Response:

Comment ID:

#278

Name:

Frank Pangelinan

278 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

GUAM BUILDUP

Comment:
i believe that as long as their is economic reform and political reform the buildup is acceptable, there is no reason
to support the buildup if it is to bring more violence, social breakdown, lack of respect to the chamoru culture, all
the money in the world won't fix the problems we have in guam, we have 15 senators on a island this large with an
average income of $60k, i work in the technology industry and i don't even make that, if this is about political
coffers being refilled why support it. is the buildup not for all of guam, no matter what color you are
Organization:

DZSP21, LLC

Address:

Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
Yes

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/10/2014 9:48:48 PM
Comment Date: 6/10/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-824

Response:

Comment ID:

#279

279 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:island girl
Email Address:
Topic:

Guam buildup

Comment:
I am for the build up on Guam. I feel the economy here needs it, and the island can't exist on tourism alone.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/10/2014 10:09:20 PM
Comment Date: 6/10/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-825

Response:

Comment ID:

#280

280 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Darren
Email Address:
Topic:

I am a voice of the Silent Majority.

Comment:
I want to speak that this buildup is good.
Majority, I mean, majority (4 out of 5) Guamanians support such a build-up. Do not let these "small" minorities
make you think twice that you are not welcome to our island.
You are welcome.
You are part of our community.
Together ONLY makes sense.
Let's do this.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/11/2014 3:00:40 AM
Comment Date: 6/11/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-826

Response:

Comment ID:

#281

Name:

john doe

281 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
imminent domain means its going to happen.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/11/2014 4:24:40 AM
Comment Date: 6/11/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-827

Response:

Comment ID:

#282

Name:

Frank Crisostomo-Kaaihue

282 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

IN SUPPORT OF NATIONAL DEFENSE

Comment:
I am a Vietnam Vet and I am in full support of the movement of U.S. Marines to Guam.
Organization:

Self Representation

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/11/2014 5:08:15 PM
Comment Date: 6/11/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-828

Response:

Comment ID:

#283

Name:

Adrian P. Cruz

283 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Political Status

Comment:
"We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator
with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.That to secure
these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed"
Guam is currently an unincorporated territory of the U.S., one of a handful of remaining colonies in the 21st
century. How can the Colonial Power do anything on Guam without first addressing this most basic of human
rights, the right to self-determination of the indigenous Chamorro people? It would cast a shadow over the U.S. in
the rest of the world if American cannot uphold this basic human right in its own sphere of influence.
Organization:

Arimathea Funeral Services

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/11/2014 9:21:23 PM
Comment Date: 6/11/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-829

Response:

Comment ID:

#284

Name:

Adrian P. Cruz

284 – Thank you for your comment. As part of the proposed action, the DON proposes to fund
the increase from current federally funded (Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of
Agriculture) brown treesnake interdiction measures (on Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii) where the
increase is related to direct, indirect and induced-growth caused by the proposed action.
Existing interdiction efforts and associated funding would continue. Any additional interdiction
efforts and associated funding required to address the proposed Marine Corps relocation to
Guam would become part of the Navy’s brown treesnake interdiction efforts under authority of
the Brown Tree Snake Control and Eradication Act. The DON has initiated support for largescale, 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 Habitat
Management Unit 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).

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

existing Environmental mitigation

Comment:
Guam's environment has already been devastated by invasive species brought in by the Navy post WWII (e.g.
brown tree snake) what is the Military's plan to fix this plague before causing more ecological havoc?
Organization:

Arimathea Funeral Services

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/11/2014 9:24:07 PM
Comment Date: 6/11/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-830

Response:

Comment ID:

#285

Name:

Scott Duenas

285 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Positive

Comment:
I feel that the negative input will continue with a very small group of residents that do not even care what
assurance they are given on the safety and access restriction to where ever. These are the people that are
concern of the harm, to cultural sites that the military will inflict but have been trashing the site themselves.
I grew up in Guam and have seen more disrespect by the people who think themselves as guardian of the culture
that they pretend to know and love. I feel that there is enough input gathering and the move should happen. You
can not please people that do not know what they want and just follow other people who thinks they should have a
say on everything. I say bring the marines and be happy.
Scott D. Duenas
Retired Master Chief
Former Mayor of Dededo
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
Yes

