ase.  The 3 

highest form of respect is respect for 4 

ourselves, respect for our ancestors.  I have 5 

fought for over 30 years to protect our ancient 6 

burials.  Litigzan is full of ancestral 7 

burials.  The SEIS -- I mean the PDN stated 8 

that there are over a thousand there.  There’s 9 

more than a thousand burials there.  10

  We have not written our Chamorro 11

history yet.  And most of that history is going 12

to be about our respect for our ancestors and 13

our respect for our original clans.  I am of 14

the Ataigue, the Fegurgur, the Taimanglo, the 15

Matanane, and the Navarro clans.  I can trace 16

my history back to the 17th century.  (pauses) 17

Sorry.  I have to read my testimony here.  18

Further, to -- I have it.  Further, to 19

the deception that I see the SEIS as, and I20

have read that document.  And most of my 21

comments have been about -- the specific 22

comments about the SEIS.  23

  I stated originally about the 24

contaminations that we will incur there once 25

201 – Thank you for your comment. Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS describes the ranges, types of 
training, weapons, frequency of range use, and ammunition usage (day and night) that is 
proposed on Guam under the SEIS feasible alternatives. The DON does not at this time 
anticipate any conditions or scenarios that would result in variations in the planned use of the 
proposed ranges. If such conditions or scenarios arise in the future then the NEPA requirements 
for such changes (and the applicability of the SEIS) would be reevaluated at that time.
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the live fire range exists there.  Here it is, 1

folks.  The technical information that you find 2

in the document is really for weapons experts, 3

not our everyday Guam residents.  We receive in 4

that document absolutely no description of what 5

the berms will be like, the weapons to be used 6

are described as follows, “Small arms to be7

fired at these ranges would include the 9-mm 8

pistol, 1800 meters range,” according to an 9

army website, I had to look it up.  10

The 45-caliber pistol, the 5.56-mm 11

rifle which is the M-16 with a maximum range of 12

3,000 yards.  The 7.62-mm machine gun, a 13

maximum range of 4,070 yards.  And the 50-14

caliber machine gun, a maximum range of 6,764 15

meters.  The distinct ranges are listed as 16

modified record of fire range.  Pistols, 17

rifles, and multipurpose machine guns.  But 18

really there could be any number of kinds of 19

weapons to be used at that live firing range.  20

That’s one deception.  21

The machine -- the multipurpose machine 22

gun looks to be about 1,100 yards in length 23

before the berm, suggesting that there will be 24

tremendous impact into and likely over the berm25
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rather than the minimal risk they suggest 1

exists for people fishing or traveling beyond 2

the sea.  3

There is also an inexplicable sharp 4

right inward turn in the angle of the left 5

margin of the multipurpose machine gun, SDZ, 6

the surface danger zone, and the sharp left 7

inward turn in the NSSA surface danger zone, 8

the true impact of that area, the danger zone, 9

is most probably larger than indicated.  10

The firing ranges have also 11

inexplicably been designed to avoid the beaches 12

used by the military personnel to the east of 13

the National Wildlife Refuge, raising the 14

question of whether avoiding any impacts to the 15

military recreation took precedence over 16

avoiding general public use of land and sea at 17

Ritidian, the endangered species impact, et 18

cetera.  19

The SEIS falls short on information on 20

what kinds of ammunition and what kind of 21

toxins are in the ammunition that may be added 22

to the landscape.  There is only reference on 23

page 5, 314 with this worrisome fact, “Range 24

operations and their Alternative 5 have the25
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potential to leech munitions constituents to 1

the water.”  Those who’ve been in Afghanistan 2

or Iraq know about the radioactive uranium live 3

fire ammunition that they carried.  The idea of 4

mitigating the impact of the National Wildlife 5

Refuge by turning Orote Point into a refuge 6

area is pathetic.  Ritidian is a unique area 7

that cannot be duplicated or replaced; hence 8

its place in the National Register as worthy of 9

protection looking closely at the noise claims 10

--11

MR. GUZMAN:  Please --12

MS. CRISTOBAL:  Please.  13

MR. GUZMAN:  Please --14

MS. CRISTOBAL:  For the live fire 15

range, the existing noise levels for those near 16

Andersen South are described as follows, 17

“People living in areas adjacent to Route 15, 18

lands experience exposure to elevated noise due 19

to the limited military training in Andy South 20

and Guam International Raceway events.  While 21

these noise levels have not been quantified, 22

they are intermittent and return to ambient 23

noise levels upon completion of the noise 24

events during inactive times at Andy South and 25
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the raceway.  Ambient noise levels equate to 1

approximately 50 to 60 decibels under the U.S. 2

EPA 1978.”3

MR. GUZMAN:  You need --4

MS. CRISTOBAL:  They do not include any 5

attention to how much noise is already being 6

generated by military activity in these areas.7

MR. GUZMAN:  Please allow --8

MS. CRISTOBAL:  Those living there can 9

testify to just how loud the noise levels are.   10

The sounds of military training in those areas 11

are louder, they’re more frequent --12

MR. GUZMAN:  You need to --13

MS. CRISTOBAL: -- and more disturbing 14

than the document would like anyone of us to 15

believe --16

MR. GUZMAN:  Okay.  I’m going to have 17

to turn it down.  Please.  Thank you.  18

MS. CRISTOBAL:  We need to protect our 19

people.  The number of rounds that they say 20

will be fired -- (microphone volume turned 21

down).22

23
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COMMENTS BY MR. NOEL CRUZ1 

2 

MR. CRUZ:  Thank you.  I’m a proud 3 

Chamorro American from Sumay.  I’m for the 4 

buildup.  We’re not going to get our land back 5 

but I’m still proud Chamorro.  All these people 6 

come up here and say something about Americans. 7 

The -- what do you call that, the land in 8 

Northwest Field, they all belong to the 9 

military.  They’re all bought.  But they said 10

they weren’t bought is their grandparents or 11

whoever it is that got the money.  So, why are 12

they talking about it?  When you buy a place, 13

that’s your place.  You do what you want to. 14

You don’t come in and tell them what to do. 15

And they said the problem with we’ve got with 16

DODEA, ask our senators what happened to DODEA.  17

Then our water, our sewer, ask them 18

again; what happened to the money?  The only 19

thing that we just go to the United States and 20

ask for money to help us do everything.  With 21

this buildup, we need that because pretty soon 22

we’ll be speaking either Chinese, North Korean, 23

or Russian.  We need the buildup so we keep 24

them at bay, so they stay in their own place. 25

202 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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The Chinese now is trying to get into the 1

Philippines.  But now the Americans, the 2

Philippines wants the Americans to be there to 3

keep them at bay and keep them away from 4

Philippines; so that’s why we need the buildup.  5

To keep away all these countries that -- we are 6

Americans.  I don’t know about the rest of the 7

-- you people don’t want to be Americans.  But 8

I went to the war.  I did a lot of things.  9

When the Japanese were going to bomb Guam, I 10

burned the Standard Oil company early in the 11

morning.  My father and I, we went over there 12

and burn it, so they don’t get the fuel.  13

So, a lot of people don’t know about 14

that.  But we need the buildup and we need the 15

United States because we’re Americans.  And a 16

lot of people around the world wants to be 17

Americans.  So, the ones that don’t want to be 18

Americans, go some -- there’s a lot of other19

places that you can go to that -- and they 20

welcome you.  And if you want to know about the 21

buildup, look at Saipan.  When they said the --22

what do you call that, “We don’t need the 23

Americans, we got a lot of Japanese tourists 24

coming in.”  Now, look at Saipan.  We don’t 25
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Guam to be like that.  1

2

3
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COMMENTS BY MS. TERESITA CRUZ1 

2 

MS. CRUZ:  I’m Teresita Roberto Cruz. 3 

My lineage includes Duenas, Roberto, Ramirez, 4 

Santos, Garrido.  Oh, but where are my manners. 5 

I want to thank our host for the wonderful 6 

spread of food as is culturally a food drives 7 

any social gathering in my country Guam.  Thank 8 

you so very much.9 

I have four wonderful men in my life. 10

I’ll tell them -- I’ll tell you who they are 11

briefly.  My husband was a senior master 12

sergeant, retired in the Air Force.  I now live 13

with Tomas Fernandez, Quichocho Fernandez who 14

retired as a chief master sergeant in the Air 15

Force.  And I have two wonderful sons who are 16

serving in the United States Air Force.  17

I am not bias.  I am a military 18

dependent widowed wife.  I understand that the19

quality of my life is dependent on the United 20

States Air Force who, when my husband was 18-21

years old and graduated from high school, there 22

were no opportunities on this island.  So, I am 23

forever grateful for the institution that took 24

an 18-year old man and gave him training and 25

203 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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educated him so that the quality of my life and 1

that of my children and my grandchildren is so 2

much better for it.  3

Now, the relocation of the Marines, I 4

have traveled the world over, I have lived in 5

Saudi Arabia, I have lived in third countries, 6

and I understand only two well the security of 7

an island.  And we cannot secure ourselves.  8

The National Guard does not have the resources 9

to protect us should China, overgrown with 10

population would want to come here and take 11

over our real estate.  12

So, defense is crucial in this 13

relocation.  And honestly, I cannot understand 14

this room I have listened to people from the 15

University of Guam.  They are so intelligent.  16

They are so full of energy.  But they are so 17

angry.  And I’m assuming that it’s not the 18

relocation that drives their anger.  If they 19

can just harness all of that and put together a 20

plan so that the future of Guam would be 21

better.  22

Now, I have lived here.  I’ve been gone 23

for 40 years.  But when I returned, it was like 24

never leaving.  We’re still talking about self-25
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determination.  We talk about segregation in 1

the public school system.  We were one school 2

system at one time.  But we didn’t do our jobs 3

right, so that was taken away from us.  The 4

Naval Air Station in the middle of Tiyan as 5

what we call now, it was a thriving place under 6

the military, turned over to the government.   7

Have you seen what it looks like lately?  8

So, seriously people, do we have the 9

resources to drive our infrastructure?  10

PERSON FROM THE AUDIENCE:  We don’t 11

need them.12

MS. CRUZ:  Give me a break, child.  13

Respetu (respect).  When we talk about culture, 14

when we talk about culture, this is how I 15

interpret culture.  I lived away from the 16

island for 40 years; I’m American-trained, 17

American-educated but this is what I’m going to 18

tell you: (speaks in the Chamorro language; it 19

doesn’t matter how long I left, I will not 20

forget my language.  It doesn’t matter how long 21

I was in America, my Chamorro is still good 22

because the culture is in my heart.  So, I will 23

never forget it).24

Seriously people, defense.  And I do 25
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not understand this “please go away”, “please, 1

military U.S. go away”, and yet “please give us 2

more grant so we can take care of our island”.  3

Who do you think is paying for the renovation 4

of the Agana Bridge?  Who do you think is 5

paying for that?  Can we afford that?  No.  6

Come on.  Be realistic, young folks.  Harness 7

your intellect and work with our elected 8

officials.  9

There’s a litany of things that we can 10

do for our island that somebody mentioned.  Do 11

we always want to ask for a handout?  Really?  12

But let’s be real.  If they can help us, let’s 13

help each other.  14

I’m a mediator by training.  A win-win 15

situation.  We elected officials that are very 16

smart and intelligent; and if you say they are 17

not listening, they walked away from Pagat.  18

They lowered the personnel coming to Guam.  So, 19

they are amenable to changes.  Open your ears, 20

open your hearts, and more importantly open 21

your intellect.  22

There is a lot of misinformation.  23

Somebody said that Organic Act is illegal.  24

You’re most intelligent cadre of Chamorro 25
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natives went to the United States, D.C. to ask 1

for the Organic Act.  Live with it, work with 2

it.  You said it was illegal; look into your 3

history, my dear.  Look into your history. 4

Now, this is what I’m going to tell 5

you.  Mediate, let’s carve out a win-win 6

situation that will benefit us, our children, 7

benefit our defense, and give them a home.  8

It’s a tradeoff; nothing is perfect.  If the 9

world is perfect, I would be a millionaire.  10

Thank you.11

12

13

14
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COMMENTS BY MR. ART DE ORO1 

2 

MR. DE ORO:  Hafa adai.  My name is Art 3 

De Oro and I am against the Marines coming to 4 

Guam.  And I am for them moving to Hawaii, 5 

Vietnam, the Philippines, or any other country 6 

that would take them.  However, as an 7 

alternative that I would live with is that if 8 

there is going to be a firing range in the 9 

Marianas, it should be in Tinian.  I agree with 10

Kin Perez in that that would be a win-win for 11

the CNMI and Guam if that were to take place 12

instead of disrupting the lives of the people 13

down at Ritidian and Litigzan and depriving 14

them of the opportunity to fully utilize that 15

property.16

During the past two days and tonight, 17

I’ve been moved because we’ve talked anybody 18

history, about the history of Guam, and how we 19

should use that to remind us to make decisions 20

based on what has happened here on Guam.  And a 21

lot of times we’re either not -- forget that 22

history.  But that’s the history of Guam, and 23

the people that have suffered and the people 24

that have come with before us, and the lives 25

204 – Thank you for your comment. With respect to looking at alternative locations other than 
Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific 
region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective 
Background, and explained the various international and military capability requirements that 
were considered for the relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant 
to the SEIS and, along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the 
SEIS. This background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout 
the Pacific region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action 
(the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a 
particular locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western 
Pacific allies. After analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other 
locations throughout the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met 
all the criteria.

The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa have 
caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island 
brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these 
issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS (Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high standard of conduct, and the 
DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the 
citizens of Guam.

The separate educational systems on Guam (public schools and DoD schools) were based on a 
determination in the early 1990s that the Guam public schools neither met the educational 
instruction goals or the physical facilities standards that DoD required.
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that we’re going to sustain in the future; 1

those are the people that we need to take care 2

of.  3

You know, the Marines do not make good 4

neighbors.  Just ask the Okinawans.  That’s why 5

they’re coming to Guam.  And yet we’re opening 6

our arms and saying, “Come on over.”  No.  How 7

many of you would feel good to have one of your 8

daughters or one of your family members raped 9

by one of these Marines?  How would you feel 10

then?  Well, ask the Okinawans that; that’s why 11

they’re leaving.  12

And the Okinawans, they’re very much 13

like us.  They are colonized by the Japanese 14

and they have to live with the military bases 15

on their island.  But they have persevered and 16

they have fought, and they have stood up and 17

said, “I’m not going to take it anymore.  You 18

have to leave,” and that’s why they’re coming 19

to Guam.  So, let us take the example of the 20

Okinawans, the history that has been made, and 21

let’s follow that example.  22

You know, Senator -- the speaker 23

brought up a really great point.  And that was 24

you’re depriving the DOD students of the rich 25

Comment ID: #204 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-601



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

46

experiences that they would’ve had if they had 1

gone and shared high school or all of the --2

their school years here on Guam with the local 3

people.  4

In 1977 when I graduated, my friends 5

were from Andersen Air Force Base and the Navy 6

Base.  I talk to them today on Facebook and we 7

keep track because we’re all alumni of the 8

class of 1977 of GWA High School and they loved 9

Guam.  They are proponents of Guam.  They are 10

willing to stand up with us and because they 11

belong with us.  But now because of what she 12

said, that the gate deprives them of that rich 13

cultural history, that rich bond with the 14

people of Guam.  And so -- he has the hardest 15

job.  Let’s give Cliff a hand.  And so thank 16

you very much.  17

18
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COMMENTS BY MR. JONATHAN DIAZ1 

2 

 MR. DIAZ:  Let the congressional record 3 

show that Delegate Madeleine Bordallo is not 4 

present tonight at the last EIS meeting here on 5 

Guam.  Let the congressional record show that 6 

the people of Guam oppose the military buildup. 7 

And I, Jonathan Frank Blas Diaz, the direct 8 

descendant of the first colonizers of Guam, is 9 

against this military buildup.  10

  Manhoben (young people), you give me 11

hope.  Get to the bottom of this.  Read, do 12

your homework, be scholars, be an activist on 13

Guam; because the old generation is dying out.  14

We are the ones that are going to inherit this 15

sacred land.  16

  To the Fish & Wildlife Service, very 17

simple, all you have to do is make a 18

duplication of your gate key and give it to all 19

the original landowners.  That’s what you can 20

do.  You want to defend Guam?  That’s what 21

you’re going to do.  22

  Secondly, Manhoben, for everybody  that 23

is pro-buildup, you look them up and we do a 24

boycott.  Boycott all of these businesses that 25

205 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, and 
veteran’s benefits are important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. 
The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect 
avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on 
such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this 
comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
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are supporting the degradation of the 1

environment to include us. 2

Third, release the money from Okinawa 3

and Japan to pay the war reparations that have 4

never been paid out to Chamorro peoples.  5

America forgave Japan for the atrocities that 6

happened.  Why did it take two and a half 7

years, ma’am, for the Marines to come to Guam?  8

While my great grandfather suffered in 9

Manengon, huh?  10

Fourth, Manhoben, you are going to be 11

the future leaders of this island.  Support the 12

leaders who are questioning this EIS process.  13

Support them in terms of what they are doing 14

and do not support any senators or any mayors 15

in your upcoming elections.  16

Fifth is that we continue to demand our 17

political self-determination on this island.  18

And as a direct descendant of the first 19

colonizers of the Marianas Island, from Puerto 20

Rico all the way down to the Philippines, my 21

heart is here.  I am a Chamorro.  22

Never forget my face and let the 23

congressional records show that Marines, if you 24

support this, how many of you are going to be 25
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laid off with the sequester?  How many of your 1

families would be affected because our 2

government no longer has the means? That’s why 3

they want to get into regression with Russia 4

and China.  And we as the peacekeepers of this 5

21st century, we must stand with all of our 6

neighbors throughout our islands and stand 7

together as one; because we are one nation, one 8

island, and one people.  (speaks in the 9

Chamorro language; a big God bless you and I 10

love you all).11

12

13
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COMMENTS BY MR. JESSE DYDASCO1 

2 

MR. DYDASCO:  Ladies and gentlemen, my 3 

name is Jesse Cruz Dydasco and I live in Santa 4 

Rita.  I’m a Marine till the day I die.  5 

  Ladies and gentlemen, I’ve heard so 6 

many, so many things about the controversy 7 

between the firing range.  But let me just tell 8 

you something; and I respect everybody’s 9 

opinion.  You know, the United States of 10

America is not the best county in the world.  I 11

mean it’s a country that -- I don’t agree with 12

a lot of things that they do.  But I’m going to 13

say this.  The pound for pound when people are 14

dying to go into United States on a container 15

or in a ship because they want a country that 16

is free, that has an opportunity to have the 17

American dream.  18

  I also want to say that without the 19

Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine, and Coastguard, 20

you know, we cannot defend our nation.  And I 21

also want to say the pound for pound, the 22

United States, as unperfect as it is, is the 23

best country in the history of the world.  We 24

are the only country who had never changed our 25

206 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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constitution to feed other people’s need.  1

And ladies and gentlemen, I’m going to 2

cut this short because, you know, I want to 3

give other people to talk.  But on the other 4

half of what I’m going to do here tonight, and 5

I ask if I can do it, is I want to sing the 6

song “My Dear Uncle Sam” by the late Mr. 7

Rosario.  So, if you’ll allow me, stand by.  8

(applause; music plays) Listen to the words, 9

ladies and gentlemen.  10

Eighth of December 194111

People were running crazy right here12

in Guam13

Oh, Uncle Sam, Sam, Sam14

My dear Uncle Sam15

Won’t you please come back to Guam16

17

(repeats same chorus in Chamorro)18

19

Oh, Uncle Sam, Sam, Sam20

My dear Uncle Sam21

Won’t you please come back to Guam22

23

The Third Marine Division hit Asan 24

Beach25
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Then the second provision of Marines1

and the battle begins2

Oh, Uncle Sam, Sam, Sam3

My dear Uncle Sam4

Thanks for coming back to Guam5

6

The Marines have landed and the mission 7

complete8

Our island is secured from the imperial9

forces of Japan10

Oh, Uncle Sam, Sam, Sam11

My dear Uncle Sam12

Thanks for coming back to Guam13

Thanks for coming back to Guam14

Thanks for coming back to Guam15

16

17

18
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COMMENTS BY MS. CARA FLORES-MAYS1 

2 

MS. FLORES-MAYS:  I had a speech typed 3 

out but I actually thought that it was 4 

important to remind all of you of a 5 

conversation that happened a few years ago at 6 

Mermaid Tavern.  7 

A few years ago as I was sitting and 8 

having lunch at Mermaid Tavern, I overheard a 9 

conversation by some officials from D.C.  Lee 10

Webber joined them at the table.  Aisha Bakkar 11

who was a PIO for the Marines at the time and a 12

director of Communications from D.C.  I don’t 13

remember the rest of the names, I apologize.  I 14

get nervous in front of people.  15

  Anyway, so they were talking about the 16

strategy that they would employ in our 17

community which they’ve been employing since 18

last night.  But before I talk to you about 19

that strategy, they were making fun of an older 20

Chamorro gentleman who had a Chamorro accent. 21

They sat around that table and they said, “He 22

doesn’t even have any teeth.  You know, he went 23

to UOG.  Can you believe he has a college 24

degree?  UOG.”  That was the way in which they 25

207 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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were talking about our people.  1

Those of you who were up here and 2

you’re Chamorro and you’re talking about, you 3

know, supporting Uncle Sam, it’s a little scary 4

to know that you’ve disowned who you are, your 5

grandmother.  I was personally offended because 6

when I hear the Chamorro accent, I think of my 7

grandmother who was a wonderful woman, who died 8

ravaged by the effects of colonization; heart 9

disease, diabetes.  She opened her arms to, you 10

know, the man’amko.  That was her passion.  11

My family to this day visit St. 12

Dominic’s every single Saturday and sings with 13

the man’amko.  And that is her legacy.  That’s 14

the legacy that she left behind.  And as they15

were sitting around the table talking about the 16

Chamorro accent, making fun of us, of your 17

grandparents, those of you who stand up here 18

and you are in support of this buildup, they 19

were making fun of you.  And we’re supporting 20

them?  That’s what we’re supporting in this 21

community?  Something that belittles our 22

grandparents?  Those who raised us, who 23

suffered four years through World War II while 24

the Americans evacuated even their dogs? Do 25
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you realize how insulting that is to you, to my 1

grandmother, to your grandmother?  That’s 2

insulting.  You should be ashamed of yourselves 3

for muddying the American dream.  4

Those people who actually joined the 5

service and believed that they’re dying for 6

something, you should be ashamed that you are 7

here strategizing in our community, to rip us 8

apart.  9

So, the rest of that conversation, they 10

talked about the strategy of how they would 11

contain these groups that were getting out of 12

control and gaining too much influence.  Do you 13

know what their strategy was?  Remind the14

man’amko of the pain of the war.  Remind them 15

of how they were raped, of how they were 16

tortured, of how they lost siblings, of how 17

they had to choose between their children.  Do 18

you know how disgusting a strategy that is?  Do19

you realize that is disgusting? Those of you 20

standing in uniform should be ashamed of 21

yourselves.  Those of you supporting that 22

should be ashamed of yourselves.  23

That kind of strategy is not American, 24

except that you’ve made it that way.  That’s 25
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the strategy that you’ve taken to communities, 1

and you have dirtied the American dream.  That 2

flag that soldiers fight under and believe in, 3

that flag is -- it’s covered in blood, it’s 4

covered in mud, and you made it that way.  That 5

was not -- that’s not us.  That’s not something 6

that we did.  We don’t hate the Americans.  But 7

when you come into our community and you speak 8

about our grandmothers and our grandfathers, 9

and those are our heroes, their suffering is 10

not less than yours.  Their lives are not worth 11

less than the lives of those soldiers who fight 12

for America freedoms.  13

Our grandparents suffered for four 14

years when Americans evacuated even their dogs.  15

And that’s what we’re singing about, “Uncle 16

Sam, Uncle Sam, please come back to Guam? 17

Bomb us for four days and then when you 18

actually see the natives coming out of the 19

jungle, do you realize that a marine wrote that 20

he was surprised to see anyone alive after the 21

amount of bombing that the Americans did?  22

Let’s be honest about this.  We don’t have to 23

paint these stories.  They’re stories.  It’s 24

not real.  It is not real.  The Americans did 25
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not come back to save Guam and that’s okay.  1

That’s okay.  They came back to take the land, 2

not to save the people.  Let’s be very clear 3

about that.  Let’s be real.  4

So, if you want to have an honest 5

conversation about the buildup and you’re done 6

strategizing with our people of how to tear 7

them apart and put your fist into the wounds of 8

our grandparents and shake it up just so they 9

can remember what it felt like to be left 10

behind for four years. If that’s what you’re 11

here to do, how do you sleep at night?  12

And those of you who are supporting 13

this buildup, those of you who stand to gain, 14

who are talking in the paper about how, you 15

know, this is going to benefit our island, 16

those of you who are just thinking about the 17

millions of dollars that you’re going to put in 18

your pocket, think about the long-term.  How do 19

you sleep at night?  How do you report to God?  20

How do you have a conversation with God after 21

you do that kind of thing?  How do you do that?  22

It’s heartless, it’s disgusting.  23

This kind of strategy that you employed 24

for my grandmother is not going to work.  And 25
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those of you who didn’t realize that that was 1

happening, I hope that you understand now that 2

this is not an honest conversation.  These 3

people are not here to help you.  They’re not 4

here to help us.  The businesses, they’re not -5

- we’re not -- they’re not trying to build our 6

economy.  They’re trying to rip us apart.  And 7

unfortunately they’ve been effective.  8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. VICTORIA LOLA LEON GUERRERO1 

2 

MS. GUERRERO:  Okay.  Hafa adai.  I am3 

Victoria Leon Guerrero, Taotao Toto and Saipan.4 

In the SEIS, it says there is a potential for 5 

social, cultural impacts to occur; but the 6 

magnitude of the impacts are difficult to 7 

predict and could vary substantially based on 8 

policy and program choices yet to be made to 9 

address them.10

I am very concerned with that 11

statement.  And the lack of responsibility to 12

look to other communities that have hosted the 13

Marines for some of this information; because 14

our public, our community needs to be fully 15

concerned about the ways in which Marines, 16

especially the kinds of Marines that are coming 17

to Guam, affects small island communities.  18

  So, the Marines that are coming to Guam 19

are coming from Okinawa.  The Okinawans, as we 20

know, had an up swell of community; all of 21

their community coming together saying, “We do 22

not want to host these Marines anymore.”  What 23

triggered one of their largest protest was the 24

rape of a 14-year old girl.  And yet in this 25

208 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that any increase in population 
may be accompanied by an increase in overall crime and social disorder. The DON also 
acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military crime in Okinawa cause Guam 
residents to be concerned about possible repercussions on the island brought about by the 
increase in military population on Guam. The DON has studied these issues in a specific 
appendix included in the SEIS (Appendix D, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study). 
The increase in population during the construction phase of the buildup is recognized as a time 
for concern for increases in incidents of crime. Moreover, it is also acknowledged that the age 
group of many military personnel is often characterized as prone to conflicts and misbehavior. 
The DON educates its service man and woman on good behavior and will act promptly and 
rigorously to curtail any misconduct and enforce laws to protect the citizens of Guam and our 
military personnel.
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entire time that we’ve been talking about the 1

buildup, it has become taboo in our community 2

to talk about rape.  Rape!  Rape! The very 3

word makes us uncomfortable and we refuse to 4

face it; but we can’t ignore it because a lot 5

of our women are currently raped today by 6

people that they know and trust.  And we’re not 7

protecting them now.  How do we protect them 8

when we welcome 5,000 Marines, most of whom are 9

18 to 25-year old combat soldiers here for six 10

months at a time.  11

Originally, when the buildup was 12

proposed, we were told we were going to get the13

command.  The old white guys behind computers 14

as JGPO them self described it to me in a 15

meeting.  Now we’re getting the combat troops 16

here strictly to train from war, returning from 17

war, with severe cases of PTSD.  And they 18

themselves are not being given the counseling 19

and the services that they need to address the 20

PTSD.  They’re just given guns to deal with it.21

What did Okinawa see in the years that 22

the Marines have been there?  An increase in23

prostitution and an increase in rape.  And yes, 24

I have been to Okinawa, and yes I have met 25
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women who were raped by Marines, who didn’t 1

feel that they could report it, who didn’t feel 2

that they would be supported.  Do we want that 3

for our women?  4

We take pride in our culture.  And yet 5

we can’t even figure out how this is going to 6

affect our culture.  At the center of our 7

culture, we’ve always been told, have been our 8

women.  Yet we as a community cannot ignore the 9

fact that we have not been taking care of our 10

women when the headlines are about how they are 11

being raped and abused daily now.  What more 12

when there are 10,000 more people?  What more 13

when there is no commitment to fund behavioral 14

health and public health?  And those agencies 15

and all of the community groups that help the 16

victims of violence in this community are 17

under-staffed, under-prioritized.  18

We have to ask questions.  Why did the 19

Okinawans kick the Marines out?  Environmental 20

impact statement drafters, it is very 21

irresponsible to ignore the impacts in Okinawa 22

in this environmental impact statement, to not 23

mention them, to say that it can’t be 24

determined, only based on policy and program 25

Comment ID: #208 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-617



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

71

choices, shifting the responsibility to us.  1

It’s time to own up to the Marine’s behavior 2

historically and currently in communities 3

around the world.  Thank you. 4

5

6
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COMMENTS BY MR. BART JACKSON1

2

MR. JACKSON:  Hafa adai and good 3

evening.  My name is Bart Jackson.  I’m 4

currently the Chairman of the Guam Hotel & 5

Restaurant Association and a small business 6

owner.  7

The 28 member hotels and the 300 member 8

companies of the GHRA fully support the 9

military buildup on Guam.  As the island’s 10

leading tourism focused private sector 11

organization representing over 20,000 12

employees, we believe that the growth of the 13

military presence and the growth of tourism in 14

Guam are highly compatible and support one 15

another.  16

That being said, we are concerned that 17

the factions within the Department of Defense 18

might want to limit visa-free entry of Russian 19

tourists and deny loosening of visa 20

restrictions for Chinese tourists.  The Japan 21

market is aging with arrivals to Guam 22

decreasing on an annual basis.  Some of that 23

shortfall has been mitigated by a 30-fold 24

increase in Russian arrivals over the past four 25

Comment ID: 209 209 – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS has been revised to indicate that it is not 
anticipated that the proposed action would lead to any change in parole in place programs.

     Response: 

G.2-619



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

60

years.  1

The China outbound market is the 2

largest in the world.  Tourism in Guam can only 3

increase and thrive if Russians have continued 4

entry, and the China market is given an 5

opportunity to succeed.  Will the military 6

market help tourism?  Absolutely.  But we know 7

that facilities are being prepared for them on 8

base.  The GHRA supports the buildup and 9

believes the success of the increased military 10

presence and the growth of tourism can proceed 11

hand in hand.  12

Frankly speaking, we don’t fully 13

understand why this concern was raised within 14

the SEIS.  The Russian via waiver has been in 15

place for over two years without incident.  The 16

China market has helped to revitalize the 17

Saipan economy.  If given the opportunity, it 18

can do the same for Guam.  Help us grow our 19

industry.  The Russian and China markets are 20

the key to that growth.  Thank you for your 21

time and for providing me an opportunity to 22

comment.23

24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. TOM KEETON1

2

MR. KEETON:  Good evening, my name is 3

Tom Keeton.  I am a resident of Guam now.  I 4

come to state my complete agreement for the 5

buildup.  I attended last night’s open forum at 6

Father Duenas and took time to listen to what 7

people had to say as well as look at plans 8

developed by the military relating to the 9

Marines coming to Guam from Okinawa.  10

I have not completely read all of the 11

SEIS in total but I’m confident enough from my 12

past experience, and what I see presented to 13

know that what is planned is good for Guam.  14

When I was a child, my father, a retired 15

lieutenant colonel in the U.S. Army spoke to me 16

many times about which -- on that which I 17

wanted versus that which I needed.  I believe 18

the lessons of want and need are very 19

applicable to the buildup.  I believe that Guam 20

is an island in need.  21

There are some people who want Guam to 22

be void of any U.S. military, there are some 23

that want the U.S. military presence to stay as 24

it is, however, this dismisses the current 25

Comment ID: #210
210 – Thank you for your comment. The economic impacts from the Military Relocation would 
be beneficial, leading to increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline 
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opportunities for improvement in their standard of living with the proposed action than without 
it. The proposed mitigations or actions that would lead to fixing substandard civilian 
infrastructure and increasing GovGuam's local tax and Section 30 revenues provide economic 
offsets that could result in greater availability of local funding for social programs and other 
services of benefit to Guam's minority/low-income groups.
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state of the world and in my mind the need in 1

this area of the world is to have a strong 2

military presence, ready to defend should the 3

need arise.  It also detracts from the needs of 4

Guam and its people.  Does the buildup 5

necessarily have to be on Guam?  The answer is 6

probably no.  The Marines could relocate 7

elsewhere but then this also detracts from 8

Guam’s need and in the end meets the needs 9

wherever else they choose -- would choose to 10

go.  11

Guam suffered from double-digit 12

unemployment.  Millions of dollars are spent 13

each month for government assistance for those 14

who don’t have jobs, don’t make enough to 15

support their families who cannot afford 16

medical insurance.  With the buildup comes 17

jobs, options for medical insurance and the 18

opportunity to raise the standard of living for 19

families.  What I heard last night was that 87%20

of the work would be construction-related and I 21

am a member of the construction industry.  22

I’m approached weekly by people who 23

ask, “Are you hiring?”  And with the buildup, 24

this answer will most likely be yes.  Good 25
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paying jobs stimulate the economy.  People are 1

able to support local establishments, 2

contribute to tax base, and provide for their 3

families.  Some children are now able to go to 4

college where once they may not have been able.  5

Jobs such as teachers, healthcare workers, 6

maintenance technicians, and yes, construction 7

personnel will be in demand.  8

The potential to reduce the government 9

subsidy programs is possible.  Tax 10

contributions to revitalize our island’s 11

infrastructures, pave roads, renovate schools, 12

all needs that can be met through growth.  I 13

believe the Marines have done a fantastic job 14

putting this together.  And the firing range 15

requires no infringement from private lands for 16

the actual range itself.  What is needed is a 17

safety zone; and if you look at the desired 18

options, it infringes very little on public 19

beach.  Then only when they’re utilizing the 20

range with certain type weapons.  21

Wanting this area to remain open 22

detracts from the needs to be impacted by 23

positive growth.  The effect on the general 24

public will be minimal, and most of us will not 25
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even know they’re there.  The Marine’s 1

deployment to this island is needed even though 2

they are here.  The Marine’s deployment to this 3

island is needed.  Positive growth of fuels the 4

economy, puts people to work, feeds families, 5

increases the tax base, keeps business 6

thriving, gives people living here a chance to 7

do better for their families that’s not only 8

wanted but needed.  Guam is an island in need 9

and the buildup may not fulfill all the ones; 10

but it will go a long way to supply the needs 11

both on this island and off.  12

13

14
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COMMENTS BY MR. BOB KLITZKIE1

2

MR. KLITZKIE:  Thank you, Clifford.  3

Since I’m following Art De Oro, I guess I have 4

the golden microphone in my hand.  This isn’t 5

exactly a Miami Beach audience, is it? But 6

anyhow, when I was here, when I spoke Saturday 7

I confessed here the horrible mistakes that I 8

made 75 years ago.  And perhaps I should repeat 9

that again.  10

Seventy-five years ago (speaks in the 11

Chamorro language; my parents, my mom is not 12

Chamorro, my dad is not Chamorro.  I am not 13

Chamorro.  Excuse me.  I am not from Guam.  14

America.  Today, I am Bob Klitzkie, I am from 15

Yigo, from up there.  But today I am here 16

tonight to talk to all of you about the 17

buildup.  I say the buildup is good, the 18

benefits are good, the Marines are good, it’s 19

good for the territory.  God bless you).  20

21

22

23
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COMMENTS BY MR. BOB KLITZKIE1

2

MR. KLITZKE:  Clifford, this reminds me 3

of de ja vu, because I think I just spoke a few 4

minutes ago.  So, why did -- somebody signed my 5

name? Oh, well it’s good to know I got one fan 6

out there anyhow.  7

So, excuse me.  I had three speeches.  8

I went through all three of my speeches.  I’ve 9

only got one more speech left but I’m going to 10

save that one for later tonight.  Thank you, 11

Clifford.12

13

14
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COMMENTS BY MR. TANO LIZAMA1

2

MR. LIZAMA:  Buenas and hafa adai.  My 3

name is Tano Lizama, familian Kitzu, Aleju, 4

Chebut, and Garrido.  To Guamanians, I’m from 5

Radio Barrigada.  To Chamorros, I’m from 6

Natlau.  To the DOD, I’m from Alternative D.  7

My father’s Alejandro Blas Lizama.  He’s a 8

Vietnam veteran, a member of the OPIR, and 9

Nation Chamorro.  And he’s been fighting 10

against Guam’s colonization for over four 11

decades.  And because he’s in the hospital 12

right now, I’m here to continue his fight 13

against the oppression and colonization of the 14

Chamorro people.  15

Let me first start by saying that I do 16

not support the military buildup of Guam.  I 17

was present at the hearing last night, and 18

after hearing some of the testimonies, I 19

decided to speak today.  20

My grandfather Vicente Lizama, he used 21

to own property what is now Hagatna.  In 1947, 22

the Navy condemned his property and forced him 23

to move to Radio Barrigada.  He spent three 24

years building a home, raising a family, and 25
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requires reimbursement at fair market value. 
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farming the land before the Navy came back to 1

him with another condemnation order.  Once 2

again, they needed the land for national 3

defense.  You know what they built the land 4

they took for my grandfather?  They built a 5

golf course on it.  6

So, when the DOD says they need land 7

for national defense and for military training, 8

excuse me when I say “no”.  My family has yet 9

to be properly compensated for the land the 10

Navy took, and we stand together with the many 11

families from Litigzan and Sumay and other 12

areas, whose island whose property either had 13

been condemned or stand to be condemned in 14

order for this buildup to happen.  15

Why must the people of this island give 16

up so much for our country that treats us like 17

second-class citizens?  They call us Americans 18

but we are far from that.  Your constitution 19

states that all men are created equal.  But 20

where’s the equality when our citizenship is 21

not a birthright but we have to follow his 22

orders and with live or but act of congress 23

which could be taken away at any time.24

We cannot vote for president but we 25
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have to follow his orders and live with his 1

decisions.  We have a representative in 2

Congress but that representative cannot vote.  3

We’re one of the last remaining colonies in the 4

world, yet we have the highest military 5

enlistment per capita than any other state in 6

the nation.  And to top it all off, we have not 7

been given the opportunity to vote for our 8

political status.  9

The U.S. occupies a third of this 10

island and that is not enough for them.  Well, 11

it’s time that  the U.S. stops taking from the 12

Chamorro people and give something back.  13

Here’s what I want; amend the Jones Act, 14

provide an exemption from the U.S. build 15

requirements so that we may find relief from 16

the high price of food and supplies that must 17

be shipped here.  18

Two, give us control of our EEZ, the 19

exclusive economic zone that extends 200 miles 20

around Guam, and allow us to profit from the 21

waters that surround this island.  22

Three, put that giant mess known as the 23

compact-impact agreement on the table.  24

Eliminate it so that the people of this island 25
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are no longer bearing the burden of your 1

agreements you made with another country, 2

agreements that we were never a part of, yet 3

one we have to deal with on a daily basis.4

Four, give us full citizenship and set 5

a congressional citizenship and all rights that 6

are attached to that citizenship such as the 7

right to vote for president and a voting 8

congressional representative.  9

And five, give us the opportunity to 10

vote for our political status which has been 11

denied to us since 1950.  These are all options 12

that we should -- that should be on the table 13

for discussion yet aren’t.14

Now, to the DOD, Navy, and other 15

representatives that are present today, if this 16

buildup is important to you, if you need us so17

badly, then give the Chamorro people what’s 18

important to us.  Give us what we need to badly 19

that -- which we have been denied for decades 20

and for generations.  Give us the God-given 21

rights of life, liberty, and pursuit to 22

happiness which our military promotes 23

throughout the world yet denies it to us here 24

in our homeland.  25
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We have been colonized and submissive 1

to the foreign occupiers for 400 years; and 2

enough is enough.  You have a thousand bases 3

around the world.  We have one island and you 4

are guests here.  Don’t forget that.  So, as 5

long as our hearts are beating, we’ll continue 6

to fight for what is rightfully ours.  Si yu’us 7

ma’ase.  8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. ARIEL LOWE AND NICHOLE 1

TRONGKON2

3

MS. LOWE and MS. TRONGKON:  I can feel 4

the first women flowing through my veins, 5

slamming through my heart, telling me their 6

story.  We watch Spanish explorers sail to our 7

beaches, believed that these foreigners would 8

honor our way of life.  9

So, we welcome them like family, took 10

them into our villages and showed them how we 11

lived in equality.  Like ancient roots, the 12

bond between our men and women ran deep.  We 13

nurtured our young until they’re able to bear 14

futures.  Our children understood that strength 15

was not determined by gender.  16

Together, Chamorro men and women held 17

up our homes, supporting households like 18

towering Latte stones.  Male chiefs stood for 19

generations.  But they could not exist without 20

their female counterparts, the Magalahi and 21

Magahaga stood side by side like mountains with 22

these colonist, coward at the strength in our 23

women; and as if our thighs were ocean floors.  24

They anchored themselves inside us.  They 25
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defiled our blood and raped our status out of 1

existence.  We were as mighty as their kings.2

So, they demanded our tongues be 3

silenced, forced our power to bow at their feet 4

like peasants.  Their swords and bullets 5

pierced our skin and we were reduced from 6

mountains to rubble.  We saw our sons and 7

daughters slaughtered for our way of life.  We 8

knew that saving our children meant saving our 9

culture, so we won’t wove health into our 10

villages.  11

Siruhanas, healers, who inhaled disease 12

and exhaled life back into the bodies of our 13

sick.  We were legends reduced to stories of 14

struggle, tales of women who endured.  Our 15

survival was more important than our names.  16

And so our identities remain lost like our 17

4,000 years of equality, generations of peace, 18

burnt and broken like the bond between our 19

chiefs, like the bond between our men and 20

women, like the bond between our people, the 21

bond between our past and our present is broken 22

by the Spanish blood that now flows within us.  23

We are descendants of our own conquerors. 24

Most Chamorro men no longer see us as 25
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equal.  And some Chamorro women don’t know what 1

it means to be Magahaga.  Today we are still 2

trying to understand how our matrilineal3

ancestry was lost making us venerate founding 4

fathers while forgetting our foremothers, the5

strong Magahaga, who braved through the tides 6

of change.7

We are living in a world where sexism 8

is a form of colonization.  And like 9

generations before us, we will fight so our 10

people will again understand the true worth of 11

women.  We may be living in a colonized society 12

but we are never to be silenced.  We will not 13

be forced into submission by foreign 14

patriarchs.  We need our Magalahi to stand with 15

us.  16

Our duty is to keep our culture alive; 17

to open the eyes of our people and find our way18

back home.  Within me I can feel the first 19

women.  We speak as one.  We give life to our 20

culture.  We are Magahaga.  Do not forget us.  21

22

23
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COMMENTS BY MR. STEVEN MCMANUS1

2

MR. MCMANUS:  Si yu’us ma’ase.  Biba 3

Guahan! Biba Guahan.  (speaks in the Chamorro 4

language; I am Steve McManus son of Maria Aguon 5

Camacho Cepeda Castro from Hagatna and Chalan 6

Pago. I am the son of Edwin McManus from New 7

York).8

So, I’m on both sides.  But we are us.  9

We are brothers and sisters.  (speaks in the 10

Chamorro language; it doesn’t matter where we 11

are from) Amen? Wherever you’re from.  But my 12

mom, she suffered during the war.  She was what 13

Madam Trini Torres was talking about.  She 14

suffered during the war.  And I said, “Mom, 15

they didn’t even compensate you, you know.  And 16

how do you feel about that?”  She says, (speaks 17

in the Chamorro language; don’t worry about 18

that because God is not sleeping) Amen?  19

AUDIENCE:  Amen.20

MR. MCMANUS:  But let’s make a deal.  21

We let you continue using your current bases as 22

welcome guests of Guam because that’s how we 23

are.  We get back Northwest Field and all of 24

Ritidian including all the parks.  Northwest 25
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Field, we can develop that and turn it into the 1

second Guam International Airport.  Come on.  2

You want to talk about buildup?  You want to 3

talk about the potential financial boom on this 4

island?  It will dwarf what we’re talking about 5

here and turn -- and give the original 6

landowners the opportunity.  Now they will have 7

the infrastructure to be able to develop what 8

they would like to do and they can be 9

responsible, it will be eco-tourist, it will be 10

-- we will take care of our wildlife; we know 11

how to do that.  And let us turn that into a 12

wealth producer on this island.  13

I believe that we can funnel another 14

million tourists just in that area alone.  15

We’re bringing in a million tourists are we 16

not?  Just with Tumon.  We turn -- I’m not 17

saying we’re going to turn every square inch of 18

Ritidian into a tourist zone; but what is the 19

potential?  We got to think bigger.  We got to 20

think much bigger than this.  This is small.  21

This is small.  22

Guam has tremendous potential.  And we 23

are limiting ourselves; business developers out 24

here are saying, “Oh, you’re going to -- if you 25
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protest this, we’re going to lose out.”  We 1

won’t lose out.  We can develop this.  We can 2

turn this into a financial giant -- generate 3

massive taxable revenue to help reduce the $18 4

trillion deficit.  This will satisfy the 5

original landowners, this will help the U.S. --6

will continue to partner with United States 7

military to help them find and even fund their 8

needed firing range, maybe somewhere else, 9

Tinian’s a good idea.  But we will spur a 10

sizeable long-term construction boom that will 11

dwarf any kind of military buildup.  12

But my point is the bigger question 13

that needs to be asked is who are we at this 14

negotiating table?  This is us right here.  We 15

are not equals at the table.  This forum must 16

serve as a bigger purpose than just deciding 17

where to put a firing range, this is a forum 18

for the people of Guam who will far outlive any 19

military base or program to once and for all 20

decide their political destiny.  That’s the 21

biggest question that needs to be resolved.  22

We need to sit at the table like this; 23

whether it’s stated, I got two senators in the 24

senate, and one rep, I’ll have a voice.  Yes?  25

Comment ID: #215 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-637



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

54

But now we’re nothing.  We have no political 1

capital in the U.S. capital. Si yu’us ma’ase.  2

Thank you, Cliff.    3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR TOMMY MORRISON1

2

MR. MORRISON:  Hafa adai.  I’d like to 3

thank everybody in attendance today.  It’s a 4

great thing about democracies that everybody 5

has a chance to speak their views, certain 6

views about this buildup.  I also want to 7

express a thank you to our military officials 8

here that are providing information today, our 9

military men and women out there.  And I want 10

to thank you for service to our country and our 11

island.  12

Without you, there’s no democracy and a13

privilege to speak freely today.  As my Nana 14

Biha who lived through war would always say 15

strongly to a person in military uniform, “Si 16

Yu’us ma’ase for protecting us,” and “You’re 17

welcome to our village home.”  18

As a resident, I believe the U.S. 19

presence is positive.  It protects economic 20

interest and it’s made our island a safe place 21

and a great place to invest for many, many 22

decades.  Many of the people here today 23

understand the value of tourism.  As a 24

community we embrace it, and we encourage its25

Comment ID: #216 216 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-639



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

90

growth because it employs our families and it’s 1

one of our lifelines to our economy.  This is 2

the same value that the military and federal 3

spending brings to the economy.  And we must 4

embrace it as an industry and a second economic 5

pillar.  It too employs families and it 6

provides a lifeline to our economy.7

As a former director of the Guam 8

Contractors’ Licensing Board, just on 9

anticipation alone, I saw our local contractors 10

renewed hope, renewed hope for many of them.  11

You can look at the data, you can see a major 12

spike in our local contractors; a renewed hope 13

looking for opportunity with every license that 14

is registered, with every license that’s 15

registered is equivalent to renewed business 16

starting up in our island.  17

With every new business, there’s 18

opportunity for employment, new wages and 19

salaries.  While many of us also express 20

concern about the impact of the buildup on our 21

culture and our resources, I believe the 22

biggest dream on our culture has been an 23

economy that cannot sustain it.  When Chamorros 24

leave island for a better opportunity, they 25
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take their culture, our culture with them.  1

Today there are over 100,000 Chamorros 2

living off island more than they live on Guam.  3

A buildup will contribute to building the 4

stronger economy required to attract our people 5

back home.  And it’s with their return that we 6

will see our culture grow as a culture is 7

sustained by its people.  8

As I look around at the different 9

stakeholders today, I leave you with this quote 10

where many of our veterans and many of our11

troops know very well that freedom is not free.  12

It takes a major sacrifice to sustain our way 13

of life and those freedoms we enjoy today.  Si 14

Yu’us ma’ase.  15

16

17
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COMMENTS BY MS. RAMONA NELSON1

2

MS. NELSON:  He said I get three extra 3

minutes because he called me Ramona Perez.  4

Just kidding.  I am Ramona Nelson, Taotao Yigo, 5

familian Cabesa, and familian Betu.  Four years 6

ago, I attended the hearings for the DEIS.  I 7

personally spoke with Neil Regerio and Bice.8

Does anyone see them here?  Because I don’t.9

Time and time again they approach me 10

and they ask permission to survey our family 11

land Sasajin located near Marbles Caves.  And 12

we said, “No.  Why don’t we need environmental 13

study when we know what we have? We love our 14

land regardless of the state that it’s in.”15

And they assured me.  “No, it’s just for 16

protocol.  We just need to assess all different 17

areas of the island.”  And lo and behold, there 18

it was in the DEIS alongside Pagat to be, you 19

know, affected by these live firing training 20

complexes.  And here we are four years later in 21

the SEIS, I opened it; and there it is in 22

Chapter 5 regarding the live fire training 23

range complex Alternative 1.  The land that my 24

late grandmother Tan Lora Desa Camacho25
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Sgambelluri passed down, that I would like to 1

pass down to my son, Antonio Tomas Nelson 2

Duenas.  3

You know, not only is that land going 4

to be affected by the surface danger zone, but 5

also when I open this SEIS and for those who 6

say that we’re up here just speaking at whim 7

and not having facts at hand, I urge you, open 8

it up to Chapter 8.  I can give you the page 9

number.  I’ll print it out for you whoever 10

would like to see it.  11

In Chapter 8, there’s details of the 12

loss of the 67 acres of recovery habitat for a 13

tree they list as Sariuntes.  The Sariuntes now 14

Soni tree was the tree that my great 15

grandfather Peter McQuides Nelson came to Guam 16

to study as a botanist for the Bishop Museum.  17

Fortunately, he married Dolores Torres Flores 18

and, you know, they say the rest of history.  19

But that tree is on Endangered Species Act; and 20

that very tree, the habitat is going to be 21

destroyed if we proceed with these live fire-22

training ranges.  23

So, I ask, it’s not a coincidence that 24

when I finally open the SEIS that I stumbled 25
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upon these chapters; it came to us.  And to 1

speak on behalf of my son, on behalf of my 2

family, that I pose any actions for these live 3

fire-training ranges, use what you have, use 4

the firing ranges you have already existing on 5

base.  6

I also am appalled that our family land 7

in Agi also within Okkodo passed down to my 8

late grandfather, Francisco Balajadia Manibusan 9

is in the hub of this military buildup.  10

So, every impact of my family land is 11

going to be impacted by this buildup.  And 12

those who speak up in the media and say, “Give 13

it up.  It’s something so small to sacrifice 14

for freedom, for security.”  I say it’s not 15

your choice; it’s not my choice.  It’s imposed 16

on us.  And if you would like to give up your 17

land and give up your belongings to freedom, by 18

all means, do so.  But please don’t impose on 19

us; those who have no choice, those who --20

where land means something so dear to us.   21

And I know I only have three minutes,22

but on behalf of Ramona Perez, I’m going to 23

just urge any business owners to kindly read 24

Chapter 8.  It specifically says the increase 25
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in island population could result in the 1

overuse of existing recreational resources and 2

other island locations, moreover decreased 3

sense of enjoyment due to increased competition 4

for opportunities among users would result at 5

most recreational facilities.  6

So I ask, how would GVB respond?  How 7

would anyone who’s involved in tourism, 8

ecotourism, how do you respond to this when it 9

specifically says in the EIS in black and white 10

that the enjoyment is going to go down?  So, I 11

ask, read the EIS, read those chapters, Chapter 12

8, Chapter 5, and every other chapter.  And 13

sina ma’ase.  Thank you very much.  14

15

16
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COMMENTS BY MR. JAYTON OKADA1

2

MR. OKADA:  Hello.  My name is Jayton 3

Okada, 23, I live just a few minutes away in 4

Apra Heights, Cross Island Road.  Cross Island 5

Road was partially bulldozed originally by my 6

grandfather who came with a Coastguard in World 7

War II, married by grandmother, Benita Iseke8

from Malesu.  My father’s family is from Chalan 9

Pago, the Okada clan.  10

I’d like to -- I have a lot of 11

different opinions on the buildup and what is 12

going on right now; but I’d like to just focus 13

on something like Lola just pointed out, it’s 14

the mental health issue.  That’s something 15

really close to me.  One of the major causes of 16

buildup and social changes have in any 17

community, is mental health.  And Guam right 18

now does not take care of our people with 19

mental health.  That is something that has 20

stayed close to me.  I have to choke down pills21

every day just to make sure that I get up, go22

to work, take care of my own personal mind and 23

make decisions.  24

At sixteen, I left high school, I 25
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graduated third in my class here in the 1

backyard of Southern High School.  Started 2

college early.  I started working to give 3

artist, a place to give -- to give them a place 4

to express themselves in the community, started 5

throwing rock shows, give artists and poets a 6

place to express themselves so we have the 7

opportunities that aren’t afforded to us by our 8

leaders and our community because our youth do 9

not have the options to speak out and express 10

themselves because we can have recruiters come 11

to our high schools at lunch any time and set 12

up the tables and so that they can join the 13

military because that’s their only damn option!  14

They can’t pick up a pencil and microphone.  15

They can’t go and afford a guitar.  But they 16

can afford to pick up a machine gun?  How is 17

that fair.  18

Do you know how many people in our 19

public are addicted to meth, are addicted to 20

Adolrol and Redalin and Xanax and Percocet and 21

Vicodin?  Do you know how many of our veterans 22

come back from war dead in their eyes because 23

they have to shoot people they don’t even know?  24

I do.  I have so many friends come back from 25
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war and I don’t even know them anymore.  And 1

they tell me they have to count the bullets 2

that they have fired into other souls.  They 3

dream of faces of children they have seen with 4

faces blown off from roadside bombs.  They had 5

to choke down those pills and they have to 6

choke down their silence because orders are 7

orders.  8

But, we, don’t give them the needs to 9

fix and support and help them cope with those 10

mental health issues.  They have to choke down 11

bitter pills and bitter silence.  And what’s 12

this military buildup going to do?  It is going 13

to force us to deal with more mental health 14

issues that we can’t already deal with.  We 15

don’t -- we can’t deal with it now, how are we 16

going to deal with it later?  We just can’t.17

So, think about that.  And I’m going to 18

go home tonight; I’m going to take my night 19

time doses of medicine and I’m going to be 20

anxious and I’m not going to be able to sleep21

again, and I’m going to keep thinking about 22

this.  23

You guys should read the SEIS and the 24

Appendix D because there’s a lot, 700 pages of 25
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the SIAS, social impact adjustment survey.  You 1

should read because I actually read the SEIS.  2

How many of you actually did?  3

4

5
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COMMENTS BY MR. BEN PALACIOS1

2

MR. PALACIOS:  Thanks, everybody, for 3

showing up tonight.  As I went around this room 4

talking to the military, you know, who’s coming 5

here to Guam, back in 2010, you know, when 6

they’re going to do the firing range in Pagat, 7

everybody was in an uproar back then.  They 8

told the military to go into your own federal 9

land and build your firing range on the federal 10

land.  Now, here it is five years later they’re 11

doing that.  So, really, whatever you do or 12

whatever you say, everybody have their own 13

opinion.  But it is the right thing to do.  14

When North Korea mentioned Guam as 15

their target for their missile, Department of 16

Defense didn’t even blink.  They sent the THAD17

here to defend Guam.  Nobody complained about 18

that.  And those armies, service members are 19

still up in Andersen defending Guam.  Right in 20

our backyard, adversaries bigger than the 21

United States.  22

But the U.S. will protect Guam.  It is 23

the most western island that the United States, 24

not occupied, but that the United States is 25

Comment ID: #219 219 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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protecting for our freedom.  We’re free.  We’re 1

out here, we can speak whatever we desire to2

speak.  And you got that, we got that because 3

of the freedom that we enjoy today.  Thank you 4

very much.  5

6

7

Comment ID: #219 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR BEN PANGELINAN1

2

MR. PANGELINAN:  (speaks in the 3

Chamorro language; greetings, to all.  Thank 4

you to all who are here this evening to listen 5

because that’s what they are telling you that 6

they are here to listen. Our Congress woman 7

said she is here to listen).8

Ladies and gentlemen, they tell us that 9

this process tonight is to listen to the 10

people.  Well, let me just say that before the 11

people have even stopped talking, they have 12

stopped listening; because they will move 13

forward on the NDAA and build 4402, by our 14

congresswoman, they’re going to move forward in 15

which no matter what decision we have here, if 16

that NDAA passes with the provision of 4402, 17

nothing we say matter because they can move,18

the Navy, will be given authorization to not 19

listen and to not honor the thoughts, the 20

sentiments, and the feelings of the people 21

which this process is designed to influence.22

We were able to influence the DEIS 23

process in the 10,000 comments that we 24

submitted as a community.  And they, in 25

Comment ID: #220 220 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. Should the DON determine that additional land is necessary to 
meet its requirements, DoD policy requires that it negotiate with affected public and private 
land owners in good faith, seek agreements to acquire desired land interests and pay fair market 
value. Where circumstances exist that require resolution of issues such as ownership or value, 
procedures exist under eminent domain authority to resolve those questions. Eminent domain 
requires reimbursement at fair market value. 