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/12/2014 3:13:10 AM
Comment Date: 6/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-831

Response:

Comment ID:

#286

286 – Thank you for your comment. The decision to base and/or deploy F-35 jets at Andersen
AFB has not been made and is outside the scope of this SEIS. If decided, then the appropriate
NEPA documentation including a noise analysis will be prepared to facilitate that decision.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Public Commentor
Email Address:
Topic:

Jets

Comment:
The marine relocation will likely have F35 jets come to Guam. There doesnt seem to be any talk about the noise
impacts from this happening in either EIS document. Therefore this needs to be addressed and public meetings
should occur. The marine corp building up andersen will definitely have other marine airplanes coming. They are
already coming to Guam (F18s). Actually quite a lot of them during a few times a year. So, if they are already
flying around guam and CNMI, then why does this document not talk about the eventual F35 planes coming? This
needs to be addressed in this EIS. There also has to be noise studies for the MV22. Those have been in Guam
too. ALso, good to see that the firing range is not preferred at Pagat. What noise impacts are expected to
residents in Dededo for the firing range? There appears to be plans for larger guns (than pistols and rifles).
Organization:

Resident of Yigo

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/12/2014 7:55:18 AM
Comment Date: 6/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-832

Response:

Comment ID: #287 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-833

Response:

Comment ID:

#288

Name:

J Rick Perez

288 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Hyperlinks are not required by the NEPA Regulations and are not standard usage in DON
NEPA documents. However, the electronic version of the SEIS includes bookmarks, which
provides a quick link to sections within the document. The DON will consider more extensive
usage of hyperlinks in future NEPA documents.

Comment:
Hyperlinks are needed.
Reading the SEIS does not help if we cannot readily access the ROD and FEIS.
Please insert hyperlinks into the SEIS.
If you can't email me and we will find someone to add hyperlinks into the document.
Rick Perez
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/12/2014 6:38:06 PM
Comment Date: 6/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-834

Response:

Comment ID:

#289

Name:

J Rick Perez

289 – Comment ID: #289 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #288. The response is provided
on Page G.2-830.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Hyperlinks are needed.
Reading the SEIS does not help if we cannot readily access the ROD and FEIS.
Please insert hyperlinks into the SEIS.
If you can't email me and we will find someone to add hyperlinks into the document.
Rick Perez
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/12/2014 6:38:33 PM
Comment Date: 6/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-835

Response:

Comment ID:

#290

Name:

J Rick Perez

290 – Comment ID: #290 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #288. The response is provided
on Page G.2-830.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Hyperlinks are needed.
Reading the SEIS does not help if we cannot readily access the ROD and FEIS.
Please insert hyperlinks into the SEIS.
If you can't email me and we will find someone to add hyperlinks into the document.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/12/2014 6:38:46 PM
Comment Date: 6/12/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-836

Response:

Comment ID:

#291

Name:

julia rivera

291 – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS addresses the impacts to jungle and medicinal
plants. War reparations are outside the scope of the SEIS.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

military buildup

Comment:
Guam is my island. I am an indeginous CHAMORRO. It is sad that my island is environmentally destroyed by
bulldozers and other heavy duty machines without regard to prestine jungle and medicinal plants. with all the
money pouring in to this buildup, has the senate ever consider the war reparation request that we had been asking
for sooo many years? Pleas make this connection, Firing range does not belong to guam..guam is too small.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/13/2014 7:29:47 PM
Comment Date: 6/14/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-837

Response:

292 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of
collecting scientific data from the Ritidian unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge.
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.

G.2-838

Response:

293 – 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. 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.

G.2-839

Response:

Comment ID:

#294

294 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:John Galt
Email Address:
Topic:

In order to satisfy the U.S. Marine Corps Guiding Principles for planning, the housing will be
built on DoD property. The funding mechanism for building that housing is beyond the scope of
the SEIS and is not addressed in the Draft SEIS. The viability of a Public-Private Venture
arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate offices in the future. More information will be
provided as it becomes available.