Additionally, the DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the 
proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate 
adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term 
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The 
DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public 
scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. 
The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government 
of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to 
engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.
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addition to that, we had the help of the 1

National Preservation Trust, the Guam 2

Preservation Trust, and We Are Guahan in 3

finding a lawsuit which stopped the DEIS and 4

the record of decision because they Navy did 5

not follow the process that we’re doing 6

tonight.  They did not consider all 7

alternatives for the basing of the Marines on 8

Guam and the location of the firing range.  9

And so, they sat back for a year and 10

didn’t do anything.  And then they decided they 11

were going to do the supplemental EIS.  But in 12

that timeframe, we get to this process where 13

they’re supposed to listen and we’re hoping to 14

influence, they now have an acting congress15

that would allow them not to follow this 16

process and to do what the Navy wants to do 17

with regards to the location of the firing 18

range.  It’s not fair, it’s not balance, it’s 19

not good faith. 20

The other thing I want to cover very, 21

very briefly is, they will tell us that in 22

participating in this whole process, expressing 23

a difference of opinion, that we’re 24

unpatriotic, we’re ungrateful, we don’t value 25

Comment ID: #220 (Cont.)
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the sacrifices of the Marines have, and the 1

thousands that lost their lives.  Nobody I’ve 2

come across that have said that have told me 3

and have mentioned about the 1100 Chamorros 4

that died during the war, that we should 5

respect their sacrifices.  No!  6

Ladies and gentlemen, one of the things 7

I think that is very important is this buildup 8

is not fair and is not balanced.  They have 9

told us that in their own DEIS -- I mean the 10

supplemental impact, they say that the economic 11

impact is less than significant.  Those words 12

based upon the economic analysis that they did.13

In addition, the social educational 14

public safety impact is significant impact and 15

it’s to be mitigated.  It means that the two16

are not balanced, it’s not fair; we’re going to 17

spend more money than we gain in revenues, 18

ladies and gentlemen.  And these are the 19

numbers, these are the DEIS.  Other ideas are 20

still in my head but my time’s up.  Thank you.  21

Si yu’us ma’ase.  Continue participating even 22

though your leaders have stopped listening.  23

24

25

Comment ID: #220 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. URIAH PEREZ1

2

MR. PEREZ:  Buenas and hafa adai.  My 3

name is Uriah Perez.  Four years ago, I was 4

sitting in my computer in San Francisco and I 5

was watching as thousands of our people stood 6

up in protest to this military buildup when 7

they had 60 days to comment on an 8-volume 8

10,000-page EIS.  And as I watched clip after 9

clip and listen to soundbite after soundbite, 10

something stirred inside me.  What I saw 11

eventually led me back home.  12

I too have been reading the SEIS.  From 13

what I’ve been able to read, the proposed 14

alternatives are completely, completely15

unacceptable.  And the mitigation measures are 16

almost as laughable as some of the comments 17

that I’ve heard from some of the speakers over 18

the course of the last two meetings.  The 19

significant impacts contained in the 20

supplemental EIS are substantial.  And I 21

recommend that our people read the EIS and not 22

wait for the PDN or the media to translate it 23

for us.  24

I’ve heard from a previous speaker that 25

Comment ID: #221

221:A

221:B

221:A – Thank you for your comment. The DON developed separate sets of screening criteria 
for the cantonment/family housing and LFTRC preliminary alternatives. Each preliminary 
alternative was evaluated against the screening criteria to determine the reasonable alternatives. 
For the purposes of this SEIS, a reasonable alternative would satisfy the purpose and need for 
the proposed action and be practical and feasible from both a technical and economic 
standpoint. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the 
proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate 
adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term 
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The 
DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public 
scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. 
The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government 
of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to 
engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.

221:B – The economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to 
increased employment and standards of living as compared to baseline conditions. It is 
anticipated that more Guam residents would have an improvement in their standard of living 
with the proposed action than without it.
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the buildup will be good for our economy 1

because it’ll bring jobs or create jobs.  Sure 2

it will create jobs.  But those jobs will be 3

temporary, there’ll be in construction, and 4

over 70% of those jobs are going to go to off 5

island workers.  6

The SEIS says that we can expect an 7

increase in civilian labor income; but that the8

standard of living will be dependent on whether 9

the income rises faster than the cost of goods 10

and services.  I’ll give you guesses to what 11

has historically risen faster and it’s 12

certainly not household income.  13

In the same section, it says that those 14

unfixed incomes like our retirees can expect a 15

reduction in purchasing power.  Where would our 16

man’amko who are living at or just above the 17

poverty level, where would they be when their 18

basic cost of goods and services rises; on the 19

street, lining up for government assistance?20

The preferred alternative for the live 21

firing range will have significant impacts to 22

our cultural sites and culturally important 23

natural resources.  One of the mitigations they 24

propose is to coordinate with the State 25

221:B
Cont.

221:C

Comment ID: #221 (Cont.)
221:C – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. Should this 
alternative be selected, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural 
importance would be avoided or minimized to the greatest degree possible, during the planning 
process. Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves the Guam State 
Historic Preservation Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, includes efforts to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties.
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Historic Preservation Office and concurring 1

parties to contact traditional natural healers 2

and herbal practitioners and traditional 3

artisans to provide an opportunity to collect 4

these resources prior to construction.  In 5

essence, the mitigation solution will require 6

our siruhanas and siruhanus to destroy 7

culturally important natural resources for DOD.  8

Someone once said that, “Uriah, I can 9

throw a stick anywhere on this island and it 10

will land on something culturally important or 11

culturally significant to you.”  And he was 12

right because this is our home.  Just like if I 13

went to his home and I threw a stick in his 14

house, it would hit something that’s 15

significant to him.  If my land -- the stick 16

might land on something like a rug that his 17

child took her first steps on, or it’ll hit a 18

picture that reminds me of the happiest moment 19

of his life.  I wonder how he’d feel if I 20

destroyed all that was significant to him.  Si 21

Yu’us ma’ase. 22

23

24

221:C
Cont.

Comment ID: #221 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. SABRINA PEREZ1

2

MS. PEREZ:  Hafa adai.  So, I’d like to 3

say that this is my third day at the public 4

hearings on the commentary period.  And I’m 5

still unwavering in my position that I oppose 6

the military buildup.  What I see though in 7

these three days is hope.  Hope that we can 8

come together and build a vision and a future 9

for our island that’s sustainable.  10

You know, hearing a lot of these 11

comments I know we are divided people which is 12

why the military is here.  The other thing that 13

came to mind was genuine security.  So, the 14

ideas that if a country can disregard a 15

person’s land, take away the resources, that’s 16

basically destabilizing the world.  What we 17

need to do if we look at the history of the 18

world, a lot of these world wars is based upon 19

resource, fighting over resources.  20

The people that are standing up here 21

today basically are protecting their homeland.  22

They’re protecting their resources, they’re 23

protecting the future of not just Guam, but 24

also for the world.25

Comment ID: #222 222 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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You know, this is something -- you 1

know, Chamorros are smart people.  We’re 2

survivors.  We can overcome these difficulties, 3

these divisions.  And I really like the debate 4

that we’ve had here, but we really need to 5

reclaim the space, reclaim this debate to make 6

it ours so that we can develop our island and 7

the way that is sustainable for us.  8

You know, I find it very disingenuous 9

for people to say it’s a small sacrifice.  It’s 10

easy to say when it’s not your land.  My family 11

comes from the north, Taraque, Janapsan,12

Northwest Field, Talalo.  These are the lands 13

that people so easily are sacrificing?  And 14

when you talk about ancestors, is it okay to 15

put it in somebody else’s property?16

LADY FROM THE AUDIENCE:  No!!!17

MS. PEREZ:  These are stolen lands. 18

This was not -- this was taken away by eminent 19

domain.  My mother always tells me stories 20

about this land.  It’s very precious to me.  21

This is -- you know, I have so much love and 22

respect for her, for my family.  This is, you 23

know, you’re desecrating this history.  24

You know, people talk about saving us -25

Comment ID: #222 (Cont.)
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- the Americans saving us from the Japanese.  1

My mom tells another story.  They actually were 2

able to survive off this land.  The Japanese 3

never gave them any trouble.  The reason being 4

is that they were able to live off the wealth 5

of the land.  And they provided for everybody.  6

Then again she was young, but you know, she 7

didn’t experience the same atrocities that many 8

of us have; and so that’s probably why we’re 9

divided in this -- you know, this approach.10

But I think, you know, we can come 11

together as a community.  Let’s continue the 12

debate.  Let’s talk about sustainability and 13

our future for our children.  14

You know, the thing is if we continue 15

to be -- if we do accept the U.S. presence here 16

as a firing range, what are we promoting?  17

We’re promoting destabilizing other places.  18

And I can’t stand for that.  You know, let’s 19

talk.  20

21

22

Comment ID: #222 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. KISHA BORJA QUICHOCHO1

2

MS. QUICHOCHO:  Okay.  Hafa adai.  I am 3

Kisha Borja Quichocho.  My drive here was a 4

really long quiet drive and I honestly didn’t 5

know what I was going to say.  I’ve been a part 6

of this, you know, fight against the buildup 7

ever since it started.  And I’m very proud to 8

be a part of this fight.  9

And so, I decided to do -- to share two 10

things.  And one of the first thing is going to 11

be a poem; because as a poet, it’s just the 12

best way I know how to articulate how I feel 13

about things.  So, here it goes.14

I had a dream last night15

I was walking through the jungle16

And as I passed each tree17

It collapsed right beside me.18

The ground was dug up19

The naked raw earth exposed 20

How could this happen to our Tano21

To our Man’niniha, to our Man’gofna22

To us23

The big strong trunkon nunu 24

The taotaomona hidden, were no more25

Comment ID: #223 223 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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I screamed; tears numbing my blood red 1

Face2

And as I walked to the naked earth, my 3

body weakened4

I fell to the earth5

My palms touching the unfamiliar ground6

My eyes searching for the old trunkon7

nunu8

My ears opened to the calling of our 9

Man’niniha10

I didn’t know this earth11

I couldn’t see the trees12

But in the distance I could hear13

Don’t be afraid my daughter14

Don’t be afraid, it’s okay15

It’s okay our daughter16

It’s okay17

We will never need you18

The other thing I wanted to share is 19

that I have a six-month old daughter named 20

Lina’la.  Lina’la means life.  And all of these 21

ugly plants that are slated from my home, from 22

my people, from my culture are the complete 23

opposite of Lina’la.24

So, how am I supposed to raise my 25
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daughter in our home and teach her of the 1

beauty of our island if what’s planned for it 2

is so ugly.  And how dare the U.S. military 3

come here again and think that the more 4

military is going to be okay?  It’s ugly.  It’s 5

so ugly.  And what’s even uglier too is that 6

our people are not united.  We’re not united.  7

How can we not be united?  It’s so ugly.  How 8

is war, war, okay?  It’s not okay.  It’s really 9

not.  10

And as a mother, as women, as a 11

matriarchal society, it is our obligation, our 12

responsibility to fight for our islands, to 13

protect and defend our island and our people.  14

So, for all of our Chamorros here, we need to 15

fanogi.  Stand up!  It’s time.  We need to 16

because it’s going to be too late.  17

And the last point I want to make is we 18

fought for Pagat, we’re protecting Pagat.  19

Let’s do the same thing for Litigzan.  It’s not 20

impossible.  Si Yu’us ma’ase.21

22

23
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COMMENTS BY MR. SHANE ROOTS1

2

MR. ROOTS:  I’d like to start off by 3

saying that I’m not anti-buildup.  I’m just 4

pro-Guahan.  And I feel that in order for us to 5

understand what is happening in the present, we 6

must look to our past; so I wrote this poem not 7

for the military but for the people of Guam, so 8

we can learn from the mistakes that have been 9

made by the people that have come before us.  10

Because here on this island, there was a 11

history of hospitality.  My people are so 12

hospitable.  We even welcome in invasion 13

because it’s in our nature to take in even the 14

most foreign of strangers I have noticed this 15

tendency in our culture.  16

We often give whatever we have and we 17

think little of what we will see like in 1521.  18

Magellan’s flag is caressed by welcoming winds, 19

the waves, ushered in his arrival even Umatac 20

Bay opened its warms wide and embraced 300 21

years of colonization.  I wondered how fast the 22

proas sailed out to greet him.  I wonder if the23

woven baskets were spilling with generosities 24

where my ancestors surprised when their 25

Comment ID: #224 224 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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kindness wasn’t reciprocated; when in exchange 1

for food in baskets, my people received fire 2

and their village in ashes.  Tell me they 3

didn’t see it coming in 1668.  4

Chief Kapua befriended San Vitores and 5

his men brought their bibles and bullets into 6

his village with such ease; and I ask myself 7

was the great chief just being a good host as 8

its genocide made its way into his home, holy 9

water poured down his brown skin and10

Catholicism drowned the island soon after.  11

He offered up indigenous land to his 12

newfound god, jungles were cleared, churches 13

were built, and centuries of beliefs and 14

traditions were lost, a thousand bullets 15

baptized the island in war these priests made a 16

murder of Kapua and their mercinaries made 17

massacres of my people.  And if Kapua could 18

answer my questions, I bet he would tell me 19

that he didn’t see it coming when the Japanese 20

occupied Guam in World War II when rape and 21

decapitation claimed the lives of many 22

Chamorros, the island still had a sense of 23

hope, a strong belief that the Americans will 24

return like a savior from God even while being 25
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tortured.1

Even without U.S. citizenship, my 2

people put their faith in a song and sang 8th of3

December 1941 people are crazy here on Guam, 4

and these lyrics echoed to the ranches as our 5

ancestors practically sang in militarization, 6

sang, and we still sing and parade and honor 7

the Americans like the most royal guests even 8

after they paddled our language out of my 9

grandparents and banished it from their tongues 10

even after a third of our island has been 11

taken, even if their president reduces us to a 12

gas station, I bet our man’amko didn’t see it 13

coming.14

Nowadays, when a visitor comes to my 15

house, my instinct is to bring out an ice-cold 16

drink as fast as I can, give more than needed, 17

and it feels a lot like history has been 18

repeated.  Instead I think back hundreds of 19

years to what a simple act of hospitality can 20

usher in; and for a moment I feel as if I’m 21

welcoming an invasion.  But I must not make the 22

same mistakes as my ancestors did.  I will see 23

it coming.  24

This poem is my battle cry; this poem 25
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is my dream for Chamorro future.  This is me 1

defending and fighting for the youth of Guahan.  2

This is in hopes for our future with no needs 3

for activists, no need for fighting for what is 4

really already ours and maybe years from now 5

all the fighting will be done and our children 6

will know peace.  They will have lands to 7

plant, harvest, and build upon.  They will have 8

an ocean to swim and fish and thrive on our 9

people who have an island that belongs to us.10

11

12
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COMMENTS BY MS. ABU ROSE1

2

MS. ROSE:  Si yu’us ma’ase.  Thank you 3

very much.  You came here because Spain said 4

you can; you received stolen goods.  We never 5

surrendered our sovereignty to Spain and we 6

never surrendered to you neither.  You just 7

stroll in and took and you want more.8

You call us citizen but those are just 9

whispered words.  We were never U.S. citizen 10

really.  It’s pretending only.  A considered 11

citizen is not constitutional citizen; and 12

gross mislead when uncontrolled, and deceive 13

and beguile the imminent domain can happen 14

here.  It shouldn’t have.  It never should’ve 15

have.  And the fault is ours, mine, because I 16

choose to believe.  17

Since you’ve taken Taran, Taran, Taran, 18

invading Guam, you’ve done too much harm and 19

you’ve taken too much of my things away.  We’ve 20

been denied our birthrights, our lands, our 21

air, or seas, or children or lives.  You hit 22

300 tons of mustard gas on Guam you claim you 23

don’t know where.  You cleared our medicinal 24

plants and our ifit trees, you kelaguen our25

Comment ID: #225
225 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to the political status of Guam are important 
issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. Comments related to these issues 
indicate underlying social and political dissatisfaction with a broader range of longstanding 
federal-territorial status issues that are beyond the scope of DoD legal authority. The SEIS 
public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for 
concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues 
but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. 
However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
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fruit bats with your helicopter blades, and you 1

spray DDT island wide and kill our birds.  2

What good have you done for Guam?  We 3

are not your outpost.  You made Guam an out-4

house.  U.S. is not able to keep its word.  5

Your pattern is deceitful, nasty attitude, and 6

inconsiderate.  You are fearful, mean, and 7

dangerous.  No to your buildup.  8

You are not a friend; you are tactful,9

grabby, and sit-back and careless.  And you’re 10

okay with that?  Remember, remember, your 11

Organic Act is unconstitutional; thus your 12

occupation is illegal.  Your buildup is 13

undesirable; better you go elsewhere.  You are 14

pusana nan gracia. Esta.  Three minutes?15

16

17

18
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COMMENTS BY MR. ANTONIO SABLAN1

MR. SABLAN:  Hafa adai. Buenas noches 2

hamyu todus (good evening to all of you).3

(speaks in the Chamorro language; there is 4

always talk about access, there is always talk5

about how to make it good when it is finally6

open.  I have heard it all.  So, for those 7

people who took our land, I will talk to you 8

about that).  We are told that there is no land 9

taking involved, as I speak, there’s some -- 50 10

pieces of this sheet is being passed around.  11

I’m sorry I don’t have enough for everyone.12

But, I would like to point out that 13

from Haputo, which is under NCS up north to 14

Urunao, Ritidian, all the way to Janapsan.  If 15

you really just take an estimate, that’s 7.6 16

miles of linear feet -- I mean linear miles in 17

reference to one of the most beautiful beach in 18

Guam.  And what this firing range is trying to 19

do is eliminate that from the tourist market.  20

Nobody -- Urunao, Haputo, and even some of the 21

properties that is now held hostage by the 22

United States Air Force, it is -- it has been 23

zoned by the Guam Legislature almost 20 years 24

ago into hotel zone.  25
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So, we’re sitting here on a property 1

that is zoned hotel that is bigger than Tumon 2

Bay.  Now, this whole area all the way to 3

Janapsan is three times the size of Tumon Bay.  4

Would you not agree that that might be the 5

future breadbasket of Guam; the tourism 6

industry?  Would you not agree that in the mid-7

1980’s the Artero family were negotiating with 8

the Japanese conglomerate in trying to develop 9

Urunao into 6,600 rooms for a hotel and 18-hole10

golf course within the property?  That was 11

killed because of the U.S. military and the 12

U.S. Fish & Wildlife.  13

To me, the better steward of our land 14

is the Chamorro people.  (speaks in the 15

Chamorro language to Mr. Guzman; move before I 16

punch you) No (laughs). 17

If you really want to take this and put 18

a firing range up there, you effectively have 19

shut the future, tourism, growth; because to 20

me, Tumon Bay is over-congested.  Let’s open up 21

other areas and Urunao and Jinapsan and the 22

Litigzan, is one of the most beautiful, 23

beautiful piece of properties that are -- would 24

be available to our economy.  If one part of 25
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Urunao -- I mean Urunao has been set for a $4 1

billion development back then in the 1980’s.  2

What would it offer for the future?  A few 3

taken gunpowder and a few taken bombs is going 4

to be set, leaving all the residues of toxic5

material, and everything else that is going to 6

happen in our homeland.  7

The other thing is, they said right now 8

that area is not accessible.  You know why it’s 9

not that accessible?  Guess what, because we 10

allow them.  This is our home.  If I come to 11

your house and I take over your house and I 12

start demanding what to do in your property, in 13

your house, you’re going to kick the heck out 14

of me.  15

So, America, just do what is right for 16

the Chamorros because we are restless and we 17

are not going to allow you to continue to abuse 18

us.  Physical access is not my problem.  You 19

sued me ready for quarter of a million dollars 20

for physical access to my property.  And guess 21

what, I do have the access; the court granted 22

me that access.  And we’re not going to allow 23

you to continue use us, use our property for 24

your benefit at our expense.  25
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COMMENTS BY MR. BILL SABLAN1

2

MR. SABLAN:  Boy, we got some emotions3

going on here tonight.  Anyway, I’m not up here 4

to talk about Ritidian.  Is that still up 5

there?  Hello?  No more I guess.  But anyway, 6

listen folks, I’m here to say something to the 7

effect that it’s going to affect all of us.  8

Times are getting bad.  If you’re listening to 9

the news or watch Youtube and all this other 10

stuff, there’s a lot of things coming up.  Get 11

your kids out there training, stay away from 12

McDonald’s and Wendy’s and all that, and start 13

teaching them the way of life in the jungles.  14

Okay?  Because they will learn and they have to 15

eat what we have in the jungles.  16

The military does that all the time.  17

That teaches you how to stand on your own.  18

Okay?  I’m a Vietnam vet.  When I went to 19

Vietnam, I was scared.  But when I landed and I 20

saw Tangantangan trees, I saw breadfruit trees, 21

I saw everything there that we had except for 22

the viet-congs.  Okay?  I ate a lot of things 23

over there too that I never saw; but it was 24

good.  So, you got to take your kids out and go 25
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to some kind of survival school which there 1

isn’t, and I’m planning on opening one where 2

they’ll teach the kids how to eat locally.  3

Because when times get bad, the military that 4

you’re attacking here, the American United 5

States military is the same guys that’s going 6

to come in and rescue you.  Hello?  Listen to 7

that.  8

You need the Marines, you need the 9

Army, you need the Navy, Air Force, and 10

Coastguard.  Okay, guys in the military, did I 11

say all of them?  Okay.  We always forget the 12

Coastguard.  But the Coastguard is the oldest 13

military branch in the United States military.  14

There were here before the Navy and the Marines 15

are part of the Navy; but they own their own 16

branch.  17

A few months ago they had a big meeting 18

without the big hype, people in Washington 19

about forming all these special forces groups 20

and special operations and all that.  The one 21

that really impressed me the most was the 22

Marine commandant.  The Army, they got green 23

berets, the Air Force, the Air Commandos, and 24

Navy, of course the distinguished SEALS.  When 25
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it came to the Marines, the commandant says, 1

“No.  We don’t have special forces, we don’t 2

have SEALS and all, our guys are all special.  3

That means he was proud of his men and he knows 4

their capabilities.  5

So, all I’m going to say is let’s quit 6

crying about something and let’s make the best 7

of it and let’s get this thing going.  And as 8

far as the Marine being considered like rapist 9

and all that, I was in the army.  We had a lot 10

of that too.  And when I was in Europe, in 11

Vietnam, that was going on all the time.  You 12

know? The guys had to let their nuts off.  So, 13

the thing is -- but rape is not qualified; but 14

the thing is you got to understand some guys go 15

bizerk when they hit that --16

MAN FROM THE AUDIENCE:  We don’t want 17

them here!!!18

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you. Thank you.  19

MR. SABLAN:  You ain’t going to have it 20

here; but you’ll have it here just with our own21

locals. 22

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you very much.  23

MR. SABLAN:  Thank you.24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. PJ SAN NICOLAS1

2

MR. SAN NICOLAS:  Hafa adai, everybody.  3

My name is PJ San Nicolas and -- in the other 4

EIS for Pagat, I made a song for that.  And for 5

this one, felt strongly to make another one.  6

I’d like to sing it for you guys.  But before 7

that, I’d like to talk about the same thing 8

that Sabrina was talking about, you know what I 9

mean?  10

There’s a lot of people that are losing 11

their land, losing their homes, losing things 12

that they love; beautiful beaches, raceways.13

And if it was ours, we’d feel differently.  14

Even for the people that are for this buildup, 15

if your land was getting taken away, you’d feel 16

a lot of differently.  You’d be on the other 17

side.  And we need to come together as a 18

community to defend our land together as a 19

whole.  It’s very sad.  So, here we go.  20

They’re, keeping us out the jungles21

They’ve got war games to pursue22

And you should side with Uncle Sam23

Got plans for you 24

Plant your roots and so25
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Do the truth1

So, what are you going to do when they 2

won’t let you through3

For they put up their gates4

We got to make some changes before it’s 5

too late6

And all we see is fences 7

Got to come to our senses and say8

Give us back the land9

Because it’s all we have10

Give us back our land11

Because it’s all we have12

13

We got to gather our resources and 14

strengthen our forces15

Disrupt this course for we’re no 16

longer the importance17

Got to voice our opinions and make 18

crucial choices19

We no longer can rely on just sitting 20

in silence21

We got to unite, stand up and fight and 22

Say23

Give us back the land24

Because it’s all we have25
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Give us back the land1

Because it’s all we have2

3

We’ve got to make a stand4

To take back our land5

Oh, give us back the land6

Because it’s all we have7

It’s all we have8

It’s all we have9

Thank you.10

11

12

13
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COMMENTS BY MR. PETER SGRO1

2

MR. SGRO:  Good evening.  For the 3

record, my name is Pete Sgro.  I’m here as 4

Chairman of the Guam Chamber of Commerce, an 5

organization that represents approximately 400 6

businesses on Guam, and our businesses employ 7

40,000 people.8

First of all, I want to say that we 9

fully support the buildup and also HR4402.  I’d 10

like to tell you a story because everything 11

I’ve been reading is there seems to be a praise 12

for the United States Fish & Wildlife.  There 13

seems to be some talk, and I don’t think you 14

know the facts of how it all started that 15

they’re protecting our culture.  I’m going to 16

tell you why it’s absolutely false.  17

In the early ‘90s, the Fish & Wildlife 18

didn’t just show up.  The Fish & Wildlife had 19

representatives here on Guam and 20

representatives in Hawaii; and this is well-21

documented and I have the minutes to prove it.  22

They were in negotiations with a Japanese 23

developer to build a $4 billion resort at 24

Ritidian Point.  They could care less about any 25
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endangered species.  1

So, when we want to talk about Fish & 2

Wildlife service and whether they really care 3

about your legacy and whether they really care 4

about anything, they did not know that the 5

Japanese company was recording every one of 6

their minutes.  And in my public -- in my 7

written testimony, I will attach the minutes of 8

those meetings.  And if those Fish & Wildlife 9

people are still around, they should be 10

investigated by the federal FBI because every 11

single thing they did, and there’s compromised 12

as statements in those minutes where they 13

wanted to get bribes in return for moving the 14

hotel into Ritidian Point that we are now 15

praising.  So, if you want to get copies of 16

those minutes, I’ve given to the press before 17

and I’ll give it to them again.18

Now, one of the other things is when 19

you look at how you create a wildlife refuge.  20

You don’t just say, “I’m going to create a 21

wildlife refuge,” there’s got to be science 22

involved.  Are there really these endangered 23

species?  There was absolutely no scientist 24

involved when they made Ritidian Point a 25
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wildlife refuge.  Not one.  And if you took the 1

time to read the endangered species list, 2

forget about reading for a moment because we’re 3

touching upon a subject here that affects the 4

firing range and there’s a lot of discussion5

that deals with the EIS here but we’re not 6

talking about Fish & Wildlife that is --7

directly affects the firing range.  8

So, I think that before you take this 9

leap, you got to go back and say, “Do you 10

really trust U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service?”  11

Because I’m out to prove that they’re a bunch 12

of thieves.  And I don’t usually talk this way 13

but I’m going to tell you this.  There were 14

senators that were in this room and still in 15

this room when all of this were going on that 16

voted for a resolution that it was wrong to 17

establish a wildlife refuge; and now you say 18

it’s okay?  I’ll pull out that resolution; 19

because the people of Guam do not deserve to be 20

lied.  21

And when I hear some of the testimony 22

tonight, and we will prove it, you give us any 23

document you want because I’m sorry, and I’m 24

going to say it this way.  There are 15% people 25
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that don’t have jobs.  And I’m sorry, but I 1

have not found one tree on Guam that’s going to 2

employ that kid that needs to feed his family.  3

Not one.  4

And if you want to talk about 5

sacrifices, if you want to talk about the 6

Chamorro culture, I’m going to end with this.  7

My grandfather during the war was taken to 8

Japan because he was considered bright and they 9

taught him how to speak Japanese.  10

When he came back, his sole job was to 11

decipher the Japanese codes so that the 12

Japanese would know exactly where the military 13

was.  You know what my grandfather did along 14

with four other Chamorros that were taken to 15

Japan to learn the Japanese language?  They 16

lied to the Japanese and never gave them 17

coordinate that was correct.  Why do you think 18

they did that?  You want to talk about 19

ancestors?  Let’s talk about the ancestors, my 20

grandfather.  I don’t want to talk about my 21

1500 year ancestors.  I want to talk my 22

grandfather who I knew, I want to talk my 23

grandfather, grandmother, my father, my mother 24

that made a difference in this community; 25
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because it really bothers me that we’re 1

forgetting about that generation.  We’re 2

forgetting about that generation that really 3

stuck their necks out.  4

And you know what happened to my 5

grandfather?  He was imprisoned for eight 6

months; and my mother, my uncle, and my 7

grandmother, they told them they hung him.  If 8

you want to know what sacrifice is, try being a 9

child at six years old being told to go into a10

Japanese school but you forgot to take your 11

slippers off and you got whipped.  12

So, you tell me all about your history.  13

You tell me about ancestors going back a 14

million years.  But I’m sorry.  When you do 15

that, that’s the history we should be talking16

about now.  And I’m sorry, but it was the 17

United States of America that saved us and I’m 18

grateful for that.  Thank you very much.  19

20

21

22
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COMMENTS BY MS. SHANNON SIGUENZA1

2

MS. SIGUENZA:  Okay.  I am Shannon 3

Siguenza.  Let us remember the lessons our 4

parents taught us.  One very basic one.  Sammy, 5

you must first clean up your mess before you go 6

outside to play.  Often American kids grow up 7

resenting their parents, moving far away from 8

home, dreading holiday visit.  It’s all over 9

TV.  If you had the same connection with your 10

family as we do here on Guahan, you might 11

consider that basic lesson “Sammy, clean up 12

your mess.  Sammy, clean up your mess!”  Your 13

mess! Your 95 toxic sites that stretch from 14

Yigo to Malesu.  Maybe then we wouldn’t be so 15

angry.  Maybe then our mothers, our fathers, 16

wouldn’t be threatened by cancer.  Maybe my mom 17

would be alive, maybe my grandma would be 18

alive.  Maybe my sisters wouldn’t be at risk.  19

Maybe.  Maybe.  Maybe we would’ve let you play 20

at Northwest Field.  But enough of that.  I’m 21

now reclaiming the space to tell the people of 22

Guam what I have to say to them.  23

A lot of people ask me about my 24

testimony on Saturday.  How do you even know 25
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what a battered housewife is like?  I wasn’t 1

able to finish.  But I was once in an abusive 2

relationship.  Just as I connected my past 3

relationship to the One Guahan has with the 4

American empire, I am also able to connect our 5

island’s possible solutions to the same6

struggle that I took to overcome my abuse and 7

find solutions.  8

As a people, we need to voice our 9

situation to every listening ear because 10

isolation is an abuser’s strongest weapon.  11

Connect to indigenous people in Samoa, 12

Australia, Hawaii, Native Americans in the U.S. 13

and Canada.  You guys know them well, you kick 14

them out of their homeland, and the other 15

Mariana islands in the pacific.  Listen to 16

their stories and tell them ours.  Support each 17

other.  18

In my story, I finally told my sister 19

about my struggle and I no longer felt lost and 20

alone.  I found strength in her support and 21

just as we will find strength in the support of 22

others all over the world.  Then we must free 23

ourselves of all the things that make us 24

dependent on our abuser.  Guam has rich soil.  25
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We need to make use of that for our food and 1

maybe even send those goods to other places.  2

That’s just one suggestion.  3

My strongest bind to my relationship 4

was our sharing just one car.  Once I acquired 5

by own car, I felt liberated.  And that fueled 6

by courage.  Economic development is what is 7

always promised us.  But we can develop an 8

economy of our own that is not based on war and 9

destruction of our land.  10

Lastly and most importantly, we need to 11

unite ourselves with the people that love us.12

Not the people that wants a profit from us.  I 13

took my final steps towards true liberation as 14

my family supported me through every step.  15

Each person provided an element of strength 16

that I lacked; and I stood on their shoulders 17

and I felt brave enough to choose to move away 18

from that painful life of control, fear, and 19

war.  20

People of Guahan, we’re fighting the 21

same thing, for the military to move, remove 22

their blueprints.  We need to teach each other 23

and provide strength to educate our youth.  24

Show them the people, show them I’nafamauleg 25
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(make right), show them the truth about our 1

beloved Uncle Sam.  Guahan, this is what we 2

need to become truly secure.  We need to unite 3

as a family and to take courageous steps.  Only 4

good things will come from this.  All of these 5

elements will preserve our culture and improve 6

our way of life.  The path is not easy.  But 7

with love, respect and trust, we can do this 8

together.  Guahan, stand up!  Use your voice!9

Come together and unite and let us find for 10

true freedom!  Sina ma’ase.11

12

13
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COMMENTS BY MS. SHANNON SIGUENZA1

2

MS. SIGUENZA:  Back in 2004 when I 3

graduated from high school, I used to work at a 4

daycare.  One time I heard a three-year old ask 5

another three-year old, “Do you love me?”  The 6

other three-year old said, “Yes, of course I 7

love you.”  And then she goes, “Like adults8

do?”  And the other one says, “No.  For real.”  9

How many of you have children?  Raise your hand 10

if you have children.  This is crowd 11

participation.  Raise your hand if you have 12

children.  Children are one of the best tellers 13

of the truth.  “You’re fat.  You’re stinky.  14

You’re messy.  I don’t want that.  That’s yuck.  15

What is that?” Auntie Trinity Torres, don’t --16

I know you’re tired; but our children are 17

speaking and their children speaking as young 18

as nine years old.  This is a letter from a 4th19

grader, Tori’s revised draft.  20

Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, I am against 21

the firing range because I think the animals 22

are scared.  Maybe if we think about the --23

what was the number of the Chamorros that have 24

left island?  Maybe they left because they were 25
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scared because of the military presence.  Just 1

like this 4th grader suggested, the animals 2

might.  They’re probably sleeping when they 3

hear a gun and they wake up.  Turtles are 4

endangered species and they need to lay their 5

eggs.  They might leave and lay their eggs 6

somewhere else.  They can become extinct; and 7

so will the other animals too.  And our ancient 8

land will be damaged, our ancestors will be so; 9

and those are the ancient Chamorro’s land too.  10

They lived there.  They saw what was happening.  11

They would miss it so much.  12

Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, I am against 13

the firing range because it is at Ritidian and 14

that is the ancient sacred lands and that’s 15

where turtles nest and live.  They’re going to 16

get scared when they hear the shootings.  You 17

should protect the land, not destroy it.  18

Ritidian is important to us; and it is 19

important because that is where our ancestors 20

lived.  So, please don’t do the firing range at 21

Ritidian.  22

Dear Governor Eddie Calvo, you 23

shouldn’t let the Marines take over our land.  24

If you turn in that bill, I wouldn’t want to 25
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stay on Guam anymore.  You’re killing animals.  1

You’re taking over Guam if you make this 2

happen.  If I were you, I wouldn’t let any 3

animal on Guam die.  You make a huge mistake.  4

Your ancestors wouldn’t be proud of you; and 5

because you’re letting Marines do that, we 6

don’t even need to take over the land.  Please.  7

I’m begging you, you take my advice.  You’re 8

taking over our land if you make this happen.9

I want you to think about the honesty 10

of your children.  I want you to think about 11

the purity of their touch, about the purity of 12

their words, and then I want you to think about 13

the fact that it was children that wrote this.  14

Children.  Our children.  Sina ma’ase.  15

16

17
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COMMENTS BY MR. GABRIEL SIMON1

2

MR. SIMON:  Hafa adai.  Good evening, 3

everybody.  My name is Gabriel Simon.  I came 4

out here in 1999 for a two-year contract.  In 5

those two years I fell in love with Guam and 6

Guam’s people.  I’ve never lived in a place 7

like this and I’ve lived most -- or a lot of 8

places throughout the world.  9

I’d ride my bicycle and I’d get called 10

in to somebody’s house that I don’t even know.  11

“We’re eating.  Come eat with us.”  “What do 12

you do?”  “What’s your name?”  “Sorry, I’m in a 13

hurry right now.” “Well, take some food with 14

you.”  Beautiful culture, beautiful people.15

Both my boys were born here.  I 16

consider myself Guamanian.  I’m not going 17

anywhere.  I love it here.  And I’m very 18

concerned that what I see here is a very vocal 19

and emotional minority of which are a lot of 20

our elected officials are part of that are on a 21

campaign of misinformation about what is really 22

going on here with the buildup.  23

I’m knew about the original buildup and 24

that was probably wrong.  Too big, too fast, 25

Comment ID: #232 232 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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huge impact.  So, they downsized it, in my 1

opinion, kind of right-sized it.  Right-sized 2

for what?  What are children doing here?  3

Right-sized for the kids getting out of high 4

school; GCC, UOG, for opportunity, for 5

employment.  I hear people talking about, 6

“Well, we can all farm here and sustain 7

ourselves.”  Do we have that many jobs?  Is 8

there that much land to feed everybody here?  9

LADY FROM THE AUDIENCE: Yes.  10

AUDIENCE:  Yes.11

MR. SIMON:  Maybe.  I don’t know.  12

AUDIENCE:  You know.13

MR. SIMON:  I don’t know, but --14

anyway.  Let’s be open-minded about it.  I 15

think it’s good for Guam.  Thank you very much.16

17

18
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COMMENTS BY MS. TRINI TORRES1

2

MS. TORRES:  Buenas todus hamyu.  Good 3

evening, everybody.  I can see, I heard you, 4

former Senator Klitzkie.  You’re tired, right?  5

Who do you think is more tired?  Us Chamorros 6

fighting against the U.S. who are supposed to 7

have liberated us! Who do you think we’re 8

standing up against?  You! You come here and 9

you colonize us! You were supposed to have 10

liberated us! You plan to put us in 1939 in 11

small reservations, tiny reservations! And I12

often think about that rese- -- those several 13

little tiny areas of Guam.  And you know how 14

tiny Guam is?  That’s you were going to put us 15

in those reservations.  There was a Navy map on 16

that, classified.  It’s not classified anymore 17

because I got my eyes on them, on the map.18

Now, I used to think at night, wonder, 19

what would it have -- what would have happened 20

if you put us in those reservations.  Were you21

going to fence them in barbed wires? Were you 22

going to fence us in those reservations with 23

barbed wires, Tangantangan and have guards on 24

us and every time we climb up you’re going to 25

Comment ID: #233
233 – Thank you for your comment. With respect to looking at alternative locations other than 
Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific 
region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective 
Background, and explained the various international and military capability requirements that 
were considered for the relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant 
to the SEIS and, along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the 
SEIS. This background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout 
the Pacific region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action 
(the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a 
particular locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western 
Pacific allies. After analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other 
locations throughout the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met 
all the criteria.
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shoot at us?  Is that what you are going to do?  1

Treat us as sub-humans because that’s why we 2

started disliking you!  Because of your 3

treatment of our people.  4

From tiny memorial, since you took over 5

us from Spain, you started mistreating us.  Up 6

to now even! We don’t know when we’re going to 7

free ourselves and you’re -- the U.S. is 8

supposed to be the most democratic country 9

around the world; but no, it is not.  You are 10

enslaving us even now.  11

And how long, how many years in the 12

future are you continue going to doing that?  13

I’m so happy that our youngsters are standing 14

up for the rights because it’s their survival.  15

This is their destiny, their homeland.  I’ve 16

been fighting so long; I’m tired like Klitzkie.17

You are tired, I’m more tired!18

I have been suggesting to Obama, 19

President Obama and the White House, Congress,20

for the past three years to move you around 21

military to other nations in the pacific region 22

if you want to protect the pacific region.  Ask 23

New Zealand.  Australia accepted some already.  24

Go to Indonesia, Thailand.  Japan has to do its25
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share too.  Okinawa also have to do its share.  1

And let them contribute to the enforcement, the 2

protection in the Pacific Ocean.  That’s where 3

it’s going to be.  If you expect democracy and 4

people to like you around the world, you must 5

do that.  6

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you.7

MS. TORRES:  And it is working.  We 8

must continue on that along the line because 9

Chamorros will continue to dislike you no 10

matter what you do if you don’t wake up, get 11

off your bottom --12

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you.13

MS. TORRES:  -- and do your work.  14

MR. GUZMAN:  Thank you.15

MS. TORRES:  Si yu’us ma’ase.  16

17

18

19
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COMMENTS BY MR. RICK TORRES1

2

MR. TORRES:  Thank you very much.  3

Again, my name is Rick Torres from Yona, from 4

familian Caribou and familian Kottis.  I’m an 5

original landowner and we got our land back.  6

Two Lovers Point.  This is the only place the 7

United States has given back lands.  So, be 8

patient; yours is coming.  9

The person that returned back to Guam 10

is sitting in the audience right now; my uncle, 11

Tomas Fernandez, chief master sergeant of the 12

United States Air Force.  Retired.  He left the 13

island because he didn’t want to farm.  (starts 14

laughing) Sorry.  Sorry.  No.  He left the 15

island for better opportunities.  16

Well, he’s back.  Okay.  He’s back.  17

And you listening, those of you, your senators, 18

your leaders that are out there, this is --19

this wasn’t the forum to hear our problems.  20

But you’re listening.  You’re staff writers; 21

start writing.  Start improving our quality of 22

life.  Don’t let the military do it for us.  I 23

have served in the military and this is what I 24

have to say.  Your guardsmen, your military, 25

Comment ID: #234
234 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
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your Marines need to get these experience.  1

They need to fire at any enemy, foreign or 2

domestic, terrorists; they’re out there.  3

They’re not noticeable.  They don’t wear 4

uniform.  5

My nephew, he was shooting; he was 6

being shot at.  And without that 50-caliber 7

training, he couldn’t have made that decision 8

to turn on the enemy and shot him dead.  So, 9

protection.  The gentleman earlier said we need 10

the United States protection because we will 11

succumb to the threats of terrorism.12

There are missiles pointed this way.  13

You know what?  When that reached the news, our 14

news, it wasn’t really important to the rest of 15

the world; but when it reached our news, my son 16

called me.  “Dad, we will be all right.”  “Son, 17

we need to start preparing property, you know, 18

so I can buy in Arizona.”  Maybe I can move 19

because I’m scared.  No.  Let’s not be scared.  20

Let’s make an island as comfortable as we can 21

to host the military, give them the training 22

that they need to provide the security for us,23

for our nation.  24

Lastly, I am an American.  A Filipino 25
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told me this.  In their days of deciding after 1

World War II, were given an opportunity to 2

decide whether they wanted to be Americans, 3

their father and grandfathers said no.  You 4

know why?  They didn’t want to be brown5

Americans.  Ladies and gentlemen, I am a brown 6

American and proud of it.  Thank you very much.  7

8

9
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COMMENTS BY SPEAKER JUDITH WON PAT1

2

MS. WON PAT:  Buenas and hafa adai.  3

I’m Judith Won Pat, and a proud Chamorro.  I am 4

an elected official.  I’ve chosen to read the 5

SEIS and express my concerns because I want to 6

ensure that we are making things better, not 7

worse for our people.  8

I admire all of the young intelligent 9

people who have spoken up during the past two 10

hearings because they are the ones who have a 11

greater stake in what’s going to happen to our 12

island in the future.  13

Four pillars were identified for the 14

buildup.  Two of these pillars include 15

approaching the Guam buildup as One Guam, and 16

ensuring that buildup promotes a Green Guam.  17

Unfortunately, this election of the preferred 18

alternative for the cantonment and family 19

housing in Finagayan is not a One Guam, Green 20

Guam approach.  21

One Guam means that everyone who lives 22

here has to coexist.  Our community is already 23

segregated by fences, creating unequal 24

experiences inside and outside the fence.  Why 25

Comment ID: #235

235:A

235:B

235:A – Thank you for your comment. In January 2011, the Undersecretary of the Navy 
developed the "four pillars" that would guide the DoD’s approach to the military buildup. The 
four pillars are:

1. “One Guam” Initiative: Recognizing the strain a population influx will put on Guam's 
existing infrastructure, DoD is committed to improving the quality of life for all island 
residents, and to seek funding for infrastructure upgrades directly and indirectly 
associated with the military buildup and to advocate for federal investment in Guam’s 
other socio-economic needs.

2. “Green Guam” Initiative: DoD is committed to develop the most energy efficient 
infrastructure possible and support Guam’s efforts to develop sustainable and renewable 
energy projects as well as to work to secure necessary funding for “green” projects.

3. Pågat Access: DoD is committed to providing 24/7 unimpeded access to the Pågat 
Village and Pågat Cave historical sites located off the east edge of Route 15.

4. “Net Negative” Strategy: DoD is committed to having a smaller footprint on Guam after 
the build-up than before.

The DON is committed to developing energy efficient infrastructure. Facilities shall be 
designed to meet sustainable design criteria as well as Federal mandates for energy use. The 
facilities will be constructed to LEED criteria. LEED is intended to help building owners and 
operators be environmentally responsible and use resources efficiently. Additionally, the 
cantonment area is designed as a “walkable base,” thereby reducing transportation energy 
requirements. 

235:B – The “One Guam” initiative is one of four pillars that the DoD committed to regarding 
the military buildup on Guam. In this initiative, the DoD committed to address the 
socioeconomic and infrastructure needs on Guam that are imposed by the buildup. The effects 
of addressing these needs will translate to an improved quality of life for the people of Guam. 
This initiative is meant to ensure that the federal government appropriately addresses and 
mitigates significant impacts that the build-up would impose on community infrastructure. The 
initiative is not intended to address infrastructure and services impacts unrelated to the build-up. 
The DoD is already working towards making Guam’s quality of life better through several 
projects that support the “One Guam” initiative. These projects include more than $40M in 
civilian infrastructure road improvements to Routes 1, 8, and 11. You may have already seen 
these road projects in progress. The DoD has also committed more than $50M in grants to 
support improvements to Guam’s commercial port. The DON had determined that capital 
improvements to the Port of Guam, including critical modernization and repair, will enhance 
capabilities that are critical to national defense, such as the shipment of goods and supplies to 
military bases located on Guam.

With regard to segregation of the community, the military base, in itself, is a community. It 
includes military personnel, housing for the military and their dependents, medical and dental 
facilities, discount stores, recreational areas, and schools. These are provided for the benefit of 
the military personnel and their dependents on bases throughout the U.S. The cohesion of the 

     Response: 

G.2-699



military base, like any social group, is based on the similarity of their jobs and duties, 
objectives, age, situation, and other military affiliation. Subsequently, their similarities and 
benefits within the base are not the principal reasons for what appears to be "a separation from 
the local community." Logistically, having housing within a contiguous base allows military 
personnel to be available should an emergency situation arise and immediate military action is 
required.
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segregate our community even further?  You’re 1

asking us to host the Marines.  But the Navy 2

and the Air Force won’t even welcome them on 3

their existing base.  Although the military in 4

Guam is under a joint command, they’re not 5

working together if both the Navy and the Air 6

Force are unwilling to host the Marines.  7

In order to build a separate base for 8

the Marines at Finagayan, Chapter 4 of the SEIS 9

states that they would have to destroy 1,020 10

acres of native limestone forests which 11

provides habitat to our native species of 12

plants and animals, reduce fire risk, and 13

maintains our water quality.  This destruction 14

could be avoided or minimized with the 15

selection of either South Finagayan or Andersen 16

Air Force Base, Alternatives B and C; because 17

both of these alternatives have existing 18

housing units that could be reconstructed or 19

renovated to accommodate the Marines without 20

having to destroy a limestone forest.  21

Alternative C at Andersen Air Force 22

Base would also limit the impacts on traffic 23

since the Marines will be traveling within an 24

existing base.  Our island has been segregated 25

235:B
Cont.

235:C

235:D

Comment ID: #235 (Cont.)
235:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

235:D – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.
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enough. Just look at our schools.  1

According to Chapters 2 and 4 of the 2

SEIS, they will have to build another DODEA 3

school and upgrade their existing ones for the 4

buildup.  Why not integrate our schools and 5

build new schools for all our children?  The 6

best way.  The best way to break down the 7

barriers in this community is through education 8

and appreciation of different cultures.  If we 9

truly want a One Guam, then let’s stop 10

segregating our children, separating military 11

branches, and destroying our environment 12

because it is convenient for the military.  13

14

15

235:E

Comment ID: #235 (Cont.)
235:E - The Department of Defense Educational Activity does have schools on other bases in 
the U.S. in addition to Guam. The separate educational systems on Guam (public schools and 
DoD schools) were based on a determination in the early 1990s that the Guam public schools 
neither met the educational instruction goals or the physical facilities standards that DoD 
required.
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COMMENTS BY MR. MIKE ADDY1

2

MS. ADDY:  Buenas and hafa adai.  My 3

name is Mike Addy.  I came here about 36 years 4

ago for a two-year contract.  And as you can 5

tell, I’m still here.  It’s been one of the 6

most wonderful times of my life living in Guam 7

and getting to know the Guamanian people.  8

After 36 years, I guess I can call 9

myself a Guamanian.  I feel the pain, I see the 10

suffering, I understand why people feel the way 11

they do.  I am here to tell you that I’m a 12

proponent of the buildup because I feel many 13

need to see this expansion take place on our 14

little island.  I have many notes here that I 15

wanted to write and tell you about.  16

I came here from San Francisco, left 17

one of the places that had the best football 18

teams ever, one of the city that definitely 19

rock and rolls, and came to Guam to make this 20

my home.  21

The company I worked for was an 22

electrical wholesaler.  We did a lot of 23

business for the government.  I went through 24

many recessions; I’ve seen many things 25

Comment ID: #236 236 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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happened.  I’ve lived here through numerous 1

typhoons, an earthquake, God knows what’s 2

coming next; we really don’t know.  But I’ll 3

tell you one thing, if I’m going to be in a 4

place where there’s going to be disaster, I 5

want to be right here in Guam where people know 6

how to deal with things and can make things 7

happen and make things work for all of us.  8

It’s a wonderful place to live and I’m very 9

proud to be called a Guamanian.  10

Couple more notes here is, the business 11

that we have, that my wife and I have, my 12

family business that -- they’re sitting up here 13

in the audience looking at me, started out at 14

my home almost 20 years ago with absolutely no 15

money.   I still don’t have any money.  I have 16

a lot of bills, I have a business, and about 30 17

employees.  These employees are all Chamorro, 18

are all Guamanian.  They are like family to me.  19

These people work hard.  They earn their money, 20

they deserve a life that they’ve got.  And I 21

aim to provide that for them anyway I can.22

Part of the reason that we need to see 23

this buildup is to increase our businesses, so 24

we can grow it and employ more people.  We’re 25

Comment ID: #236 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-704



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

19

working hard to educate our local people which 1

is a fantastic thing.  I see Clifford coming, I 2

better get fast.  No extensions for man’amkos 3

(to the moderator)?4

Anyway, what I really wanted to say is 5

this buildup I think will work if we do it 6

right.  First time it came out, we didn’t like 7

it.  Not in my backyard, not this way; it can’t 8

happen.  These folks at DOD went back, re-wrote 9

it, made a lot of meetings, did lot of 10

decisions, changed a lot of things.  They made 11

an effort to make this work for us.  Us.  12

Everybody here on this whole little 200-square 13

mile piece of island.  This is where we all 14

live.  We need to think solid about it.  The 15

government is here to help us.  If we work 16

together, put our minds together, we can make 17

this work; but we need to have it in 18

conditions.  19

We need to understand that we protect 20

our island, we love our island.  This is all we 21

have.  Help us be good stewards of this.  Work 22

with us, make it work, and we can all be one 23

team.  One team.  No scene. Biba Guahan.  24

Thank you for your time. 25
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COMMENTS BY MR. JOE ARNETT1