Personal

Comment:
I fully support the SEIS/Buildup. Actually, a great many of our friends cannot understand why it is necessary to
placate everyone before moving forward. This makes sense in every respect so let's do it.
The military is much better stewards, by far, of the environment than any other Federal agency. And compared to
our local Gov't they are light years ahead. In today's paper a letter to the editor explained how the local sewage
processing plant has be non-compliant for 40 years - it has destroyed a river and the outfall into the ocean is
obvious - something individuals would go to jail for is completely ignored.
This is about national security; it is about sovereign territory; it is about overcoming the tyranny of distance from
the mainland; it is about not having to ask, "mother may I" when we operate in another county; and it is about
creating an environment where our allies in Asia can come and train together with us as a team.
I have lived here for decades; my family are all from here. My in-laws understood the horror of war and being
forced labor. Our society has the highest per capita participation in the military for a community this size.
We want to preserve our culture but in order to do that and help perpetuate it, we need customers - someone to
sell music, art, food, dance and customs to. And other Americans make the best customers as they want to know
about this little piece of Americana.
For individuals as well as a small island not to be dependent on the alms of others, there must be a way to expand
and grow the economy in a logical way. The military create higher skilled jobs than tourism, they create new
opportunities, new taxes, and new solutions to age-old challenges/problems. Plus they are great neighbors.
The SEIS has covered all possibilities as we know them today. Sure, if you moved the 50 caliber range just one
range to the right it would be even better; and there needs to be a road to the beach. Of course there will be new
challenges, as there are in anything, but they have a process to follow to solve them. One of the requests I have
along with lots of land owners in the North is that they want to build homes for the military on private land - either
as a PPP or outright. That will reduce Gov't expenditures; it will create a better neighborly relationship; it will
create tax revenues on profits and GRT; it will create numerous entrepreneurial opportunities to service the
housing projects and the military; and it will make Guam much more independent instead of more dependent. We
must remove every excuse possible not to work and create self-sufficiency. The country as well as Guam cannot
continue indefinitely in the direction it is going. Let's move forward!
Organization:

Money Resources Inc.

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 12:40:36 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-840

Response:

Comment ID: #295

Comment ID:

#295

Name:

Brian Bliss

295 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Support for the buildup

Comment:
I feel the military buildup on Guam will help ensure the US is in an important position logistically and will benefit
the economy of Guam.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 1:48:56 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-841

Response:

Comment ID:

#296

296 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:gmp
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Since the first BRAC, many people were forced to leave for the mainland to keep their good jobs; I want those
jobs/learned skill sets back on our island. In addition, having the firing range at Northwest Field is an excellent
choice; it is a very remote and there's no possibility of any bullets going over the berm anyway because it is a
protected area.
The housing outside the fence only gives the Government more taxes from GRT, more employment, and more
entrepreneurial opportunities for our people to be more independent and self-sufficient by providing services to the
landlord and/or to the military. We have too many people dependent on welfare and this will help them.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 2:09:34 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-842

Response:

Comment ID:

#297

Name:

Fred Black

297 – Thank you for your comment. A military base needs to function as a cohesive, selfsufficient 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. Logistically, having housing within or near a contiguous base allows military personnel
to be available should an emergency situation arise and immediate military action is required.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Support build up

Comment:
Like most people of long standing on Guam I am a firm supporter of the build up. Guam needs the United States
and the United States needs Guam. The people of Guam are loyal Americans. We would prefer to have the
military live with us in the local community than to remain isolated on the bases. I would take the housing money
away and rely on the local business people to build the housing. In anticipation of the build up most of this housing
has already been put in place. Use the money for infrastructure and for military needs other than housing.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
Yes

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 3:07:50 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-843

Response:

Comment ID:

#298

298 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:AnnaMarieCharters
Email Address:
Topic:

Range Location

Comment:
As the operator of a Charter Boat Business I am against the location of any range on the western side of Guam
and in the area of Ritidian Point. A larger range located on existing or proposed sites on the West side of Guam
and at Ritidian point will significantly impact my livelihood by limiting my ability to fish in some of the most viable
locations to catch fish. Though a safety area, if I am in the area and passengers are injured, I am liable. The
ranges require up to 2 miles off offshore area for about a 4 mile swath of area (8sq miles). I support the buildup,
but I do not support the range anywhere but in Fena or on the East side of Guam (either on AF property or
acquired property).
Organization:

Anna Marie Charters

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 3:56:14 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-844

Response:

Comment ID:

#299

299 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:good for Guam
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I am for the build up. Concerning the firing range at Retidian, it would be better if they flip the arrangement of firing
ranges, have the small caliber closer to the beach and rifles deeper in.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 8:06:12 AM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-845