2

MR. ARNETT:  Thank you.  My name is Joe 3

Arnett.  And I just want to make a couple of 4

comments in my observations on my -- what I 5

think about this relocation.  6

My first concern is the safety in 7

health and welfare of all of us here.  There 8

are threats in this area that continue to 9

escalate.  And if history teaches us anything, 10

being not adequately prepared can be 11

disastrous.  We learned this not too long ago 12

when the North Koreans threatened to send 13

missiles our way.  We think it can’t happen, 14

but it can.  15

There are long held animosities amongst 16

some of the Asian countries in our region, and 17

has prosperity continues, those animosities 18

will only be accelerated.  I wish there were 19

other things.  I wish we were somewhere else; 20

but we’re here.  We’re here in a strategic 21

location and we need to be protected so that 22

our way of life can continue.  Even when we 23

were threatened with the missiles, we realized 24

what the tyranny of distance can do to us.  The 25

Comment ID: #237
237 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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army moved with extraordinary speed to move a 1

billion-dollar missile battery to Northwest 2

Field to provide cover and protection for us.  3

Even on that accelerated scale, it took 12 days 4

to get here.  5

So, I think and believe that we need 6

more immediate forward deployed protection not 7

as an offensive weapon but as a defensive 8

weapon to prevent people who may have other 9

ideas about our way of life here from taking 10

that first step.11

Secondly, I think about the economic 12

impacts here.  I’ve listened to all sorts of 13

numbers.  As I read the SEIS statements, the 14

impact to our island in terms of revenue over 15

the 10-year period is in the billions.  Even if 16

it was only in the hundreds of millions, the 17

financial impact to our island is significant 18

and not replaceable by any other investment or 19

any other kind of activity I see on the island.  20

So, we will be positively impacted in that way.  21

And lastly, I think about the nearly 22

8,000 soldiers, sailors, and Marines who 23

sacrificed their lives during World War II so 24

that we could stand here today and voice our 25
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opinions on what’s happening on our island.  1

I think about the 2,000 that gave their 2

lives so that Guam could be liberated; the 3

3,000 for Saipan.  And I think that we owe them 4

a debt of gratitude and an appreciation for 5

their efforts.  I believe that the 5,000 6

Marines that would come here would be 7

ambassadors for our island; to solve some of 8

the political problems that we have.  If we 9

welcome these people to our island like we 10

welcome all our other visitors, they will be 11

ambassadors for us, new group every two to five 12

years.  Thank you.13

14

15

16
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COMMENTS BY MS. MARIA BAZA1

2

MS. BAZA: Good evening.  My name is 3

Maria Baza.  I’m 23 years old.  And my father 4

is 81 and he’s from Guam, so he was here -- he 5

was 12 years old when the war occurred here, 6

living in Agana.  And I can tell you that from 7

his experience, he learned that Chamorro as his 8

first language was not something to teach his 9

children, because I didn’t learn it from him.  10

And he speaks impeccable English.  And I know 11

that those from the military, from the U.S. 12

that are here tonight, it’s very difficult for 13

you to listen to us when it comes to 14

sentimental values about things that mean a lot 15

to us, of respect of land, of culture, of 16

identity; because maybe you didn’t have --17

definitely you didn’t have the same experience 18

as us growing up.  And we put a lot in store to 19

those words.  20

When you say “culture”, that’s our 21

whole heart.  And one of the ways of 22

colonization is to take away language.  So, the 23

fact that my father felt that his own native 24

language was secondary, was something that he 25

Comment ID: #238
238 – Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement associated with 
this SEIS, the people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the 
traditional Chamorro culture will be negatively affected. An increase in population may present 
unique opportunities for shared cultural traditions. As noted in the Final SEIS, the DON's 
cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness programs will focus on mutual respect and 
understanding, and strive to educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on 
the rich and varied cultural history of Guam. Finally, the DON plans to increase 
military/civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial relationships 
that include the sharing and understanding of culture.
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imbibed from the American mentality because 1

that’s one of the ways for a person to lose his 2

identity, to lose his language.  3

So, how can we know what we’re fighting 4

for?  And maybe something that can give you a 5

semblance of what you’re doing to us, is what 6

if we went around with paintball guns, with 7

actual rifles, and we shot up, made a firing 8

range behind the Arlington National Cemetery?  9

That’s something of what it feels like but much 10

more powerful; because if you took away our 11

language with this strategy, all we have left 12

is our land and you’ve taken one-third of that, 13

how do you think we’re going to feel?  And 14

maybe these are all sentimental things that you 15

can’t really understand; but please try.  16

17

18

Comment ID: #238 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MR. CHRIS BEJADO1

2

MR. BIJADO:  Hafa adai, everybody.  My 3

name is Chris Bejado.  And you know, it’s --4

when you say something, you end up getting a 5

KUAM.  So, let me just read you a quote first.6

It says, Guam is not just a piece of real 7

estate to be exploited for its money-making 8

potential.  Above all else, Guam is a homeland 9

of the Chamorro people.  That is the most 10

fundamental undeniable truth.  We are very 11

profoundly Taotaotano, people of the land.  12

This land, tiny as it is, belongs to us just as 13

surely, just as inseparably as we belong to it.  14

No tragedy or history or declaration of 15

conquest; no legalistic double-talk can change 16

that fact.  Guam is our legacy.  Is it for 17

sale?  How can one sell a national birthright?18

That’s Honorable Governor Ricardo J. Bordallo 19

who said that.  Little nervous.  Little 20

nervous.  You know, been sitting there for a 21

while.  22

But you know, my grandfather Benigno 23

Flores -- Leon Guerrero Flores was a very 24

patriotic man.  Very patriotic.  Just like many 25

Comment ID: #239
239 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy.
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of the man’amko that were living through the 1

war and who also gave their lands.  2

And so, you know, my grandfather -- let 3

me put this here because I’m kind of getting 4

nervous here.  My grandfather in 19- -- well, 5

basically my ancestors lived down in the 6

Ritidian area for many, many years, even before 7

the war.  All right?  And through the war, they 8

happen to be able to live down there 9

peacefully; of course you were at war, but the 10

people down in the ocean, the sea coastline, 11

were able to live down at Ritidian in Litigzan;12

my grandfather, my great grandmother, the 13

Matanane-Pangelinan family, the Castro-Castro 14

family who are here also, the Aguero families.  15

They all lived down in Litigzan area.  All 16

right?17

So, my grandfather along with many of 18

the other people in the late ‘40s, early ‘50s, 19

after the war, built a road going down to 20

Ritidian, my grandfather built two houses down 21

at Ritidian until -- then in 1957 they’re given 22

this paper, says, “You are condemned.”  “Your 23

property is condemned.  You need to leave this 24

property right now.”  25

Comment ID: #239 (Cont.)
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Now, let me tell you, I know that Mr. 1

Peterson had said that he sold a house earlier.  2

But I think you had negotiation options for 3

you.  A lot of those people under eminent 4

domain did not have any negotiation options for 5

them at that time.  Nineteen Sixty Two came, 6

condemnation, “You need to leave your property 7

now.”  8

So, a lot of the families didn’t -- you 9

know, what are they going to do?  What are they 10

going to do?  They have to.  No negotiation 11

options to them.  “We’re going to give you 5 12

cents a square meter,” “Ten cents a square 13

meter for your property.”  14

So, either way, when was the court ever 15

take you -- when the United States take you to 16

court to give you money?  Whether it be 17

$6,000.00, they never paid him for the two 18

houses he built on the property, they never 19

paid him where he paid $5,000.00 to rent a 20

bulldozer back then in the ‘50s to build a road 21

going down to Ritidian.  They didn’t care about 22

that.  23

And so, now we’re all faced with these 24

facts here, and many of the people here are 25

Comment ID: #239 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-713



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

98

thinking, “What do we do now?”  For us 1

landowners, people need to know our history and 2

our story basically.  And that’s why I’m here.  3

And that’s why we spoke up; because I hope 4

people who are in the same position as us, if 5

you have property in Radio Barrigada, if you 6

have property down in NCS, if you have property 7

in Agat that is being in the same situation as 8

us, our property in the limelight, I hope you 9

guys would speak up as well.  So, the Litigzan10

families, the Pangelinans, the Flores, the 11

Castro-Castro, and the Aguero families will 12

still continue to lay claim to that property.  13

Just so happened yesterday we were at 14

Ritidian, I got to tell the story.  And you 15

know, I’m not the most religious person here on 16

this room.  But remember all our nanas and the 17

tatas, they are so religious, huh?  I walked 18

out of the car; what did I find on the ground?  19

A rosary; of all things.  I found a rosary on 20

the ground.  I mean it shows me that a sign,21

somebody up there’s listening to me and saying,22

“Christobat, keep doing what you’re doing.”  23

So, I’m doing that.  24

25

26

Comment ID: #239 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. LOU FLORES BEJADO1

2

MS. BEJADO:  Good evening.  Hafa adai, 3

everyone.  My name is Lourdes Flores Bejado, a 4

member of the Ritidian and Litigzan families.  5

Let it be known that we, the Litigzan families 6

vehemently oppose the firing range at Northwest 7

Field and the SDZ over Litigzan.8

One morning in 1957, my tata, my 9

grandfather had some unexpected visitors in 10

uniform.  He was so happy to see them and 11

welcomed them with open arms.  Instead, they 12

served him court papers and told him that they 13

were going to condemn his and the other 14

Ritidian family’s beachfront property from 15

military defense.  But they promised, they 16

promised that when they are done, they will 17

return his land back to him and to the rest of 18

the families.  19

Over the years, instead of the military 20

defense, the land was used as a recreational 21

resort for the military families stationed in 22

Guam; sunbathing and cavorting along the beach.  23

They could easily drive in with car passes.  24

We, our family had to ask permission from a 25

Comment ID: #240 240 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy.
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kind general, General Michael J. Dougan, USAF, 1

whom our tata befriended, to return to our land 2

each and every time.  3

My cousins and I remember the ‘70s, how 4

we would get so excited to go to Litigzan to 5

spend weekends there or more days in the 6

summer.  We frolicked through the sand in the 7

beach and got so excited when we’d see the Koku8

and the Chichirica birds and other wildlife.  9

The Hilitai or the Monitor Lizard.  10

As we got older, we brought our 11

children there and we all have so many 12

cherished and beloved fond memories of our land 13

Litigzan.  Unbeknownst to us, the Litigzan was 14

snatched up by the Fish & Wildlife Service in 15

1993.  What happened to the promise made to my 16

tata and to the rest of the Litigzan families?  17

Many of them have died betrayed by that 18

promise.  19

For 21 years, the Fish & Wildlife has 20

held Litigzan as a wildlife refuge for the 21

restoration and recovery of the endangered 22

species.  But where is the fanihi, the sali, or23

the Micronesian Starling?  The seaheck or the 24

Micronesian Kingfisher?  You can find the Guam 25

Comment ID: #240 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-716



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

109

rail or the koku bird at Cocos Island funded by 1

the Fish & Wildlife managed by Guam’s Aquatic 2

and Wildlife staff.  And so kudos to our Guam 3

government workers.  4

I have sat for 21 years.  The habitat 5

of Litigzan is not conducive to the survival of 6

these endangered species.  And it is indeed 7

proof today why hold our lands if for 21 years 8

the program is not working and you need to play 9

recordings of the bird sounds to imitate the 10

existence of birds.  That is absolute sheer 11

mockery.  12

The Fish & Wildlife have been telling 13

the story what happened 3,000 years ago.  How 14

about the story of the inhabitants of Litigzan 15

who lived before, during, and after the war.  16

The beautiful story and the exquisite details 17

of how the woman would make soap from the wood 18

ashes, process salt from the ocean, make syrup 19

from coconut sap and coconut oil from coconuts, 20

how they coexisted with the Japanese during the 21

war who were perched high above the cliffs 22

using the bullhorn to call down, speaking in 23

Chamorro, bring over the octopus, and how they 24

would trade that with rice.  25

Comment ID: #240 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-717



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

110

They haven’t told the story of my 1

grandfather who nursed a koku dying bird to 2

life, how my uncle at a tender age died and was 3

buried at Litigzan during the war.  Litigzan 4

has so much cultural and historical value full 5

of archaeological significance, has the most 6

pristine beach on island, and is more 7

importantly a sacred ground with the spirit of 8

our ancestors.  It is indeed -- its 9

significances needs to be shared.  So, to tell 10

me you care about the environment is then --11

and to put this plan in place is absolute 12

hypocrisy.  (speaks in the Chamorro language; 13

wake up and open your eyes, people of the land)14

People of the land, continue to let your voice 15

be heard loudly today and at the upcoming 16

polls.  May you be a force to reckon with.  17

Biba Chamorro, biba Guahan, biba Litigzan.  18

19

20

Comment ID: #240 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. BARBARA S. BENAVENTE1

2

MS. BENAVENTE:  Hafa adai.  My name is 3

Barbra San Nicolas Benavente.  I’m from the 4

Goyo clan.  And my husband is from the Bobo5

clan.  I was at the Okkodo hearing.  And I 6

realized that when I handed Madeleine Bordallo 7

the petition that I had failed to submit 8

officially the list of signatures and comments 9

opposing the use of Ritidian Point.  So, on 10

behalf of the 944 individuals who want to 11

protect Ritidian Point, I officially submit 12

these signatures and comments to the U.S. 13

Department of the Navy and all other entities 14

involved with the SEIS-related decisions.  15

These signatures represent a small but 16

growing number of individuals who wish to 17

preserve the people of Guam’s heritage and a 18

vital national asset by protecting Ritidian 19

Point and the Guam National Wildlife Refuge.  20

The proposal before us threatens to 21

undermine efforts to protect fragile and 22

irreplaceable remnants of ancient Chamorro life 23

and culture, denying ourselves, our children, 24

and future generations a vital link to the 25

241 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural and recreational sites located on DON property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with 
reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. It is the intent of the DON to maintain 
public access to DON lands that contain cultural sites consistent with safety and operational 
requirements. Access will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used 
for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for 
range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet Marine Corps requirements. Note 
that the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, it should be 
noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of 
the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the 
LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by 
approximately 10%. The Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to 
coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public 
can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.

Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in Section 5.5.6, Land and Submerged 
Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to submerged lands under the Northwest 
Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 was edited to 
include fishing areas, including Fish Aggregating Devices. The recreational and sociocultural 
impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 5.5.7 and 
5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to recreational 
boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface Danger Zones
would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of times that the range 
is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard, who 
would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the location of the Surface 
Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active Surface Danger Zones.
Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range control via radio or phone to 
get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize impacts. The use of the 
recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones during non-training 
periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No 
additional mitigation is proposed.
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past.  1

So, I’d like to submit this officially, 2

the 944 individuals who signed the petition 3

thus far to protect Ritidian Point.  I shared 4

this with Congresswoman Bordallo during the 5

meeting at Okkodo and I didn’t want to talk 6

about my personal story because I was there at 7

that point to represent the signers of this 8

petition.  But I do want to say that I do not 9

support the military buildup not because I’m 10

not grateful for what they may have done for my 11

parents and grandparents.  It’s not because I 12

don’t realize the good that may have come out 13

to protecting our island during those days.  14

But the island is only so large to hold so many 15

people.  16

I truly -- I have read so many 17

different documents provided by the federal 18

government.  And the bottom line is that my 19

husband is a fisherman and he should have the 20

right to fish whenever he pleases off the 21

northern part of the island.  And when I spoke 22

to the gentleman around what that means for the 23

surface danger zone, and when the life firing 24

range occurs, he will not be able to fish as he 25

Comment ID: #241 (Cont.)
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fishes now to support his family for up to nine 1

months out of the year.  And it’s not just a 2

matter of scheduling.  The fishermen go out 3

when the fishing is right.  You do not schedule 4

this.  Mother nature schedules the fishing 5

times.  6

I have been taking my children and my 7

grandchildren now to Ritidian Point to enjoy 8

what is rightfully their heritage.  We should 9

not have to ask permission to enter any part of 10

this island to enjoy the waters and the land.  11

This has got to stop.  Basta (stop)!  12

We have done this for so long since my 13

daughter was 2 years old, and now she’s got 14

children of her own; we have always bowed to15

someone else’s authority about what we can do 16

and what we can’t do on this island.  We own 17

this island!  This is the Chamorro people’s 18

place.  If we don’t have our island, we don’t 19

have our language, we don’t have our heritage, 20

then what left is there?  Our loss of identity.  21

Feeling displaced from our own island.  Thank 22

you for your time.23

24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. MICHAEL LUJAN BEVACQUA1

2

MR. BEVACQUA:  Hello.  Hi.  (speaks in 3

the Chamorro language; my name is Michael Lujan 4

Bevacqua, family of Cabesa, family of Betot)5

Note: (This portion of the testimony is 6

being translated and will be attached to the 7

back of this booklet)8

9

10

11

Comment ID: #242

     Response: 
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SEIS Testimony: Mike Bevacqua 

 

My name is Mike Bevacqua, I am from the Cabesa and Bittot Family.  The Chamoru culture is of two 
parts. The first is how to treat people as people and how to treat others. The first is to treat people and 
as individuals. They must be treated good and with respect.  You must respect them as human beings.  
You can see them as true individuals just as yourself, and on the other hand, you can treat them as 
animals. 

Chamorus believe that animals are below us.  If you treat people like animals, you treat them with no 
respect.  Not necessarily in consideration of their thoughts, ideas nor of their reliability or importance  
and without any consideration what so ever and with that thought,  it is best to just do everything for 
them just as if they were children or even as  animal because they cannot even tend for themselves.  
Now, with our history with the United States and moreover with militarization, I want us all to think 
about another matter.  In other words, as how my grandmother would often describe as saying, “Used 
as weapons, or as I would say, as spears”.  In these terms we do have value.  Value and worth but only 
for our lands. We are treated as property.  People without lands and as often said about this land as it is 
always referred to as, “The Tip of the Spear”. With these ideas, we are worthy only for others to abuse 
us as we are often used, exploited and manipulated for ones needs and benefit.  To me, as a result of 
our political status, and as a status as a colonized people, these such hearings, are totally useless and 
unnecessary.  Despite all of these recordings of our testimonies, they are totally useless.  As we remain 
as a colonized people, as I’ve said four years ago, and I will say it again. What respect is given to us 
moreover, what little powers are given to us in the actual determination and actions of this buildup? 

Comment ID: #242 (Translated)
242 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences, war reparations, and 
political status are important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The 
SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for 
concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues 
but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. 
However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process.
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COMMENTS BY MS. DEBORAH SANTOS BUMANLAG1

2

MS. BUMANLAG:  (speaks in the Chamorro 3

language; good evening to all of you.  I am 4

Deborah Santos Bumanlag).  I am Chamorro.  I5

call Guam my home.  And it has always been my 6

home and it is my son’s home.  7

I was born in the states, a U.S. 8

citizen by birth and it’s written on my birth 9

certificate too.  Yet I do not have the same 10

rights.  We here on Guam do not have the same 11

rights as those who reside in the United 12

States.  13

So, I am here today to speak out for 14

those who do not have a voice, for those 15

animals, for the wildlife, for the vegetation, 16

for our ancestors who have come and gone.  Out 17

of respect for them, I oppose the firing range 18

in Ritidian.  I do not see the need for it.  I 19

do not see the need for Guam to open up its 20

doors again to 5,000 Marines and 1400 members 21

of their family.  22

I am a U.S. veteran.  I’ve served time 23

in the United States Navy.  But Guam does not 24

need any more military on the island.  Thirty 25

Comment ID: #243 243 – Thank you for your comment. Marine Corps training requirements are dictated by current 
training and readiness manuals and Marine Corps Orders, which collectively outline the 
minimum proficiency levels required of Marine Corps personnel and the appropriate training 
conditions to develop, evaluate, and maintain that proficiency. Marine Corps Order 3570.1B 
specifies the Surface Danger Zones required for each type of weapons range. The specifications 
are standardized among all DoD ranges to maximize public health and safety and are not 
customized to each range location. The proposed range layouts on Guam were specifically 
developed so as to minimize the total geographic footprint by overlapping the surface danger 
zones to the maximum extent possible while meeting training requirements within safe 
operational parameters. NEPA requires that the SEIS evaluate the potential impacts of the 
proposed range conditions that reasonably meet the purpose of and need for the proposed action 
as defined by the project proponent, but NEPA does not require the proponent to identify 
alternatives that do not satisfy the defined purpose and need (with the exception of evaluating 
the No-Action Alternative).
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percent, 30% of our island is already occupied 1

by the United States military; thirty percent 2

of our island that we cannot get through the 3

gates to go see.  4

We do not need to give any more of our 5

lands away.  And even if the federal government 6

has control of Ritidian, the wildlife refuge 7

and the beaches up there, so be it.  8

We do not need to give it to anyone 9

else.  Let it be the way it is, let it stay 10

untouched and pristine, we do not need a firing 11

range.  I oppose the firing range in Ritidian.  12

I oppose it for myself, I oppose it for our 13

people, I oppose it for my son.  Culture.  14

Culture.  Culture hinges on everything that’s 15

left by our ancestors.  Without our culture, 16

without what was written, without those caves, 17

without the historical preservation of what was 18

left behind by our ancestors, we have no 19

identity.  We have no identity.  And we need 20

that.  We need to remember who we are.  We need 21

to remember who put us here.  We need to 22

remember that we are Chamorro, the indigenous 23

people of this island.  Thank you.24

25

26

Comment ID: #243 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. F. CASTRO1

2

MS. CASTRO:  I was raised by my 3

grandmother and my grandfather, so I know about 4

our lands.  I was raised by my grandmother and 5

my grandfather, so I know about war.  We know 6

about war.  We know it well.  Your life, your 7

lives, your lives will be justified by how you 8

treat the land.  Remember that.  Remember it.  9

It may not come to you, but just remember that.  10

All land is sacred.  All of it.  All 11

land is sacred.  Because land is life.  12

Remember that.  And with that, blessed are 13

mothers who taught us right from wrong because 14

they are the ones who know justice.  Blessed 15

are mothers who shared with us the meaning of 16

peace because they know peace.  Blessed are 17

mothers who taught us the importance of loving 18

God and each other because they are the ones 19

who see God.  Remember your mothers, remember 20

your mothers.  That is my recommendation.  21

22

23

Comment ID: #244
244 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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COMMENTS BY MR. JESSE CASTRO1

2

MR. CASTRO:  Thank you for the time 3

that’s given to me to make this statement.  The 4

lands at Ritidian point were agreed to be used 5

for the defense of the community of Guam 6

community of Guam and the citizens of the 7

United States of America.  The men and women 8

living there did not want to move.  They also 9

could not read, understand, or -- a contract or 10

an agreement written in English by themselves.  11

They walked away feeling they would eventually 12

receive their land back.  If these assets are 13

no longer needed by the Department of Defense, 14

these lands should be returned to the original 15

landowners.  16

We must acknowledge that the Department 17

of Defense is an important economic contributor 18

to the island of Guam.  I support the military 19

buildup because it will provide and address a 20

permanent access for the landlocked property 21

owners, a new updated reliable electrical water 22

distribution system with the moneys that will 23

be released.  That can be shared throughout the 24

island of Guam, shouldn’t be just behind the 25
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fence line.  1

Trash and the wastewater treatment can 2

also be addressed.  When I’m talking about 3

trash, I’m talking about the trash that’s 4

around that you see when you’re driving by; 5

driving by every road around Guam.  It will 6

also provide an economic stimulus for the 7

future generations so that they will be able to 8

enjoy their freedoms to choose, to contribute 9

to the island of Guam or to communities abroad.10

The U.S. citizens of Guam with limited 11

rights can be provided training and equipment 12

to stand side by side to protect Guam’s 13

economic zones, resources and assets.  The 14

island’s culture and heritage is currently15

being attacked by invasive species.  Funding to 16

higher personnel and equipment must be secured 17

to ensure that Guam has and will continue to 18

have a healthy coconut tree population.  This 19

is just one example of some of the challenges 20

that we are facing.  That’s all I have to say.  21

22

23

24
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COMMENTS BY MR. DON CLARK1

2

MR. CLARK:  Hello, everyone.  My name 3

is Don Clark.  I’m from Guam.  Like Jeff Jones, 4

I may not be Chamorro but this is where I was 5

raised; this is where I grew up.  Schooled 6

here, this is where I’m raising my family.  I 7

have no intention of leaving the island; this 8

is my home.  I hope my family feels the same 9

that I do and would like to continue to have --10

to live here and raise their family just as I 11

did. 12

I’m a businessman.  And I believe this 13

buildup is good for Guam, but more importantly, 14

as I believe that our country needs to have the 15

strongest armed forces in the world.  Now, I’ve 16

never served in the military.  I did not -- I’m 17

not a -- I was not here during the war.  But I 18

had the unfortune of being in New York on 911.  19

I saw the towers burning, I saw the horror of 20

the aftermath of that terrorist attack on our 21

country.  Who saw that coming?  22

World War II, who saw the Japanese 23

attack on Pearl Harbor coming?  Guam is 24

strategic.  We have enemies to the north of us 25
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that will make and can make Al Qaeda look like 1

boy scouts.  We need to be strong.  Our country 2

needs to be strong, and Guam’s is pivotal.3

If we have to build up here in Guam and 4

if the Armed Forces feel that that is important 5

to their mission, to continue to keep our 6

country safe, that means it will help to keep 7

our island safe.  And therefore, ladies and 8

gentlemen, I support the buildup and I support 9

the Marines coming back, and I support the 10

firing range.  Thank you very much.11

12

13

14

Comment ID: #246 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-730



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

100

COMMENTS BY MS. HOPE CRISTOBAL1

2

MS. CRISTOBAL:  I am Hope Cristobal and 3

I’m from the Achaigua, the Fegurgur, the 4

Taimanglo, the Matanane, and the Navarro clans.  5

I do not support the military buildup of Guam.  6

The U.S. military already controls more land 7

than all private landowners combined on this 8

island; for all intents and purposes, Litigzan,9

Tailalu, will not be accessible of habitable 10

once the live firing range complex begins.11

This same U.S. military that came to 12

liberate the people and the land in World War 13

II will now control and hold these lands in 14

perpetuity especially when contaminated by 15

toxins from the ammunitions to be stored or 16

used at the live-fire training range.  17

For those of us whose families have 18

been living here for many generations, the 19

long-term, cumulative, and multipiclative 20

effects of militarization has been devastating 21

culturally, socially, and economically.  I want 22

to share the possible and anticipated likely 23

direct effects of military buildup that I 24

gleaned from previous robust studies of 25

Comment ID: #247 247 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
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ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. The DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which 
included holding public scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public 
comments on the Draft SEIS. The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies 
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military-based communities, analysis of 1

physical effects, increased levels of and 2

exposure to military toxins on land, sea, and 3

air.  These include volatile organic compounds, 4

jet fuel, metals, pesticides, herbicides,  the 5

result from aircraft ships, maintenance of 6

vehicles and operations base and off-base, 7

office and residential construction, 8

maintenance and operation, increase radioactive 9

exposure from certain weapon systems that are 10

stored and used in training, increased levels 11

of noise pollution from military jets and land 12

vehicles, increased levels of air and soil 13

pollution as a result of increased vehicular 14

traffic on local roads.  Increased local --15

reduced local food supply quality and quantity 16

as a result of air and water pollution, 17

increased use of water and sewer system, 18

increased levels of hazardous and non-hazardous 19

waste disposal and potential for diversion, 20

dumping our leaks, increased potential for 21

missile and other attacks from Guam military 22

assets particularly with the arrival of the 23

BMD, increased potential for land-takings 24

including coastal fishing, recreational, 25
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historical and sacred sites, the human physical 1

and mental health effects or increased levels 2

of cancers.  3

Guam has the second largest leading 4

cause of death on Guam is cancer, folks.  We 5

suffer the higher rates of cancers on Guam as 6

compared to U.S. averages.  The probability of 7

environmental factors contributing to our poor 8

health status is highly possible.  9

In 1997, Public Health issued the 10

results of a study of the incidences of deaths 11

in Guam from cancers; the two villages where 12

the highest incidences of cancer deaths are 13

Yigo and Santa Rita.  Both these villages are 14

adjacent to military bases and consistent with 15

other military base communities throughout the 16

world wherein community members manifest higher 17

levels of diseases due to exposure to toxic 18

chemicals that are consistent with military 19

practices.  20

We will continue to suffer these 21

cancers including leukemia, liver, kidney, 22

lung, bladder, and cervical cancers.  And there 23

are many other human and mental -- physical and 24

mental health effects.  And I would like to go 25
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through that.  And that’s increased levels of -1

- increased numbers of children born with low 2

birth weight and certain birth defects, 3

increased levels of fear of becoming a target 4

of military attack, foreign attack, increased 5

levels of fear becoming a victim of crime both 6

military and civilian, increased levels of 7

injury, mortality, and PTSD and the transient 8

and prominent property, increased levels of 9

alienation and sense of powerlessness and some 10

parts of the population as military 11

colonization increases, our social political 12

economic effects intensified the defense 13

dependency makes local economy more vulnerable 14

than a diversified economy, increased income 15

and wealth inequality, the GINI score increase 16

as some individuals profit substantially from 17

the base increase, and other are impoverished.  18

Inequality and educational and health benefits 19

available to military and civilian segments of 20

the population can further increase the 21

inequality on our island, increase cost of 22

living particularly for land and housing.  23

Unemployment rates, volatile; maybe initially 24

lowered during the construction phase unless 25
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labor supply brought in from off island.  1

Introduction to military dependence into the 2

local labor force would likely to increase 3

unemployment over the long run.  Job growth in 4

and increased reliance on low paying retail 5

sector, altered balance of local politics 6

including the skewing of local population 7

demographics and their political effects 8

including increased republican registration.9

Defense, supply chain, multiplier 10

effects on the economy, anticipated to be no 11

stronger in the future than now.  Increase in 12

numbers of retired military personnel remaining 13

on Guam with a depressive impact on wages in 14

local business and lowered support for local 15

school.  16

Further obstacles to decolonization 17

including the minoritization of our Chamorro 18

people.  Further obstacles to political status 19

development including participation by 20

transitory, U.S. citizens in a Chamorro self-21

determination vote as non-self governing 22

territory.  Further impediment to the 23

democratically approved process of mutual 24

consent by the people of Guam of any major 25

Comment ID: #247 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-735



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

105

decision affecting Guam’s people.  More 1

accepting cultural attitudes toward war and 2

militarism.  This is called culture 3

militarization, including the erosion of 4

democratic process and faith as military 5

increasingly determines most aspects of our 6

island’s fate.  7

Social effects, increased levels of 8

crime.  Anticipate higher rates of domestic 9

violence rate, sexual assault due to increase 10

military population, and higher rates of11

property crime in civilian population with 12

increased poverty and drug use.  If when 13

unemployment and wage deployment increases, 14

other military-based communities, folks, have 15

experienced heightened levels of racism as 16

conflicts of interest between the military and 17

the local population get racialized.  18

Increased use, rates and maintenance 19

cost of local roads.  Recreational facilities 20

and public services including school, social 21

welfare, hospitals, and other medical 22

resources; the police and the courts.23

Increased incentive for military enlistment to 24

our young people which has a number of 25
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entailments, brain drain, lower likelihood of 1

college attendance among veteran population 2

than comparable non-veteran population.  3

Lower earnings among veteran population 4

than comparable non-veteran population.  Higher 5

rates of physical disability and PTSD.  Folks, 6

I have brothers that were in the Marine Corps.  7

They were both veterans of the Vietnam War.  8

One has died from nasopharyngeal cancer.  Guam 9

has 87% more nasopharyngeal cancer than the 10

standard population in the United States.  My 11

other brother suffers from major PTSD, and a 12

third brother who was in the army suffers from 13

major tumors in the brain.  My mother died of 14

cancer.  My sister has cancer.  This is 15

unacceptable.  These impacts are unacceptable.  16

Many of these effects will especially be 17

harmful giving that they occur in addition to 18

or on top of previous military impacts.  19

Impacts that will be multiplicative rather than 20

simply additive.  Thank you.21

22

23
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR BJ CRUZ1

2

MR. CRUZ:  Thank you very much.  About 3

a year ago, I was very honored to accompany 4

someone that was in this room when we went to 5

Vladivostok, Russia to encourage Russian 6

visitors to come to Guam.  We’ve been sending 7

delegations to China to try to encourage them 8

to come and visit.  Last week, we celebrated 9

the fact that we now have dynamic airlines 10

flying in, bringing chartered flights that are 11

becoming five times a week from China bringing 12

tourists to Guam.  13

Last Friday, Major Darren Alvarez 14

stated, “The Navy has no view on the Chinese 15

and Russian visa waiver programs.”  And the 16

reason for that, if you go to the SEIS, and I’m 17

sticking to the SEIS, it says here under 18

“Construction”, Table 4, .3-27, Topics for 19

Tourism, Impact Analysis.  “Blocked growth of 20

new Chinese and Russian markets due to 21

increased concern over Homeland Security.”  On 22

“Operations”, “Blocked growth on new Chinese 23

and Russian markets due to the increased 24

concern over Homeland Security.”  And at the 25
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bottom it reads, and I’ll read it so that 1

nobody says that I’m making this up.  “On 2

November 23rd, 2011, the U.S. Department of 3

Homeland Security granted visa parole authority 4

for Russian citizens to visit Guam.  The parole 5

authority allows Russian tourists to enter Guam 6

in a case-by-case basis without the need for a 7

visa.  Russian visitors tend to stay longer, 8

spend more money per visit than visitors from 9

Guam and other tourism markets.  While the 10

increase in Russian visits has helped to 11

improve Guam’s tourism industry, Russian 12

tourists represent only a small portion of 13

total visits and thus do not provide a major 14

contribution to the overall impact that the 15

tourism industry has on Guam’s economy.”  This 16

is a great line.  “It is unclear whether the 17

implementation of the proposed action would 18

bring an end to the eligibility of Russian 19

citizens to visit Guam; if it did, then there 20

would be a small impact on the tourism 21

industry.”  22

Next paragraph, “Prior to the 23

implementation of proposed action, Chinese 24

visitors are not eligible to visit Guam. Some 25
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growth in Guam’s tourism market would likely 1

occur if eligibility rules were changed to 2

allow Chinese visits.”  This is the great line, 3

“A continuation of ineligibility for purposes 4

specifically related to the proposed action, 5

may inhibit potential growth in Guam’s tourism 6

industry.  We announce the 2020 plan for 7

tourism and the major croix of that was going 8

to be Chinese and Russian visitors.”  9

I’m hoping that, as Major Alvarez 10

ended, this document is not a decision.  It is 11

a study and a reference that will be used to 12

make any informed decision.  The final decision 13

is still a year away and won’t be made without 14

public input.  We want to make sure the 15

Department of the Navy takes a stand, supports 16

the Chinese and Russian visa so that we can 17

build our tourism industry like we have set 18

forth in our 2020 plan.  Thank you. 19

20

21

22
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COMMENTS BY MS. EVA A. CRUZ1

2

MS. CRUZ:  Hafa adai, everybody.  Hafa 3

adai.  My name is Eva Aguon Cruz.  I am 4

familian Petdan, familian Bordallo, familian 5

Saru and familian Kotla.  I just want to take 6

this time to honor our ancestors especially 7

those that are present in the room with us, and 8

to honor the land that we have inherited from 9

them.  We set the intention that we may take 10

the sacred land and these sacred traditions and 11

pass them on to our future generations.  12

(starts to speak in the Chamorro language)13

Note: (This portion of the testimony is 14

being translated and will be attached to the 15

back of this booklet)16

Si yu’us ma’ase and sina ma’ase.17

18

19

20

Comment ID: #249

     Response: 

G.2-741



SEIS Testimony: Eva Cruz 

Reciting of the Chamoru Pledge of Allegiance (The Inifresi)

From the inner-most recesses of my mind,
From deep within my heart,
And with all my might,
This I offer.
To protect and defend
The Beliefs
The Culture
The Language
The Air
The Water/Sea and The Land of the CHamoru.
My heritage come directly from God,
This I affirm on the Bible and my Flag
- The Flag of Guahan. 

Singing of the Guam Hymn (Stand ye Guamanians for your country)

And sing her praise from shore to shore 
For her honor, for her glory 
Exalt our isle forever more. 
For her honor, for her glory 
Exalt our isle forever more. 
 

 May everlasting peace reign o'er us 

May Heaven's blessing to us come 
Against all peril, do not forsake us 
God protect the islands of the Marianas.
Against all peril, do not forsake us 
God protect the islands of the Marianas.
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COMMENTS BY MR. ART DE ORO1

2

MR. DE ORO:  Hafa adai.  After Okkodo’s 3

public hearing, I was very bothered by some of 4

the statements that were made there.  And the 5

one that really hit me pretty hard and maybe 6

some of you about, it was about the comment 7

about our Chamorro families during the World 8

War II.  9

These statements were made to instill 10

the fear of that era as a justification for 11

more military today; to face this new and 12

impending threat.  And I quote, “You need to13

understand what happens when people lose their 14

freedom.  My in-laws were pressed into forced 15

labor.  It was horrific.  They wanted peace and 16

they constantly sang the song, Uncle Sam, 17

please come back to Guam.” And that struck a 18

core with me because ironically in my research 19

into what Chamorros experienced, we don’t have 20

to go very far.  21

All we have to do is talk to our 22

uncles, our mothers, our fathers, our aunts, 23

our cousins.  But on the internet, in a 24

national park services website, the war in the 25
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pacific webpage on pre-war Guam in 1941, this 1

is what Guam was like: Guam’s 1940 population 2

was over 20,000 people.  3

Guam’s capital, Agana, was a beehive of 4

social and political activity.  People lived in 5

patch-roof houses alongside important political 6

buildings, lending a close-knit atmosphere.  7

Families would form together cultivating such 8

staple food as coconut, breadfruit, kapok, 9

lime, and mango; supplementing produce where 10

chickens, pigs, cattle, and carabao.  Chamorro 11

farmers and fishermen knew not of the 12

increasing political tensions between the 13

United States and Japan at the dusk of 1941 14

approached.  The increased volatility between 15

the two nations eventually leads to the 16

evacuation of all U.S. dependents and civilians 17

on Guam.”  And I repeat, “the evacuation of all 18

U.S. dependents and civilians on Guam.  And by 19

October 17th, the evacuation was completed with 20

the exception of an officer’s wife who was 21

confined for childbirth.”  22

That horrifying ordeal and loss of 23

freedom for the 20,000 Chamorros, our parents, 24

our grandparents, our aunts, and our uncles, 25
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they suffered; but not one military dependent 1

or civilian was left in 1941 on Guam to 2

experience that horror.  Was this because by 3

definition in 1940, Chamorros were not U.S. 4

citizens and didn’t warrant that same 5

protection?  6

Liberation Day has still yet to be 7

celebrated by Chamorro people.  Our man’amko,8

the abandoned 20,000 people have not been 9

recognized as prisoners of war, or apologies 10

made to our comfort women who were raped and 11

killed.  The reparations they are owed in a 12

debt paid for their abandonment and continued 13

use of their now excess lands has no advocate 14

in the holes of our derelict uncle.  15

So, as a fear of today’s threat is16

argued for the justification of more U.S. 17

military on Guam, I rise to ask the question, 18

how many of you Guamanians or Americans were 19

occupied during World War II?  How many mothers 20

and daughters in your families were sex slaves?  21

Did you have your lands taken away?  How many 22

of us will be protected?  Those of us without 23

an ID card who are not a military dependent or 24

U.S. civilian?  25
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COMMENTS BY MS. MONEKA DE ORO1

2

MS. DE ORO:  Hello.  My name is Moneka 3

De Oro.  And I’m going to be going in place of 4

Analee; we switched.  Okay.  (speaks in the 5

Chamorro language and translates)  Our people 6

are sick, our land is sick.  When I say “our 7

people” I mean all people, all 7 billion of us 8

in this planet.  When I say “land”, I mean our 9

whole planet, (speaks in the Chamorro language; 10

our people and our land).11

Our addiction to consuming, to buying 12

this, and to needing to have that is incredibly 13

wasteful and unsustainable.  When we embrace 14

and adopt a culture that places a high value on 15

material things, we run the risk of destroying 16

the very thing that has kept us alive.  Our 17

earth, our home.  18

Our oceans and our lands are stressed 19

and strained; and it’s illnesses are 20

manifesting in our bodies as diseases and 21

cancers.  We humanity are in a crisis.  (speaks 22

in the Chamorro language; our people of the 23

land are getting sick and our land is getting 24

sick). And the whole world needs to reevaluate 25
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our priorities and our lifestyle if you want to 1

live a livable planet for our future 2

generations and for all life.  3

In the last 70 years here on Guahan, we 4

have changed so much.  Many people have lost 5

something very basic; the connection to the 6

land (speaks in the Chamorro language; the 7

coconut).  The tree of life.  The coconut is a 8

prime example.  Coconuts grow here and have 9

been essential to the survival of our people.  10

The first settlers who came to this island 11

brought this versatile vital tree with them on 12

their sakmans almost 4,000 years ago and they 13

developed thousands of uses for all of its 14

parts.  15

Today, we go to the store and we 16

purchase coconut juice, coconut milk and oil 17

imported from Asia.  Coconuts are being 18

embraced all over the word for its nutritional 19

food value.  Its oil has powerful healing 20

properties and can be used as an alternative 21

energy source that is renewable.  22

Yet, here and now, we don’t use the 23

resource and we are at risk of losing the 24

resource.  The Coconut Rhino Beetle invaded our 25
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island home five years ago and it threatens the 1

tree of life.  (speaks in the Chamorro 2

language; our people of the land are getting 3

sick and our land also is getting sick).  4

I know coconuts are not necessarily the 5

issue at hand, but the issue at hand in how 6

much energy we are pushing for and against this 7

military buildup is what disturbs me so much.  8

Our coconut trees are being ravaged throughout9

every village on this island.  And instead of 10

responding to this ecological disaster, we are 11

spending so much time debating whether or not 12

we should have -- be shooting guns and re-using 13

grenade launchers over sacred lands.  14

We are arguing whether or not to 15

further cut down our shrinking native forest to 16

create spaces for weapon testing and war 17

training all for money, for pieces of paper!  18

(speaks in the Chamorro language; our people of 19

the land are getting sick and our land is 20

getting sick).  21

They say doing this is good for Guam; 22

it will provide us jobs.  But you know what 23

else is good for Guahan?  What’s good for our 24

environment, what’s good for our bodies, what’s 25
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good for our economy?  Coconuts.  What will be 1

our legacy?  What will we leave our children?  2

Will we let invasive species like the Rhino 3

Beetle and the military takeover instead of 4

using the thousands of acres here in Tinian, 5

Pagan, Okinawa, Hawaii, the Philippines, or 6

anywhere else where there’s proposed military 7

activities?  Let us begin to explore other 8

possibilities like planning coconut plantations 9

and other healing plants.  Let’s develop our 10

island in ways that are sustainable and ways 11

that perpetuate our culture and language and 12

promote the health and peace in the Marianas 13

and throughout the world.  We have that power; 14

returning to the land that will heal us.  15

(speaks in the Chamorro language; let’s keep 16

our land healthy and alive and all the other 17

locations.  Peace and happiness to all).  18

19

20

21
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COMMENTS BY JONATHAN FRANK BLAS DIAZ1

2

MR. DIAZ:  Can everybody hear me?  3

Shame on you, Mrs. Bordallo.  Shame on you.  4

Why?  You have successfully divided this5

community over and over again! You have 6

successfully divided us as a community that 7

gathers together in this sacred place at Father 8

Duenas. Look at that cross up there, Mrs. 9

Bordallo, it’s Jesus Christ calling.  And what 10

you’re doing is shameful.  11

No.  Shame on you, Mr. Wit, for putting 12

legislation non-transparent meetings on this 13

island.  Shame on the republican party of Guam 14

and the minority republican senators and the 15

asinine behavior of our mayors of usurping the 16

transparent processes of democracy! And I 17

thank the U.S. military for doing us a favor 18

here in the Mariana Islands and bringing us 19

together again, talking about this issue, 20

combining the entire island’s name after Santa 21

Maria Kamalen.22

You cannot sell the lands of our 23

blessed mother.  Catholic social teaching tells 24

us to use the dignity and worth of human life.  25
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You heard Mr. Hara talk about the aquifer.  1

That aquifer is contaminated as a direct result 2

of the asinine behavior of some of our 3

militaries who dumped all of those drum 4

barrels, through which Angel Santos also 5

suffered.6

I cannot believe this community that we 7

are not together in this and that this whole 8

idea of government spending is way abhorrent9

beyond our means.  How dare we come and ask the 10

United States military again for a free handout 11

when we have never achieved our self-12

determination?  13

So, U.S. Marines, you never liberated 14

Guam because we never voted for the 1950 15

Organic Act. We never voted for this.  And 16

what you are doing is totally illegal.  And the 17

international world community will continue to 18

bark upon your doors unless you do right by the 19

people of Guam, the Chamorro people; the 20

Marianas deserve our dignity and worth. Thank 21

you, si yu’us ma’ase, and God bless you.  22

23

24

25
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COMMENTS BY MR. MANNY DUENAS1

2

MR. DUENAS:  I feel constricted with 3

the mic up there.  I’m here to talk about fish.  4

People don’t care about fish.  People don’t 5

care about the ocean.  Everybody’s talking 6

about land.  The military wants to have a 7

footprint.  They’re saying, “No, we’re going to 8

stay in our footprint.”  There’s a gray area 9

that extends out to the ocean that is not their 10

footprint.  All I’m asking is before we agree 11

to anything is to sit down and talk about who 12

you’re impacting.  I would like to have a 13

meeting with the military and discuss how that 14

footprint you’re extending over the waters of 15

Guam is going to affect us.  16

People don’t understand there is a 17

cumulative effect on our marine resources.  18

This is only one part of the impact the 19

fishermen have to endure.  Many of you don’t 20

know, but WSKY 517 are southern seamounts which 21

produce 50% of our fish belongs to the 22

military.  They use it 50 times a year.  All 23

I’m asking is to be good neighbor.  24

Up at the airport it says, “Hafa adai.  25
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Welcome to Guam!”  I didn’t know I was the one 1

that was supposed to be welcomed.  I’m asking 2

you folks to please consider the impacts of 3

everything that’s going to happen to this 4

island.  I support the buildup.  I’m not going 5

to argue about that.  I was a military guy.  6

But at the end of the day, the military, like7

every place else you got kicked out of, Puerto 8

Rico, Hawaii.  Don’t give me that about --9

Senator Inouye is the most powerful senator in 10

the United States before he died.  And he 11

didn’t want your Marines.  Otherwise, he 12

would’ve put in there.  But at the end of the 13

day we’re taking it.  14

So, I just want to let you know that 15

the Navy has their own plans.  They got a 16

marine -- mine warfare area out of Agat.  They 17

got underwater demolition warfare out of Agat.  18

They have a Orote Point live firing range.  19

They have the Haputo Point firing range.  How20

many firing ranges do you need on Guam?  21

I’m asking you and the Marines to 22

consider the one at Pati Point to consider the 23

Haputo range, to consider the Orote Point range 24

that you have existing already.  You have a 25
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footprint there.  And then I understand two to 1

three years ago, you’re going to have the 70-2

mile an hour boats coming to Guam.  Your 3

Marines can wake up in the morning at 7:00 if 4

they have to.  And they can have breakfast with 5

their wives or boyfriends or whatever they 6

have.  But they can get on that boat, fly up to 7

Tinian, shoot their 50-caliber, and come back 8

in time for dinner.  Be realistic!  9

The community is at odds.  This is an 10

economic issue that’s separating this 11

community; I really don’t like it.  But at the 12

end of the day, you’re impacting my fishing 13

community.  And I’m going to tell you right 14

now, if that range goes through without some 15

negotiation, there’ll be 50 boats up there at 16

Ritidian Point.  I promise you that.  17

18

19
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COMMENTS BY CARA FLORES-MAY1

2

MS. FLORES-MAY:  I was just wondering 3

if the governor and Mark Calvo is present 4

tonight since I know that many of us are hoping 5

that he’ll hear our comments.  6

I know a lot of us seem really angry, 7

right?  And I think that if some of you in the 8

stands would like share those buildup 9

contracts, you know, the millions of dollars 10

that you stand to make when you stand up here 11

laughing at -- you know, the folks who are 12

angry, maybe we wouldn’t be so mad.  At least 13

some of us wouldn’t be so mad.  14

I’m here on behalf of our fallen 15

heroes; our heroes.  That would be my 16

grandmother, Justa San Miguel Flores and the 17

other women who endured World War II, those who 18

are ravished by cancer, those who had to choose 19

between their children, which one would live, 20

which one would die.  But you guys don’t care 21

about that. 22

So, let’s look at the numbers.  The PDN 23

reports that the buildup will create 7,031 more 24

jobs.  The PDN leaves out that 87% of all of 25
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these jobs will be construction jobs.  And I 1

know, Juan, you were questioning these numbers 2

earlier, and I swear they come straight from 3

the SEIS; so if they were -- if they didn’t do 4

their due diligence, then please discuss with 5

those who are present here.  6

So, 87% of all these jobs will be 7

construction jobs.  Seventy-two percent of all 8

base construction projects will be taken by off 9

island workers, according to the SEIS.  None of 10

these jobs will last beyond 2028.  The long-11

term increase in job demand is wait for it,12

2.4%.  13

The SEIS also says the most civilian 14

military jobs will be taken by military spouses 15

and off island workers.  So, local workers will 16

get 53% of non-construction jobs that extend 17

beyond the buildup.  So, local workers will see 18

a long-term increase in jobs, a 53% of 2.4%.  19

But what about the billions of dollars that 20

GovGuam is going to make in tax revenue?  21

The SEIS is clear, GovGuam in not going 22

to see billions of dollars in tax revenue.  23

According to the SEIS, the biggest increase in 24

tax revenue GovGuam will see is $86.4 million 25
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or 9.5% increase.  Then we would see without 1

the buildup, not considering the impact of the 2

buildup on tourism revenue.  At best, the long-3

term increase in tax revenues is 3% or $40 4

million per year.  5

So, I was doing the math.  There are 6

61,930 people working on Guam.  Forty million 7

per year divided by the number of working 8

people is 645 per year or 1242 per week, or 250 9

per day.  At these numbers -- and these numbers 10

are best-case scenario (with a shaky voice) --11

sorry, I get nervous talking in front of 12

people.  I promise there’s an end to this.  13

What do I mean by that?  Well, these numbers 14

assume that GovGuam will collect 100% of all 15

taxes, 100% collection.  This also assumes --16

sorry.  Stop you guys.  Please, I have to 17

finish.  18

This also seems that the buildup will 19

not affect tourism revenues, a concern of GVB.  20

This figure is also assumed that GovGuam will 21

collect Section 30 funding.  I’m right here, 22

Uncle Bernie.  23

This assumption is based on an 24

agreement that was signed by DOD and the IRS.  25
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So, DOD changed its mind; would be able to stop 1

it?  How will we even monitor these funds or 2

enforce the DOD-IRS agreement?  But let’s just 3

accept DOD’s assumptions.  The best-case 4

scenario is that local workers may see 53% of 5

the 2.4% increase in job demand.  Can you just 6

bring up that cup really quick?  I’m almost 7

done.  8

Our community might see an increase in 9

tax revenues of 3%.  But these are -- there are 10

some certainties -- just one more paragraph, in 11

these plans; we will lose roughly 4,000 acres 12

of our land and sea to firing range complex.  13

We’ll have to deal with thousands of more 14

people in our roads and in our neighborhoods.  15

We will have to find the funding to hire new 16

teachers, doctors, nurses, social workers, and 17

police officers.  18

The SEIS says that there will not be a 19

shortage of available housing; and that may be 20

true.  But will there be and is there a 21

shortage of affordable housing on Guam?  Our 22

community knows better -- look, I’m almost 23

done.  Look at the numbers.  It’s still part of 24

that paragraph.  Five billion dollars is the 25
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amount that off island joint ventures and their 1

local partners -- some of them in this room, 2

some of them in this room; you can hear them 3

right now, are set to make off this buildup.  4

But the benefit that we will see per year, 5

best-case scenario is about the same as if 6

every person on Guam bought a cup of coffee on 7

their way to work.  A cup of coffee.  8

MR. GUZMAN:  Once again, thank you 9

again for supporting the opportunity for 10

everyone to have three minutes.  I do ask that 11

you focus, please, on what you want to say and 12

think about what you want to say so that you 13

can get through it as quickly as possible.  I 14

have two more pages of people who want to come 15

up and speak.  And they need to have that 16

opportunity.  It’s their right as well.  17

18

19

20
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COMMENTS BY MS. VICTORIA LOLA LEON GUERRERO1

2

MS. LEON GUERRERO:  Hafa adai.  Our 3

hospitality shouldn’t compromise our dignity.  4

Our community is distracted, trying to figure 5

out how we’re going to host the Marines.  But 6

we’re not taking care of ourselves.  We need 7

the ability to be allowed to figure out how we 8

are going to care for ourselves.  The choice of 9

bringing the Marines here was not ours.  But 10

once it was presented, it became our only 11

economic solution limiting our critical 12

thinking skills and our creativity to envision 13

a better island that we don’t have to stretch 14

too far to come up with.  Because just 70 years 15

ago, 30% of this island that is now used to 16

store bombs, house soldiers and sailors, and 17

their guns, were used to farm, raise livestock, 18

fish, and feed ourselves.  19

Now, we rely heavily on imports that 20

are killing us.  The leading causes of death on 21

this island: heart disease, stroke, diabetes, 22

cancer; all in the last 70 years.  Our 23

man’amkos (elderly) are dying before their 24

time, and our babies are dying before they’re 25
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allowed to be born.  This island has double the 1

infant mortality rate of the United States.  2

Anybody that looks at the health of a 3

community will tell you that a high infant 4

mortality rate is a bad sign.  If we can’t even 5

keep our babies alive, if we can’t even feed 6

ourselves without waiting for ships, how are we 7

going to continue to ensure that this island is 8

a place we want our children to inherit?  9

We need our lands to feed ourselves, 10

not to train for war.  That is not the island I 11

want this baby or my son to inherit.  And I 12

believe that this buildup is forcing us to 13

ignore the major issues that we need to face as 14

a community.  We need to be healthy.  Our 15

lands, our air, and our water need to be clean; 16

so that they can live here.  Sina ma’ase.17

18

19

20
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COMMENTS BY MR. BEN GUMATAOTAO1

2

MR. GUMATAOTAO:  Good evening, ladies 3

and gentlemen.  I’m Ben Gumataotao, World War 4

II survivor.  I live in Sumay; Sumay was taken 5

by the Japanese, were never been returned.  6

Why?  Because they need it for military 7

purposes.  And I’m glad they do that.  8

Otherwise, we’ll not be here.  None of us will 9

be here if we lose the World War II.  And 10

that’s why I want the buildup to be here in 11

Guam.  12

Another thing.  When you say national 13

security, national security means if we don’t 14

have that, we’re all going to be defeated in 15

this weak country.  War would be coming forth.  16

Why?  Because we’re weak.  If we’re strong, we 17

will not have any war.  So, be at peace and 18

peace be with you all.  Thank you very much.  19

20

21

22
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COMMENTS BY MR. ELOY HARA1

2

MR. HARA: Good evening.  My name is3

Eloy Perez Hara.  And I am one of the real 4

Gojos.  I carry the name.  I am a war survivor.  5

I’m a retired military.  Out of the things that 6

you young folks talk about, I live it.  You 7

don’t have to ask your man’amko because I am 8

one of them.  If you really want to hear a lot 9

of things, talk to me.  10

And to my recollect, because I am a war 11

survivor, I go back a little farther in 12

history; and to my recollect on my history, 13

Guam -- I mean was, you know, more or less 14

dominated by Spain until the Spanish-American 15

war in 1898.  And Spain was -- cede Guam to 16

United States.  17

And, from then on, Guam became a Naval, 18

more or less stopping point for refilling and 19

for other, you know, it’s kind of like a 20

stopping point for the ships.  And to my also 21

on my history, it tells me that every Navy 22

command back then when Navy was -- I mean the 23

Marine Corps was under the Navy, they are Navy 24

-- they are Marine security until about 1996 25
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when they even closed down the Marine barracks 1

here in Guam.  2

So, I saw a lot of signs over there 3

saying, “Marines, stay out,” “Marine, go away,” 4

and all of that kind of stuff.  Actually, the 5

Marines have been in this island longer than 6

any of you out here trying to, you know, say 7

“Marines stay out.”  Yes.  “Stop the buildup,” 8

and -- but you know, I’m going to let you 9

speak, show your sign.  But give me the 10

courtesy.  11

By the way, Chamorro -- in Chamorro, 12

huh?  (speaks in the Chamorro language; the 13

highest thing in a culture is respect.  If the  14

respect is not there you are no worth.  When15

there is no respect, there is no worth, value.  16

So, give people respect) Okay?17

And anyway, back to what I’m here 18

about.  I have filled this book up to give you 19

why this buildup and I am for it, why this 20

buildup should be -- you know, should go on.  21

But I see that all of the information I can 22

give you are there; so now I’m going to give 23

you information that are not here that is 24

available to you.  And this is one of them.  25
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The first time I recall in my very life 1

was one Sunday afternoon, I was in -- I mean 2

Sunday morning, I was in a mass.  The mass 3

stopped because Japanese planes were going by 4

to bomb Sumay.  And then my recollect, my next 5

recollect is of course the Japanese occupation 6

of Guam.  A lot of them are good but mostly are 7

bad.  8

And next, is when the Marine found us 9

because we were hiding in the jungle when the 10

Marines found us.  So, that’s why I am for the 11

marine because they saved not only my life but 12

all of the life of your parents that were born 13

and raised here in Guam.  So, that’s why United 14

States Marine Corps welcome back to Guam; and 15

thank you for coming back.  16

17

18

19
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COMMENTS BY MR. ELOY HARA1

2

MR. HARA:  Again, I’m Eloy Hara.  And 3

I’ve been a member of the JGPO way back from 4

General Gohorn’s time when Governor Camacho 5

first established the civilian-military task 6

force.  And I remember the first meeting we 7

had, several of our senators that are here 8

tonight were there also.  9

But I followed this -- you know, the 10

study from way back, again from day 1 11

continuing on to now.  Let me just dispel some 12

of the things I heard at Okkodo and here 13

tonight.  For example, Guam Power and GWA have 14

continued to work not just with JGPO but 15

specially with NAFVAC Marianas and NAVFAC 16

Pacific relevant to water, power, and 17

wastewater.  18

So, there is no shortage of water in 19

Guam.  We are blessed with an abundant aquifer 20

in the northern part of Guam.  There are six --21

five caverns there capable of manufacturing up 22

to over 90 million gallons per day; and so far 23

the military and Guam Power and the Air Force, 24

and Guam Water have been the best stewards in 25
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making sure that we do not pollute our aquifers 1

by doing it together under the Management of 2

the WIER at UOG who are, you know, helping us 3

in making sure that we manage our aquifer 4

properly.  5

A few years ago during the 1996 BRAC6

exodus, over 10,000 military and civilian 7

personnel left the island and then Guam lost 8

about 400 million.  And if some of our senators 9

here may remember, during Joe Ada’s 10

administration, the general fund was up to over 11

$700 million getting close to $800 million 12

annually.  But at the exodus of the 1996 when 13

they shut down NAS, Navy Shipyard, Logistic 14

Supply Center and downsized the rest, the 15

general fund went down to just less than $300 16

million.  So, there is the returning of the17

military, even though it’s only 5,000, the --18

you know, the -- I forgot the name of -- but 19

anyway, it will raise the revenue again and the 20

general fund by easily half of that over 200 21

million.  Thank you.22

23

24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. JEFF JONES1

2

MR. JONES:  Good evening.  Hafa adai.  3

My name is Jeff Jones, and I’m here 4

representing myself as well as our company.  5

Some of you may know Triple J; we’ve been here 6

for 30 years and -- but our family has been 7

here for 50 years.  I was born here, been 8

raised here, schooled here.  In fact I 9

graduated from FD before this beautiful gym was 10

here, we had to play on the basketball court 11

out there under the sun; but we had a good time 12

and we appreciate the time we had here.  13

You know, Triple J has been doing 14

business in Guam for 30 years and we have --15

employ about 350 people.  I’m here to support 16

the buildup and I can tell you the reason why.  17

While we understand that there is some concern 18

about the details of the firing range complex 19

as well as the surface danger zone, impact over 20

the National Wildlife Refuge at Ritidian, we 21

hope these concerns can be resolved and will 22

not become a stumbling block for the buildup to 23

proceed.  24

The Guam economy that provides all of 25
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our employment and tax revenue to pay for 1

government operations really only has two legs 2

to stand on at this time.  One is tourism and 3

the other is the military.  Both provide a 4

significant number of jobs, taxes, and5

opportunity for us.  We cannot survive without 6

either one of them, one, and must do all we can 7

to protect both.  If you don’t believe this is 8

true, just visit one of our neighboring islands 9

of Micronesia and see how they struggle to make 10

ends meet and pay for the basic necessity of 11

life.  12

Triple J does business in many of these 13

islands and I have seen their struggles 14

firsthand with high employment, dilapidated or 15

non-existing infrastructure, and poor 16

healthcare, and government services.  It is no 17

wonder why so many of their citizens travel 18

here to find jobs and a hope for a better life.  19

The Government of Guam very much needs the tax 20

revenues that will be generated from this 21

increased military activity to pay for its debt 22

service as well as the increased pay for 23

government workers, not to mention school 24

repairs, public safety, public health, and 25
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social service programs.  1

The businesses of Guam need the buildup 2

so that we can continue to grow economic 3

activity which in turn will provide more and 4

better paying jobs and tax revenues for the 5

government.  According to the most recent 6

polls, a clear majority of Guam-voting 7

population between 60% and 66% support the 8

military buildup because they understand that 9

it will be good for Guam and good for them and 10

good for their families.  Thank you very much.11

12

13
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COMMENTS BY MR. BOB KLITZKIE1

2

MR. KLITZKIE:  Hafa adai. I’m going to 3

start out with sort of like a disclaimer or 4

maybe an apology because I’m not going to give 5

a very emotional presentation.  When I’m -- oh, 6

okay.  Yeah, the same problem Saturday.  Yeah.  7

I’m going to start out with a disclaimer or an 8

apology because when I’m finished, my 9

presentation won’t be highly emotional; it 10

won’t get you stirred up.  When I’m finished, 11

you aren’t going to go out and grab a torch and 12

storm the barricades or something like that.  13

I’m not going to -- although I have several14

personal axes, I’m not going to grind any of 15

them tonight.  I’m just going to talk about a 16

few of the things that I know or perhaps things 17

that I think I know.  18

One of the things that I think I’d like 19

to point out is we’ve referred to something 20

about culture tonight; interesting concept.  21

But I would submit to you that -- we’ve heard 22

something about culture tonight.  It’s an 23

interesting concept.  And I would submit that 24

the culture of the United States Marine Corps 25
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has been intertwined with the culture of the 1

people who live on Guam for over 100 years.  2

If we go back before World War II, it 3

was the Marines who basically were sort of like 4

the village mayors, performed a lot of valuable 5

civil functions.  During the war, of course the 6

Japanese took over. In 1944, 1,548 Marines 7

became an indelible part of this culture 8

because they gave up their lives liberating 9

this island from the Japanese.  That hasn’t 10

been touched on tonight or last Saturday.  But 11

I think it’s worth remembering.  12

I want to also talk a little bit about 13

the way Marines train.  Marines train with 14

rifles.  Marines need a rifle range; I think we 15

need the Marines.  I want to say finally --16

have I used up my three minutes yet, Cliff?  17

Not yet?  No.  I didn’t think I’d have that 18

much to say. I was hoping he’d pull me off of 19

here.  Because I’m just about finished, Cliff; 20

I really am.  21

So, I want to wind up by saying this, 22

something that I think I know, and that is that 23

the buildup and the rifle range are going to be 24

good for the United States.  The buildup and 25
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the rifle range are going to be good for the 1

United States Marine Corps.  The buildup and 2

the rifle range are going to be good for the 3

people.  And finally and perhaps most 4

importantly, the buildup and the range are 5

going to be good for Guam.  Si yu’us ma’ase and 6

semper fidelis.7

8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. MARIE LUARCA1

2

MS. LUARCA:  Good evening, everybody.  3

My name is Marie Borja Luarca.  I’m originally 4

from the village of Santa Rita, Guam.  My 5

parents came from the village of Sumay, Guam.  6

And my grandparents used to own property which 7

is now called Dotty Beach on Naval Base Guam.  8

We had the opportunity to go back there and 9

visit as often as we want, because thankfully 10

dad retired from the United States Air Force.  11

I wasn’t prepared to speak.  I am 12

number 30.  I was taking notes of everybody who 13

spoke and I see the passion in everybody here.  14

And just all I ask is that as Emily said, 15

please be respectful.16

There are ways to work with people, 17

there are ways to request changes, there are 18

ways to ask for help, and there are other ways.  19

And the Chamorros aren’t like that, guys.  I’m 20

a Chamorro.  But I’m also an American.  And 21

I’ve got a history of supporting the military.22

If you want to talk about not getting jobs or 23

fearful of not getting jobs, I was working for 24

the commanding officer of U.S. Naval Base --25
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the U.S. Naval Magazine Guam at one time when 1

the active duty Marines were stationed there.  2

And I really, really appreciated the work 3

everybody did there; not just the military, the 4

civilians likewise.  I also was a secretary for 5

the commanding officer at Naval Base Guam.  6

Sorry.  Naval security officer, Naval Base,7

Guam.  I’m nervous, I’m sorry; I apologize.  8

Please, please work with the SEIS 9

folks.  They’re trying to bring in the respect, 10

the Chamorro culture; they’re trying to work 11

with you and we don’t want to show the other 12

side.  And I know a lot of you look at me13

saying, “Get her out of there, have her move.”14

But I’m for the buildup because I’m looking for 15

the future of our children and our families.  16

I have a lot of family and friends in 17

the audience who are staring at me right now; 18

may disown me after this.  But I love you all 19

dearly.  You’re my friends, you’re my family, 20

and I just hope that we can all work together 21

in a make-it-right way.  Please.  Thank you 22

very much for showing me respect and I wish it 23

had followed through with the speakers before 24

me; because it was not fair to them to have the 25
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yelling and the screaming.  Thank you all for 1

keeping silent during my time. I appreciate 2

it.  3

4

5

6
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COMMENTS BY MR. JAMES MARTINEZ1

2

MR. MARTINEZ:  Thank you, Cliff.  My 3

name is James Martinez, and I’m the president 4

of Guam Contractors Association.  I speak 5

before you this evening representing our GCA 6

board of directors and the 515 member companies 7

that make up our organization.  8

The Guam Contractors Association 9

remains steadfast in our support of the Guam 10

military buildup.  We also support the 11

Congresswoman Bordallo’s House Bill HR4402 and 12

its inclusion in the National Defense 13

Authorization Act for 2015.  We appreciate the 14

willingness of the Department of the Navy to 15

listen to our local residents and to mitigate 16

those concerns raised in the last round of EIS, 17

and recognize the good faith effort put in the 18

new draft SEIS and in keeping with our 19

commitment to the four pillars as outlined by 20

Undersecretary of the Navy Robert Work in 21

January of 2011.  22

These four pillars were developed to 23

shape the buildup strategy moving forward and 24

was a result of the concerns raised in the 25

Comment ID: #262 262 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-777



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

40

previous EIS by the Government of Guam and the 1

people that call Guam their home.  2

So, here we are today, and once again, 3

the Department of the Navy has given us the 4

opportunity to voice our comments with a new 5

and improved draft SEIS; one that required much 6

careful thought and consideration in keeping 7

with their commitment outlined in the four 8

pillars.  9

We believe that the Department of the 10

Navy did their due diligence and have now come 11

forward with the plan that we believe will work 12

for the people of Guam.  A plan that includes 13

one Guam, improving the quality of life not 14

just for the military personnel stationed here 15

but for the entire community of Guam; for green 16

Guam, protecting the island’s environmental 17

treasures, for 24/7 unimpeded access to Pagat, 18

and lastly a net negative footprint.  19

It is our hope that this new buildup 20

plan will move forward not only for the 21

industry I represent, but for the entire 22

community.  For our organization, the buildup 23

means jobs for local residents.  Those who are 24

interested in the construction trades and have 25
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a willingness to learn can avail themselves of 1

the opportunity that this buildup can offer.  2

Several students currently enrolled at 3

GCA Trades Academy were asked recently to write 4

down the first thing that came to mind when 5

they hear military buildup.  The responses were 6

more jobs, more pay, can afford to buy a house, 7

better roads, better economy, more opportunity 8

to advance, and better education for my kids.  9

These are hardworking individuals who are not 10

looking for a handout but rather an opportunity 11

to improve their own lives and those of their 12

family.  And this opportunity is waiting for 13

them.  14

We wholeheartedly support the military 15

buildup effort as it will build up more jobs 16

and opportunities for all Guamanians, build up 17

our economy, build up a better sense of 18

security from opposing forces, and build up 19

pride in our heritage.  Thank you and si yu’us 20

ma’ase.21

22

23

24
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COMMENTS BY MS. JESSICA NANGAUTA1

2

MR. SABLAN:  (blows a horn; sings in 3

Chamorro) Blow the shell of your kulus.  Call 4

because our people are waiting.  I’m here to 5

say no to the military buildup on our island.  6

I come to speak mostly to our people here, our 7

community on Guahan.  True security is in food 8

security; protecting our land, protecting our 9

soil.  We cannot keep destroying, allowing 10

people to destroy and contaminate our land.  We 11

should be building our soils, not contaminating 12

them with weaponry and shells and guns.  13

I don’t like that we host military --14

nuclear contaminations on our island.  We 15

should demand that they clean up their mess.  16

We know about Cocos Lagoon.  We know about 17

Sumay.  We know about Fena and Gapgap.  You 18

walk around the jungles and you see shards.  19

I’m an Agriculture major at UOG.  And just the 20

other day, I was tilling the farm and I digged 21

up a grenade, a hand grenade.  They said, “Oh, 22

you have to move back.  Go call the bomb23

squad.”  This is the third time we found it on 24

our farm.  25
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Our government needs to help speak up 1

for us and tell the people -- demand them to 2

clean up after their mess.  We can no longer 3

sacrifice our land and our ocean that surrounds4

us.  We know about your failures in the Bikini 5

Islands.  We know about Kwajalein.  We know 6

about Eniwetok and the jelly babies.  The 7

poison you contaminate their land.  We cannot 8

do that here.  We don’t want you do that here.9

The military’s boot prints on the 10

environment and on the earth has been 11

embarrassing; so much so that I’m not proud to 12

say that I’m American because it’s 13

embarrassing.  We should be protecting our 14

resources and I say that so many times.  15

I will no longer accept any war games 16

or training; not here, not Pagat, not Ritidian, 17

not Tinian, not Pagan.  Nowhere in the 18

Marianas! I hope that our Government of Guam 19

helps us to provide more resources for us to 20

rebuild the soil.  And I want to leave with 21

this.  The land provides all we need as long as 22

we plant the seeds.  Grow.  Grow Guahan.  Stick 23

to the root of things, okay?  I don’t support 24

this military buildup; I don’t support 25
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contamination, that’s it.  Thank you.1

2

3

4

Comment ID: #263 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-782



DEPO RESOURCES
George B. Castro
Court Reporter

Tel.(671)688-DEPO * Fax(671)472-3094

118

COMMENTS BY SENATOR BEN PANGELINAN1

2

SENATOR PANGELINAN:  Thank you.  Si 3

yu’us ma’ase, Cliff.  I just want to talk a 4

little bit about different thoughts that I’ve 5

had in reading the SEIS, the arguments that6

have been presented this evening, things hidden 7

behind some arguments that seem to kind of 8

divide us or make it paint the other person in 9

a negative picture.  10

My good friend Carl Peterson came up 11

and said he sold the house in 1968 or whatever 12

for $18,000.  He sold the house.  He made a 13

decision to sell his house.  He set the price 14

for his house.  He wrote the contract for the 15

sale.  He determined when he was going to move 16

out of the house.  And by saying that, he’s 17

trying to say that Chamorros who are asking to 18

be paid fairly for the properties, that they 19

had no say in their land being sold, that they 20

had their lands condemned, they were told when 21

to move, they were not allowed to write the 22

contract, they were not allowed to be advised 23

by an attorney, they were not allowed to read 24

the contract in Chamorro when they only spoke 25
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Chamorro, that they’re greedy because they want 1

to be paid more.  2

Ladies and gentlemen, we don’t need 3

that kind of argument in this forum.  He made a 4

decision, they had no decision to make and 5

they’re greedy because they get paid 5 cents on 6

the dollar, and he got paid a $1.50 per square 7

foot on his house?  It’s not fair.  And that’s 8

what we’re saying.  9

This whole SEIS is not fair, ladies and 10

gentlemen.  Take a look at the SEIS. It says 11

social health, education, public safety impact, 12

significant impact in the SEIS needs to be 13

mitigated, needs to be funded.  Economic 14

impact, less than significant impact.  In other 15

words, it’s not fair.  It’s not balance.  The 16

cost we’re going to pay to host everybody else 17

that comes along with the impact, to school 18

them, to arrest them, to put them in jail, to 19

treat them at the hospital, it’s going to cost 20

us more money than the economic taxes that 21

we’re going to collect.  It’s in the SEIS.  22

It’s not fair, ladies and gentlemen.  It’s not 23

balance, ladies and gentlemen.  That’s what 24

we’re saying here.  That’s what these people 25
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are telling you, telling me.  1

Ladies and gentlemen, the military now 2

tells us we got 60 days.  It’s telling to 3

decide and choose from the alternatives they 4

give us.  And when we say we don’t like those 5

alternatives, then they say come up with your 6

own.  Well, I’ll tell you what, give $5 million 7

as a sole source contract to We Are Guahan and 8

we’ll help you.  We’ll help We Are Guahan,9

we’ll help them give the alternatives that we 10

want, like no 50-caliber machine gun range 11

solves 90% of the problem.  But they don’t want 12

that.  Why?  Because I said back there, they13

said, “Why do you need to have everything in14

the way?”  Convenience.  Why can’t you shoot 15

50-caliber in Okinawa so that when you need to 16

train for 50-caliber, you take the Marines from 17

here, you put them in Okinawa.  Why can’t?  18

Because it’s not convenient.  19

Ladies and gentlemen, it’s not a matter 20

if it is convenient for us. Is the impact 21

convenient for us?  No.  HR4402 and this SEIS 22

were designed.  The military and this SEIS 23

process is here because of a lawsuit; a lawsuit 24

that says the military did not meet its 25
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obligations by examining all alternatives 1

during that EEIS process.  They sat for one 2

year facing that lawsuit, then they decided 3

we’re going to do an SEIS; so while they were 4

doing that, ladies and gentlemen, the SEIS 5

process, says don’t look over there, look over 6

there, no more Pagat.  But we’re over here now 7

at Ritidian.  8

MR. GUZMAN:  Time is up.9

SENATOR PANGELINAN:  I know, but I got 10

people that signed up and they are going to 11

yield their time.  12

Ladies and gentlemen, we will continue 13

this discussion tomorrow night.14

15

16
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COMMENTS BY MR. GREGORY PEREZ1

2

MR. PEREZ:  Thank you, Cliff.  Good 3

evening, everyone.  I am Gregory Perez, 4

resident of Tamuning, born and raised here.  A 5

couple of items I’d like -- or points I’d like 6

to make is, first, I’m here in full support of 7

the military buildup.  And I say that because I 8

believe that that’s one of the best things that 9

we could do for our economy; and not just for 10

the near term, not just for the construction 11

phase but also for the mid-term and the long-12

term.  And I know a lot of us concerned for our 13

children and our grandchildren.  And what 14

better way can we take care of them than give 15

them opportunities so they can develop their 16

skills, earn a living, and build their careers.  17

And that’s something they can pass down from 18

one generation to the next.  19

As far as the military, you know, 20

there’s -- everybody has their opinion.  21

They’re good, they’re bad.  But years ago when 22

I first met my father-in-law 43 years ago, he 23

said you cannot have a better uncle than Uncle 24

Sam.  He lives through World War II.  He’s one 25
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of the survivors.  Of course it was not 1

pleasant for him as like any other Chamorro 2

resident that was here, and the non-Chamorros 3

that were here.  They suffered tremendously.  4

Quite a few lost their lives.  5

But, you know, they expressed that 6

appreciation to Uncle Sam.  And they expressed 7

that appreciation to the Marine Corps and to 8

the United States U.S. Armed Forces.  They’re 9

good for us.  Not just back then when they 10

liberated us, but also for the future.  11

The other reason that I came is I 12

wanted to hear more about the SEIS.  And 13

unfortunately, you know, overhearing our 14

negative comments and we’re not hearing as much 15

recommended solutions or options; and one thing 16

that we learned from our parents is, you know, 17

if you’re going to be -- if I’m going to be 18

quick to criticize something or someone, I have 19

better come up with the least three -- a20

minimum of three recommended options that are 21

actionable, doable.  22

So, again those are the two reasons I’m 23

here for support and I want to learn more about 24

the SEIS.  I’m confident the U.S. military will 25
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not abandon Guam, I’m confident the U.S. 1

military will address issues as they come up 2

and for the betterment of the island.  It’s not 3

a perfect world, but I know they work hard in 4

finding the best solution based on information 5

that we give them.  Okay.  Thank you very much.6

7

8
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COMMENTS BY MR. CARL PETERSON1

2

MR. PETERSON:  Hafa adai everyone.3

Forty seven years ago, I sold a house that I 4

originally purchased new.  I sold it for 5

$18,000.00.  A number of years after that, the 6

price of that house had gone up; so I went back 7

to the owner and I said, “You know, I sold that 8

at $18,000.00 but now it’s much higher, I want 9

the difference.”  And he says, “There’s 10

something you don’t understand.  When you sold 11

that house, that’s the price you’re going to 12

get.  You’re not going to get it again.  You’re 13

not selling this house again.  I own it now.  14

You were paid fair market price and when I 15

moved, you don’t get it back.”  This house 16

today is worth $165,000.00 plus or minus.  17

So, I went back to my office, I’m in a 18

financial planning business, and I took my 19

calculator out and I started thinking, “Now, if 20

I wanted to benefit my children and my 21

grandchildren and other generations, instead of 22

spending the $18,000.00, what would’ve happened 23

if I invested it?”  So, if I would’ve invested 24

it at 8% in the last 49 years that Guam’s been 25
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my home, that would be over $600,000 today; 1

four times the value of the house.  So, the 2

moral of that story is that when you receive 3

money for anything and you want to benefit 4

another generation, you can’t spend it.  It’s 5

got to carry on.  6

Last Saturday and again today, we heard 7

the Speaker and Senator Cruz come up and 8

essentially not support the buildup, as well as 9

they want to keep the refuge where it’s at.  10

Come to think of it, that’s probably not your 11

newest best friends if you’re a landowner.  But 12

that’s not the point.  The irony is this, that 13

if we don’t expand the economy so that we get 14

more jobs and be able to bring people back home 15

and create that opportunity, how is the island 16

going to grow?  And secondly, these same 17

senators support increasing the pricing for all 18

of it; because when you increase minimum wage, 19

obviously you’re going to increase the price.20

And so, on one hand, you stop the jobs 21

being expanded, the other hand you increase 22

prices, that’s only going to cause our -- my 23

family members and your family members jobs.  24

Hawaii has a lot of military; thousands of 25
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people work for Hawaii -- for the military 1

there.  They don’t get Section 30 money, they 2

don’t get corporate income taxes, they don’t 3

get personal income taxes, but they want more 4

military.  Is there some picture we don’t see?  5

Thank you.6

7

8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. ABU ROSE1

2

MR. ROSE:  I am Abu Rose.  I am part 3

Chamorro, part taotaomona, part-time citizen, 4

and fulltime colonized.  Michael, you’re not 5

listening to me.  I am the blonde of cruel 6

man’s joke as to when if ever I catch on. The 7

abnormality of ordered considered citizenship 8

but not included to your constitution; a 9

pretentious make-believe.  Thus, I am part-10

time.  Fulltime are those within your U.S. 11

Constitution.  It is they you can apply eminent 12

domain, it is they you can take to -- off their 13

properties to move in and to establish 14

yourselves.  15

Since many of us believe we are U.S. 16

citizens make you feel entitled to selectively 17

choose to take, you have been deceitful and you 18

still are.  Our Asian side of the world been 19

allowed to apply and to pay exuberant immigrant 20

fees.  This has been a lot of money and 21

increasing; and none of it for Guam.  U.S. 22

pockets all this money.  USA exploits Guam.23

Every tuna fishing within our EE waters 24

applies and pays sovereign fees of which the 25
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U.S. again pockets all this money, none for1

Guam.  USA exploits Guam.  I ain’t done (to the 2

moderator).3

But we know the story of Japan -- oh, 4

wait a minute, where am I at?  Just a minute.  5

Timeout, timeout.  USA battled with Spain on a 6

false accusation and won war booties (sic),7

stolen goods. Guam never surrendered 8

sovereignty to Spain nor to the U.S.  Spain 9

invaded and forced the Chamorro to submit to 10

foreign gods.  Stay over there (to the 11

moderator).12

USA took Guam as a prize and then 13

choose owning a colony; a status easily14

abandoned for any impractical reasoning.  Of 15

the later 1930’s, Japan were living on Saipan, 16

a neighboring Mariana Islands.  Their ships 17

would go west and U.S. ships on Guam goes east 18

crossing path time to time.  Japanese ship 19

would fire canon as protocol.  But what would20

American salute back with?  Since U.S. are 21

well-known for their nasty attitudes, the 22

scenario most likely would be a finger up in 23

the air.  This should conclude gathering nest 24

eggs at Pearl, ready to gobble Japanese -- go 25
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away (to the moderator). In April of 1941, 1

U.S. bugged out, almost completely.  But we 2

know that story.  Japan outsmarted the U.S. and 3

invaded Guam anyway.  4

We are not liberated, Japan in pure 5

army tried to save as much Chamorro lives by6

the Manengon march.7

MR. GUZMAN:  You can sign up again Ms. 8

Rose.9

MS. ROSE:  I did.  I put my name down 10

three times.  11

MR. GUZMAN:  I know you did.  Yes, you 12

did.13

MS. ROSE:  He won.14

MR. GUZMAN:  You can come back again.15

Si yu’us ma’ase, Abu.16

17
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COMMENTS BY MS. EMILY G. SABLAN1

2

MS. SABLAN:  Hafa adai and buenas 3

noches todus hamyu. Good evening, everyone.  I4

am Emily Sablan from Toto.  And I come here 5

representing my family, the Sablan family, 6

familian Manet, Branch Number M8.  Okay.  I 7

come here in the spirit of inafamauleg (to make 8

good).  Most of you probably know who I am.  I 9

have been plastered all over the paper for the 10

past few weeks.  I don’t even want to stop by 11

Payless on the way home.  Okay.  12

I’ve already written my comments 13

comprised of more than three minutes worth of 14

thoughts.  So, this will be short.  Here are my 15

three minutes worth of thoughts:16

I want to thank all whom are 17

instrumental with the open houses and public 18

hearings that’s been going on around the 19

island.  Firstly, for my father Jose Pangelinan 20

Sablan whom as a young man, who was born and 21

raised in Sumay, now Naval Station, was never 22

given a chance to voice his concern before they 23

were shoved up to the hills of Santa Rita.  24

Never.  25
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He was never to return, only until he 1

joined the Navy and was able to get in with 2

this ID card so he can go down to Sumay.  And 3

he could not even make a home for us when we 4

came to be.  He was only able to return with 5

that ID card; because he retired from the U.S. 6

Navy up to 30 years.  7

Certainly, he was one of the Guamanian 8

recruits who could only be stewards or cooks.  9

Well, I was proud of my father who broke that 10

out of that chain because he didn’t like to 11

cook.  He retired as a BM1.  And being born12

1899, I think he did pretty darn good to be a 13

first class in the United States Navy when 14

blacks and Chamorros were only stewards.15

Secondly, I would like for the military 16

officials to please paint a better picture of 17

local natives and Guamanians.  We are not anti-18

military nor anti-Americans as there’s a large 19

majority of us whom are in -- or retired 20

military and are Americans.  I would like to 21

ask anyone who has served in the military to 22

please stand up.  If you’re already standing 23

up, raise your hand.  If you have been in the 24

military, please stand up and validate my 25
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comments.  Please.  1

These are American soldiers, Navy, I am 2

one.  I am the product of Jose Pangelinan 3

Sablan and Maria G. Sablan.  Jose Sablan, 30 4

years, my three brothers, 60 years, my sister 5

and I put in to add up to 110 years of DD214.6

What are we anti about?  Being treated 7

with disrespect in our own island. Lastly, as 8

an elder of our Sablan clan whom have been here 9

since early 1800’s, not me, my great, great 10

grandfather, we deserve, okay, as a people of 11

the land, enough have been done against our 12

people in the name of national security; and 13

with each transaction took chunks of our 14

livelihood, culture and tradition.  15

MR. GUZMAN:  Your time is up.16

MS. SABLAN:  May I finish, please?  17

Okay.  We only want transparency and assurance 18

that Litigzan, which by the way, if you don’t 19

know what Litigzan means, means a stirring 20

place.  A place that stirs.  We want assurance 21

that it will not be another military-only 22

beach; like Gap Gap, like Tarague, like all 23

these other places.  We just want to be 24

friendly.  But please give us that respect.  25
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Okay.  1

(speaks in the Chamorro language; all 2

you people, you are the boss of your land). 3

We live by the golden rule that as you’d like 4

to be treated, that’s how we’d like to be 5

treated.  You are the visitors.  We should be 6

rulers of our own land.  Thank you.7

8

9

10
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COMMENTS BY MS. PATRIA SABLAN1

2

MS. SABLAN:  Hafa adai.  Is this on?  3

Okay.  Hafa adai all you guys.  Can you hear 4

me?  No?  Up?  Okay.  Can you hear me?  Okay.  5

My name is Patria Untalan Sablan.  I’m all for 6

Guam’s protection.  What I’m against is a brand 7

new firing range in Ritidian.  8

To me, you military folks already have 9

an answer.  You have alternative number 1, 10

which is Route 15.  You’ve identified it.  11

Since way back in the 1940’s, that range, that 12

firing range has been designated.  So, I’m 13

inviting you to go back and revisit that place.  14

And you know what?  You make it work for you 15

guys.  You make that little place work for you; 16

be creative and be sensitive to us. 17

18

19
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COMMENTS BY MS. JAMELA SANTOS1

2

MS. SANTOS:  “You have three minutes to 3

publicly testify.”  “You have 60 days to read 4

1,448 pages.”  “You have 3,000 type characters 5

online or 33 written lines.”  “You have 3 days, 6

2 hours within each of those days, divided by 7

the number of people who signed up to publicly 8

testify, but nonetheless three minutes to 9

testify.”  That’s what they tell us.  “You have 10

three minutes.”  “You must be respectful of 11

others, you must keep to the topic, you must 12

stand at this mic, next to this man who keeps 13

time, you must follow the process.”  “Follow 14

the process.”  “Follow our process.”  That’s 15

what they tell us.  “You have alternatives.16

You have alternatives.  But we dictate all the 17

options.  You have choice in this matter.  You 18

get to choose which sacred piece of land will 19

be desecrated in the name of what, war, 20

defense.  You have choices, and all of them 21

involve families who pray that it’s not their 22

land that is chosen.  You have a say.  But we 23

say how you say, when you say, and essentially 24

what you can say; because we say first what is 25
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to be said.” Get it?1

LADY FROM THE AUDIENCE:  Got it!2

MS. SANTOS:  “We write the rules and 3

you play the game by our rules.  If you don’t 4

play the game, if you don’t follow the process, 5

well then, you must not want what we want 6

what’s good for this island.” That’s what they 7

tell us.  What do we tell them?  Well, we said 8

things like, “Not on Pagat,” “Not in Ritidian,” 9

“No buildup.”  And they say, “We’re listening,” 10

“Yes,” “Yes, please tell us,” “Tell us how you 11

feel,” “Tell us what you want.”  And they say, 12

“Come, tell us more.  We’ll make changes.”  “We 13

want to know how to make this better for 14

everyone.”15

And so, we say things like, “Our lands 16

are sacred.  Really.”  “There are remains 17

underneath that piece of earth that you want to 18

shoot guns over.”  We say things like, “We want 19

to be able to sustain ourselves by nurturing 20

the land and allowing her to nurture us.”  We 21

say things like that and they say, “Pffft.  22

Ehem.  No, no.  This is about national security 23

and it’s a partnership that benefits all of 24

us.”  25
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Three minutes.  Sixty days.  Two hours 1

to comment.  Comment on how our lives will be 2

changed forever.  That is unacceptable.  And we 3

will continue to protect what is sacred.  Sina 4

ma’ase. 5

6

7

8
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COMMENTS BY MS. SHANNON SIGUENZA1

2

MS. SIGUENZA:  I’m sorry that I have to 3

start off again asking (speaks in the Chamorro4

language; where is Madeleine). She’s not here 5

again.  Poppet master I hope you’re on the 6

clock now.  You have to work.  A nation is not 7

defeated until the hearts of its women are on 8

the ground.  My heart is still beating.  Native 9

women are resilient.  Native women are 10

beautiful.  Native women are strong.  11

I want to take this moment to remember 12

my mother. My mother’s name is Frances 13

Siguenza and she used to work for the Veterans 14

Affair Office in Adelup.  Those veterans that 15

served in Vietnam, my mom helped you and your 16

families get money that Uncle Sam, your dear 17

old Uncle Sam, denied you after you served in 18

their military in a war, in a land that was not 19

theirs.  Mom, I love you.  Your spirit is with 20

me.  21

The PDN and the Marianas Variety 22

maximized on the pro-buildup propaganda.  Oh, 23

to be rich on Guam, must be an amazing place.  24

I’d like you to do me a favor.  Go home.  I 25
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want you to hold to your breath and count your 1

money.  Hold it until all your money is counted 2

and you tell me how that works out for you.  I 3

recognize you.  You’re the people that come in 4

to public places and you’re too important to 5

look at your waitress.  You’re too important to 6

say “thank you” and “please”.  You’re too 7

important to be part of the people because 8

you’re above us.  9

The media is at your feet.  The 10

government from the U.S. speaks your language, 11

money, consumerism.  You help it; poison our 12

hearts and our minds.  The local propaganda --13

oh, I’m sorry, no, no, no.  The PDN and the 14

Marianas Variety, that’s what I -- stated that 15

our people don’t seem to talk about SEIS 16

directly.  It’s not because we’re unable.  It’s 17

not because we don’t understand.  It’s because 18

we are reclaiming the space and telling you 19

what you need to hear.  20

People of Guahan, stand up and look at 21

our history.  Look at the history of native 22

people.  Find the fire in your heart.  Make it 23

burn bright just as we reclaim this space, the 24

messages in this hearing.  We will reclaim our 25
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sacred land.  Come together, stand up, don’t be 1

afraid.  (speaks in the Chamorro language; a 2

promise to all) reclaim our air.  If we reclaim 3

our air, our water, our land, it’s not a matter 4

of if; it’s a matter of when.  We will live 5

happily.  We will live with love.  We will live 6

with strength.  And the land that is ours (we 7

promise you).  Sina ma’ase.  8

9

10
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COMMENTS DR. PATRICIA TAIMANGLO1

2

DR. TAIMANGLO:  Hafa adai (speaks in 3

the Chamorro language; Can you hear me?  My 4

name is Patricia Leon Guerrero Taimanglo.  My 5

mother is….) -- can you hear me? Can you hear 6

me now?  (speaks in the Chamorro language; my 7

name is Patricia Leon Guerrero Taimanglo).  My8

father’s name is Vicente Mendiola Taimanglo and 9

my mom, Vicenta Sablan Leon Guerrero Taimanglo.10

For many of you who are not familiar is 11

that we’re connected to our parents and our 12

ancestors.  That’s why most people up here have 13

been talking and introducing themselves; so you 14

have a context. I have four key points that I 15

wish to make.  I am in support of the decrease 16

of militarization.  I will say that again.  I 17

am not in support of increasing militarization; 18

I’m supportive of peace.  And nothing in this 19

room that we’re talking about has to do with 20

promoting peace.  21

Let me tell you about 1941.  Guam was 22

attacked and occupied not because it was a 23

beautiful tropical sleepy island.  It was 24

attacked because we were occupied by U.S. 25
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military forces.  Some of the gentlemen earlier 1

pointed out that we were threatened by Korea.  2

Now, in Micronesia, there are thousands of 3

islands.  What made Guam so important that we 4

were a target?  It’s not because it was a 5

beautiful tropical sleepy island; it was 6

because of military.  7

So, please, maintain that context.  You 8

know, I respect everybody who’s taken the time 9

to speak.  It takes a lot of courage.  And many 10

of you may think that this is the only group 11

that’s here.  Each person who has spoken 12

represents hundreds of people who have 13

experienced so much pain from loss, heartache, 14

fear of losing their livelihood, their 15

traditions.  16

So, when they come up here, it’s not to17

criticize; I have many friends that I sit with 18

up here.  It’s that we have the right to speak, 19

and I have not heard anyone threaten anybody.  20

This is a right that we have as Americans.  I’m 21

also -- I want to highlight the emotional 22

blackmail that I heard tonight; and I want that 23

to stop.  And the emotional blackmail that I’m 24

talking about is that when we speak up about 25
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our views, there’s a patronizing and a 1

condescending attitude that we do not remember 2

the sacrifices made by American soldiers.  That 3

is offensive.  Many of our men and women have 4

died.  Many of our men have suffered 5

psychological cost from serving in the military 6

in places that we don’t even know about.  7

So, please stop that emotional 8

blackmail and shaming.  The reason why I wanted 9

to talk to you here, and I’ll go to the point, 10

is about water.  How many of you can survive 11

without water?  What’s going to happen when our 12

aquifer, our drinking water is contaminated to13

the point where everybody will leave?  Who will 14

leave?  It’s not us.  For those of you who are 15

not from here, we’re not immigrants.  We are 16

not nationals.  We are American citizens who 17

live on Guam.  And so we’re going to live on 18

Guam.  Go ahead and hug me, Clifford.  It’s the 19

only way I can get you to do that.  Okay.  20

So, you know, nobody’s -- I think has 21

been truly disrespectful; but we have this 22

right and please respect the right of others to 23

speak their mind.  Thank you.24

25

26
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COMMENTS BY MR. RICK TORRES1

2

MR. TORRES:  Tough act to follow.  3

Wooh!  Anyway, I’m going to speak about my 4

future, my kids, and what they mean to me.  5

Well, it’s hard to know that I’m trying to live 6

a healthy life on Guam for myself.  And I can’t 7

get the nutrients that I can from the wild 8

animals.  9

For my kids, their goals and aspiration 10

as an American citizen, they’re -- that’s what11

I want to support.  I don’t care of the 12

government, I don’t care of the military, but I 13

want to support their future.  And guess what, 14

right after graduation, my son Matthew enlisted 15

in the Marine Corps.  And I as a retired Air 16

Force reserve person, I was proud; but at the 17

same time I didn’t want him to suffer.  I 18

thought I did my service, my time.  We advised 19

him on his -- the advice of his grandfather who 20

served as a Marine Corps the Korean war, not to 21

join the Marine Corps.  And yes, that deterred 22

him. He now is going to graduate from 23

University of Guam with a double major, one in 24

Mathematics and the other in Computer Science.  25
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And I hope because of this buildup that he gets 1

a good job.  He now works at the theater making 2

$7.00 an hour.  3

So, I want to see him thrive.  I want 4

to see him gain an opportunity that I did not 5

have and my family did not have.  My son who we 6

sent off to Ember Riddle to get his form of 7

education in Aeronautical Science posed a 8

question to me.  He is now considering an 9

employment with I think the Eton UAV company.  10

And his concern is that I might have to take a11

life.  Well, I said, “Son, if you do take that 12

opportunity, remember that freedom is not free 13

and that Guam, yes, may sit in the spearhead of 14

the defense of the United States of America.”  15

And I said, “Son, if your mom was out there 16

hanging clothes and a missile was aimed at her 17

and you had the opportunity to drop that bomb, 18

please think twice.  Keep our freedom, keep us 19

safe.”  Thank you.20

21

22
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COMMENTS BY MS. TRINI TORRES1

2

MS. TORRES:  Buenas.  (speaks in the 3

Chamorro language)4

Note: (This portion of the testimony is 5

being translated and will be attached to the 6

back of this booklet)7

8

9

10

Comment ID: #274

     Response: 

G.2-812



SEIS Testimony: Trini Torres 

Hello!  Is everyone ok?  I will speak Chamoru for I was encouraged to speak in Chamoru for this our land 
is called Guahan.  My name is Trini and yes, I do have an indigenous name in Chamoru known as “ Trini 
Taitinifong Flores!  My grandmothers’ name is Taitague meaning irreplaceable.  It is defined as 
Immeasurable, invaluable, cannot count for it is too much.  Yes, I was the first female leader of the 
indigenous activist group known as the Chamoru Nation.  Now I am the female Chieftain of the Chamoru 
Nation. In addition, I am also the leader of the now existing native group called “ the First Peoples Native 
Rights” and yes  I will stand up for my land and my people for we were taught to protect our people, our 
culture and beliefs. As said by Chief Hurao, that outsiders have brought in their illnesses, bad attitudes 
who want to take away our rights and privileges.  Same with the military, they are the most highest and 
powerful of all!  If we were to go at war against them we will be defeated for we have no weapons such 
as theirs. Otherwise I will only defend myself using slingstones and weapons made of bamboo such as 
slingshots. I will use whatever I can to defend ourselves such as weapons made of sword grass moreover 
shoot our enemy with coconuts.  This is my own means of fighting back. Do you believe me? You must 
believe me for it is the truth.  We have brains for we have been for so long as an intelligent people as 
Chamorus. We have long been for over five thousand years ago up until today. We have stood up. Such 
proof of our intelligence is with the creation of the Sakman –the flying Proa.  Intricately designed, 
scientifically impossible moreover scientifically proven and possible today.  For it was a result of our 
people who knew the theory and knowledge of Aerodynamics!  We knew and have studied the stars as 
we know the time of day and night. We knew our directions in our travels to whatever lands we aimed 
to seek.  We would find our way! With such great knowledge of the stars in the solar system, we’ve 
navigated the seas through the use of the stars, moon, wind, ocean current and have known our 
journeys and whereabouts through such knowledge by reading the stars and the waves.  We are very 
intelligent!  Please do not interrupt me and allow me to finish for it has only been two minutes.  
Today…..Please allow me to continue and finish.  Our people have often been fooled and are often 
tricked by these people.  They want to take our island and lands.   That is what they are doing.  Don’t 
believe them about what they tell you for little by little for the longest times, they’ve always made fools 
of us. I’ve been following this EIS.  It is all a lie. The draft EIS is as they say there is no significant impact, 
to our health and our environment.  That is a lie! As to which perspective are they talking about?  It is 
only their perspective! Is it in your perspective?  They have made us all sick.  It is all lies. They say that it 
doesn’t have affects yet it does. We’ve been sickened by the nuclear bombings! We have all been 
sickened with cancer with their presence.  We have never been compensated what so ever! WE have no 
say as they want us to shut up! That’s what they want of us! Be strong and stand up with your arms! 
That’s what I have to say!  Stand up Chamorus! Be strong and stand up Chamorus!  Hooray to 
Chamorus!    

 

Comment ID: #274 (Translated)
274 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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COMMENTS BY MS. MARTHA L.G. TOVES1

2

MS. TOVES:  Buenas and hafa adai.  My 3

name is Martha L.G. Toves.  I am the oldest 4

grandchild of Tun Alfonso Mantanane Pangelinan.  5

Unfortunately, grandpa can’t be here tonight 6

and so this is his statement and I would like 7

to share it with all of you.  8

I am the sole surviving child of 9

Vicente Santos Pangelinan and Ana Matanane 10

Pangelinan, both deceased; the original 11

landowners of Lot 990-1 Matanao, now under the 12

Municipality of Dededo, Guam.  When the federal 13

government condemned the property to establish 14

a communication facility, they created two 15

large antennas along our beach fronting our 16

property.  Some years later, the government 17

decided they did not need the communication 18

property facility. Thus, the federal 19

government transferred our property to the Fish 20

& Wildlife service to preserve the dead bird 21

and the almost extinct fruit bats locally 22

called the fanihi.23

My mother was paid approximately 24

$21,000.00 for 7.5 hectares of beachfront 25

275 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not reflective of 
current laws and DoD policy. With regard to access, the Final SEIS has been amended to 
address DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach 
access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not 
encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones. The text of Section 2.5.4.5 and Figure 2.5-6
were edited to reflect the inclusion of this proposed new beach access.
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property.  The purchase of the land continues 1

to remain questionable which the families 2

continued to argue for fair compensation both 3

in local and federal court.  4

My family along with Juan Mendiola 5

Castro and Benigno Leon Guerrero Flores 6

families whom all related to us, the 7

Pangelinans, together with Juan Aguero 8

protested the taking of their properties and 9

hired two attorneys to fight for the return of 10

their properties.  The family spent thousands 11

of dollars for attorney fees, and the case 12

which was later filed in the federal court in 13

Washington was halted because the families went 14

broke.  However, I believe the case is still 15

pending in the District Court in Washington 16

D.C.  17

It’s been many years since the Fish & 18

Wildlife Service established themselves in the 19

preserves at Ritidian, and still no birds and 20

the dwindling populations of the fanihi has not 21

improved.  The Pangelinan Castro Flores and 22

Aguero families labored in the building of a 23

dirt road from the top of the cliffs to the 24

beach area so that the vehicles can take their 25

Comment ID: #275 (Cont.)
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respective properties, saving them from hiking 1

on foot.  The federal government surveyors had 2

benefitted by using this road to reach the 3

properties to be able to survey the lots.  4

The late Benigno Leon Guerrero Flores 5

then rented a bulldozer and cleared his 6

property of vegetations and planted fruit trees 7

and other crops prior to the Fish & Wildlife 8

Service taking over the area.  The preserve has 9

been open to the public to allow people to 10

picnic in the area, and as a result, there were11

people who have drowned there because no 12

lifeguard has been provided by the Fish & 13

Wildlife Service.  14

All the above-mentioned families moved 15

to Ritidian and lived along the years of the 16

Japanese occupation.  The area located in the 17

upper level from the beach people has a lot of 18

fadang and the people process the fruits for 19

food.  The fanihi and birds were plentiful 20

prior to the island’s invasion by the Brown 21

Tree Snake.  22

Ritidian heaven to all of us; I 23

personally built a ranch prior to 1950 and 24

lived there until I worked -- began working in 25

Comment ID: #275 (Cont.)
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the Government of Guam in the Office of the 1

Governor.  My grandfather is personally not in 2

favor of the federal government establishing a 3

surface danger zone over Ritidian because it 4

restricts the landowners access. But he is in 5

favor or this military buildup.  It will be 6

beneficial to our island.  7

In closing, he hopes that the Fish & 8

Wildlife make a decision soon, choose another 9

place, not Ritidian Point.  He does not have 10

much time to live and he would like to see some 11

sort of action taken.  In the words of a12

theologian by Tyrone Edwards who once said, 13

“Right actions in the future are the best 14

apologies for bad actions of the past.”  Thank 15

you very much. 16

17

18

19

Comment ID: #275 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY MS. ANALEE VILLAGOMEZ1

2

MS. VILLAGOMEZ:  Buenas and saludos 3

(greetings). I am also known as Analee.  I am 4

from Saipan.  I didn’t expect to be witnessing 5

this kind of event.  And I seldom see this 6

happen in Saipan.  And I see that Guam is very, 7

very busy because we have people from other 8

places like the military.  9

I wasn’t sure exactly what to talk 10

about up here.  I don’t have any notes. But I 11

have been doing my presentation about the 12

northern islands, north of Saipan, and 13

specifically the Islands of Alamagan and Pagan.  14

And my next island would be Agrihan.  15

Now, when I lived in the island of 16

Alamagan, I stayed there for three months;17

there weren’t any stores, no running water.  18

There’s pretty much nothing.  Four guys and 19

myself; all my friends and family.  And with 20

that, I find tranquility.  21

So, I’m still struggling with the idea 22

of what is economy and what is poverty; because 23

we actually were -- we were okay before all of 24

this, what we call economy and civilization.  25

Comment ID: #276
276 – Thank you for your comment. The study area for the direct and indirect impact analysis is 
limited to land and submerged lands of Guam and does not extend to the CNMI. The 
cumulative effects study is limited to Guam and specifically excludes the CNMI because there 
is no proposed action for the CNMI in this SEIS. The decision regarding the military's future 
use of Tinian for training (which is being evaluated in the CJMT EIS/Overseas EIS) could 
supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative 
Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only 
those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study area.
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Power is control.  Okay.  So, power is control.  1

Land is culture.  Culture is identity.  2

Identity is confidence.  Confidence is power.  3

If you were to call me names, I wouldn’t care 4

about it because I know who I am.  5

Now, as far as identity, if I do not 6

know who I am, where I came from, where’s my 7

roots, you know, I don’t even speak Chamorro; 8

if I didn’t speak that language or even care 9

about it, I’m going to end up just being a 10

person that has been indoctrinated.  That’s a 11

very, very strong word, isn’t it?  12

Now, I want to let you know that having 13

gone to the northern islands, Pagan and 14

Alamagan, the tranquility that I felt was life 15

changing.  I feel like I have traveled time to 16

the past.  Now that I’m in Guam, I feel like I 17

traveled time to the future.  You guy’s names 18

are pretty cool.  They’re in Chamorro.  19

Now, we’re not worried about that right 20

now.  It seems like Saipan does not even worry 21

about that; naming -- our names are Ana, like 22

my name.  Juan, Jose, you know.  Spanish names.  23

Here we have really beautiful names in 24

Chamorro.  Even the stores are in Chamorro.  25

Comment ID: #276 (Cont.)
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Even shirts; everything is in Chamorro.  1

Reminds me of Hawaii.  Now, why is that?  2

Because you guys want to hold on to what you 3

have.  4

So, why am I up here about the northern 5

islands?  The military are interested in the 6

island of Pagan.  If you take Pagan, if you do, 7

and you’re not.  If you do take the island of 8

Pagan, you’re going to require an airspace that 9

goes all the way down to Anahatan, you already 10

have FDM.  You have a little bit of Tinian.  11

Now, if you have Pagan, you’re going to require 12

this airspace that would pretty much mean you 13

have nothing north of Saipan anymore.  Do I 14

want that?  Do we want that?  We have people up 15

there in Pagan right now.  They’re building 16

their huts using Pago trees for lumber.  We 17

don’t need anything from the hardware store, 18

from the China, United States of America.  You 19

know, we have our own tools.  So, save Pagan.  20

Please!  Si yu’us ma’ase.  21

22

23

24

Comment ID: #276 (Cont.)
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR JUDITH WON PAT1

2

MS. WON PAT:  Good evening.  I’m Judith 3

Won Pat, a Chamorro woman.  One of the biggest 4

concerns I have with the draft SEIS is that it 5

doesn’t offer realistic or concrete 6

descriptions of the impact on our island’s 7

infrastructure, nor does it identify legitimate 8

funding sources for the impacts.  For example, 9

the SEIS states that the impact to our water 10

system would be less than significant.  11

However, Chapter 4 describes how they plan to 12

drill 11 wells, install pumps, construct a 13

pipeline and water tank, and install a system 14

of pipes to connect the wells within above 15

ground holding tank.  How can these projects be 16

described as having a less than significant 17

impact on our already strained northern 18

aquifer.  19

The United States Government 20

Accountability Office released a report in 21

December 2013 that expresses concern that the 22

Guam’s infrastructure would not be able to 23

handle the demands of an increased population 24

even if the number of Marines has reduced.  The 25

Comment ID: #277 277 – Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with the assessment that additional 
upgrades are required to Guam's water and wastewater infrastructure to meet current and 
future demands. DoD has collaborated with Guam Waterworks Authority to update the SEIS 
to reflect the latest assessment of Guam Waterworks Authority's water and wastewater 
systems. As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating 
funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the 
Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 2.9.1, Subsection 2822(d) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 (Pub. L. 113-86) directs the 
Secretary of Defense to convene the Economic Adjustment Committee “…to consider 
assistance, including assistance to support public infrastructure requirements, necessary to 
support the preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.” In 
accordance with subsection 2822(d), the Economic Adjustment Committee will submit a 
report to the congressional defense committees describing the results of the Economic 
Adjustment Committee’s deliberations and containing an implementation plan to support the
DON’s preferred alternative for the relocation of Marine Corps forces to Guam.  Since 
subsection 2822(d) further requires the Economic Adjustment Committee to submit its 
report no later than the date of the DON’s issuance of the record of decision on the proposed 
action, one of the core mitigation measures identified in this SEIS to address significant 
impacts to various resources (e.g., wastewater infrastructure, socioeconomic, and public 
services) relies on the established Economic Adjustment Committee role coordinating with 
the Territory of Guam and mobilizing technical experts along with assistance from DoD’s 
Office of Economic Adjustment. Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76) appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of 
Defense, acting through the Office of Economic Adjustment, for civilian water and 
wastewater improvements on Guam. These funds will remain available until expended. To 
support this implementation plan, DoD assessed Guam’s public infrastructure, including 
Guam Waterworks Authority’s water and wastewater systems that may be affected by the 
preferred alternative. The water and wastewater assessment recommends rehabilitation of 
existing Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring wells and placement of additional 
monitoring wells to facilitate sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.
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GAO report states, The reliability, the 1

capacity, and the age of much of the public 2

infrastructure especially utilities indicate a 3

need for additional upgrades to meet current 4

and future demands and have a concern of water 5

and wastewater complying with federal 6

regulations.7

The report goes on to state that 8

despite the reduction of Marines and dependents 9

relocating to Guam, DOD has not yet revalidated 10

the public infrastructure requirements based on11

the revised realignment plan.12

The SEIS thus does not reflect an 13

updated or accurate assessment of the impact on 14

our water and wastewater systems including how 15

much it will cost and who will fund it.  This 16

is troublesome because when you read Chapter 4 17

of the SEIS which states that increased 18

withdrawal from the northern aquifer may result 19

in higher levels of chlorine concentrations or 20

that implementation of Alternative A would 21

impact other areas on island through indirect 22

impact from induced civilian growth and 23

construction workers imported from off island 24

locations.25

Comment ID: #277 (Cont.)
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GAO adequately described how DOD is 1

hesitant to fund any of the impacts outside of 2

the base and generally takes the position that 3

community should be largely responsible for 4

obtaining funding for public infrastructure 5

requirements related to DOD basing decisions.6

Our island is already struggling as it 7

is to support the infrastructure needs of our 8

existing population.  How much will it cost us 9

to host 7,000 to 10,000 more people?  We need 10

accurate figures in order to make sound 11

decisions that won’t continue to burden our 12

residents with increased utility rates.  The 13

Department of Defense needs to be more 14

realistic in their assessments of the impacts 15

of this realignment on our island.  Statements 16

like it could be possible to meet water demands 17

do little to assure community that we will be 18

able to supply them with this precious resource 19

despite increased demands of hosting the 20

Marines.  Environmental impact statements 21

should use more definitive and realistic 22

language and facts to back up claims about how 23

our community will be impacted.  24

25

26

Comment ID: #277 (Cont.)
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