Response:

Comment ID:

#300

300 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Johnny Micronesia
Email Address:
Topic:

support for buildup

Comment:
I still believe in the American way of life and as it is added to the Guam spirit of doing things it is the American
Guamanian way of life. I see the united states as trying to work with the local community on having the base since
it will provide many jobs for Guamanians. This is a positive effort on your part, sure there are byproducts of
expansion of the economy that are not good for us but we as a people can resolve these issues with more
localand federal legislation and cooperation of the US government. I say bring it on US! we need you here Uncle
Sam. I remain Johnny Micronesia
Organization:

retired Government of Guam

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/15/2014 6:56:38 PM
Comment Date: 6/15/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-846

Response:

Comment ID:

#301

Name:

Andrew Laguana

301 – Thank you for your comment. The three points that are made are valid. However, in terms
of similarity between economies for purposes of economic modeling, Honolulu County was
seen as a better fit than Okinawa. The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study indicates that
both Guam and Honolulu are places where tourism and military activity are important
industries. Guam and Honolulu County have both experienced high levels of construction
activity and have construction equipment available on-island, which is an important factor for
estimating the economic impacts of construction. Also, Guam and Honolulu County are similar
in that they are banking centers; Guam has its own local banks and it is the center for banking in
the Mariana Islands. Honolulu County also has its own local banks and it is the center for
banking in the Hawaiian Islands; this similarity is important as the banking system is a
facilitator of intra-industry commerce, which is a major underlying factor in capturing accurate
multiplier effects.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Economic Model

Comment:
In Appendix B - 2.2.1 - page 2-5, D39 the economic model used was a 2010 data from Honolulu county in Hawaii.
Although it says that Guam and Honolulu are similar, based on the following:
1. Guam is not a state but a territory. In terms of Federal funding etc. they are dissimilar.
2.The land area ratio between military owned/controlled versus the remaining land mass is not even close.
3.Tourism and the numbers/origins of tourists do not truly represent our economy. Military of late has been become
a major contributor. Again a ratio of tourism income versus military income does not compare.
Unlike Honolulu,the military has a major impact on our small island,both socially and economically.

In addition, to make the comparison more similar, adjustments to the Honolulu County model
were made to compensate for Honolulu’s larger size and more diversified economy. Industry
compositions were compared and where the IMPLAN model included industries present in
Honolulu County that are not present in Guam, those industries were removed from the model
so that they would not contribute to intra-industry expenditures or multiplier effects. With the
IMPLAN model adjusted to represent the Guam economy, spending associated with the
proposed action that would stimulate the Guam economy and generate economic activity versus
spending that would “leak” off-island or never reach the island at all could be accounted for.

A better and more appropriate model would be the Okinawa, Futenma area comparison.
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While no model is perfect (including any adjusted version of a model that was developed for
another place), a model developed for Futenma would have its own unique problems that would
arise as a result of, among other things, being located in a non-U.S. country that does not use
the U.S. dollar.
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Comment ID:

#302

302 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Bert Johnston
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
The recent discussion of the Guam Buildup has sparked much discussion and debate but in the end it offers the
most promising economic opportunity. Change is never an easy nor inexpensive task but it is inevitable. Guam
now is not, nor ever will be, the same Guam that existed in the 1960s. Planned development, however, is a much
preferred option to unplanned development. Think Manengon Hills versus Harmon strip. The Guam Buildup
incorporates an unprecedented level of planning & discussion, which is good. My thanks to the many men &
women who put their thoughts & ideas into these plans. One concern that I have is the probability of over firing of
the open water north of Ritidian. I would suggest that to reduce boat traffic around Ritidian, an eastern boat ramp
be considered. Local fishermen on the north eastern side often launch from Hagatna since the Ylig ramp was
removed last year.
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Comment ID: #303 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.
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Comment ID:

#304

Name:

Francis Kenney

304 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

General

Comment:
I and my company am in support of the Marine Build-Up here on island. The reasons for this support is 2 fold.
First is the added protection of Military readiness here we will receive here on Guam. Guam's geographic entity, in
the western pacific, is a forward deployed location to our USA forces here in the Asia Pacific Basin.
Secondly we await the economic opportunities that will be a result in building an additional base here. I am in the
restaurant business and have 3 locations here on Guam. I look forward to serving hungry Marines, their staffs,
and any family members that may come out being stationed here or visiting.
I am in support if the Firing Range in the North West Field. This tool of the trade per say in needed and I am in
support of it.
Sincerely,
Frank Kenney
President
Jamaican Grill Restaurants
Organization:

Jamaican Grill Restaurants
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Comment ID:

#306

Name:

Gregg Kosanke

306 – Thank you for your comment. The proposed action includes both permanent and
rotational personnel. Of the 5,000 Marines associated with the proposed action, two-thirds
would be permanently stationed and one-third would be rotational. It is estimated that there
would be 1,300 military family members that would live on Guam. The one-third, that would be
rotational, would have a training schedule that they would be working under and would reside
on-base; since the servicemen would have work obligations it is anticipated that this condition
would not represent an "R&R" type of lifestyle.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Military Build Up On Guam

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.

To those that are evaluating the Guam US Military build up:
I have been fortunate to have had the honor and pleasure of being a resident of Guam for over 40 years. During
that time I have experienced very substantial changes in the level of US Military activity along with its impact on
Civilian life and, as with all things, have seen both the positive and the negative.
The initial extent of the announced build up about 6 + years ago concerned me because the potential disruption to
our small island community would, I felt, be too significant, especially with so much money being spent and so
many forces being relocated in such a short period of time. In addition, I believed that many aspects were not as
completely explored as would be appropriate to mitigate some of the more negative ramifications of the plan.
I was therefore very gratified to learn of the many modifications that were made to address all the concerns that
were raised during the public comment periods, especially reducing the number of personnel and stretching out the
time period provided to accommodate the move. Of course it is also noteworthy that virtually all the other issues
raised appear to also have been addressed and it is now only a relatively minor area of objection championed by a
very few activists that remains. This is a tremendous and laudable accomplishment!
As for me, I only have one remaining preference, but it's a strongly felt one developed from many years of
experience. It's the conviction that Servicemen & Servicewomen will be much happier and better behaved, as well
as better received and better integrated, if their families accompanied them, rather than as rotational forces which I
believe they are planning to use. I fear something of a permanent 'R & R' environment may dominate despite the
best efforts of the commanders to enforce appropriate behavior - something I understand & remember well from
my younger days, but prefer not being inflicted on our populace.
So with that one very serious exception concerning the on-going welfare of both the current residents of Guam and
the future US Military forces with their support service personnel, what's not to like? This is positive for balancing
our Pacific forces, keeps more of them in a position to protect US citizens and the interests of us all, and directs
more spending to benefit our US Territory and island home.
Thank you for this opportunity to convey my thoughts regarding this matter.
Sincerely,
Gregg Kosanke
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Comment ID: #307

307 – 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.

Comment ID:

#307

Name:

Ruben Samson

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS because more military will not only better protect our island but will expand our
economy providing better jobs.
I think having the firing range at Northwest Field is an excellent choice; it is a very remote possibility any bullets will
go over the berm anyway and that is a protected area.
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Comment ID:

#308

Name:

Ruben Samson

308 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS because more military will not only better protect our island but will expand our
economy providing better jobs.
I think having the firing range at Northwest Field is an excellent choice; it is a very remote possibility any bullets will
go over the berm anyway and that is a protected area.
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Comment ID:

#309

309 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Nedskie
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
With economic expansion my business should be able to grow because there will be more people, more
customers,more jobs, I can hire, and train more even pay more my employees better.
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Comment ID:

#310

Name:

Glenn Leon Guerrero

310 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Support of the Build up

Comment:
I support the build-up and agree that it will benefit our island. From an economic standpoint, Guam is already
benefiting from the proposed build-up. The Dept. of Public Works and the Port Authority of Guam were each
awarded $50 million to better Guam's infrastrcuture. The $100M not only allows us to improve our port and
roadways but also injects economic dollars into Guam.
Additionally, when the build-up is completed, newly developed areas will be a magnet for small business that see
their presense as an opportunity. Thus more business and jobs will be spring up. So the build up will help Guam
economically.
From a community standpoint, DOD has over the past several years shown thier willingness to sit down at the
table and look for solutions which benefit both DOD and our local needs including our cultural concerns. I see
DOD as being a productive member of our community.
Finally from a personal standpoint, I have friends, uncles, cousins, a son in law, father in law, brother in law, and a
grandfather who all served our great nation in different military branches. I stand with them in supporting the
Guam Military Build-up.
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Comment ID:

#311

Name:

Fernando Carlos

311 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS because• I think that the more visitors that come to Guam, especially those who stay 23 years, will mean cultural teaching opportunities so they will learn about Guam
• Entertainment, art, food, and local products should be more actively produced because the producers will have a
better market to sell their products or services. Americans will be curious to learn about our culture
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Comment ID: #312 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.
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Comment ID:

#313

313 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:VREYESJR
Email Address:
Topic:

SEIS / Firing Range

Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS / Firing range because it is in the right location. I also support the military built up in
Guam because it is the right thing to do and it will also benefit Guam and the surrounding islands.
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Comment ID:

#314

314 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:VREYESJR
Email Address:
Topic:

SEIS / Firing Range

Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS / Firing range because it is in the right location. I also support the military built up in
Guam because it is the right thing to do and it will also benefit Guam and the surrounding islands.
Organization:

EMCE Consulting Engineers
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Comment ID:

316 – 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.

#316

Name:
Email Address:
SEIS User Name:Guamg8r@yahoo.com
Topic:

Need for full Time Chiropractor to serve Marines on Guam

Comment:
There needs to be a full time autonomous Doctor of Chiropractic that serves the Marines on Guam that does not need
to be referred to by a medical doctor the same way a patient can see a Dentist.
Marines march and run great distances with too much weight on their backs leading to back and neck pain. Navy
Medical Doctor and Corpsmen are notorious for treating back and neck pain with Vitamin M (what Marines call Motrin) &
narcotic drugs (what Marines call candy) causing an over prescription to narcotics with back pain being ranked highest
among diagnoses for which patients received narcotics (2). This is one of the most common reasons patients get
addicted to narcotics.
A VA study suggests Individuals with a substance use disorder (ie, either a diagnosis of abuse or dependence on alcohol
or drugs) are almost 6 times more likely to report a lifetime suicide attempt than those without a substance use
disorder.(3) Furthermore a systematic literature review of pain and suicide, suicide attempts and thoughts of suicide
revealed that patients with chronic pain had a 2- fold risk of death by suicide, a 14% prevalence of suicide attempts
(compared with 5% without chronic pain), and a 20% prevalence of suicide ideation (5)
Another study also suggests that back pain was linked to a 13 percent increased risk of committing suicide,
compared to people without chronic pain. Migraines were linked to a 34 percent higher suicide risk and
psychogenic pain was linked to a 58 percent increase in risk. (6)
The results of this travesty is that Estimates are that as many as 22 US Veterans commit suicide each day (1). That's
roughly 8030 veterans per year who die unnecessarily.
The VA long has been aware of the problem. In 2009, new VA regulations required clinicians to follow an “integrated
approach” to helping veterans in pain, including a stronger focus on treating the root causes of pain rather than using
powerful narcotics to reduce symptoms. (4)
It is the fact that the profession I have been practicing for over a decade specifically deals with the root cause of pain
and not just the symptoms that both the military and the VA have
increasingly been incorporating full time doctors of Chiropractic in accordance with the 2009 regulations. There is one in
Okinawa, Pendleton & Le June. There isn’t one on Guam.
It also very important that the recruitment for said position be open to all qualified Doctors and not just those who are
currently part of the Federal system. Point in fact there is currently an opening listed on the USAjobs website for a
Chiropractor to serve the Marines in Okinawa but because they request that only a Federal Employee may apply it
precludes my ability to apply for said position despite the fact that I have 10 years experience as a Private Practice
Chiropractor and am a Disabled Veteran.
Very Respectfully,

E-mail me for citations (1) through (7)
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317 – Thank you for your comment. Your suggestion is an interesting one that bears watching.
In researching this technology, it was found that Gen4Energy is one of the companies pursuing
development of this small packaged nuclear reactor using an inherently safe nuclear reaction.
However, it appears this reactor is not yet licensed for use and is in the developmental phase.
The DoD shares your desire for clean, efficient, and low cost power and other future sources of
potable water. The SEIS addresses the ability of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer to meet the
increased demands from the proposed military relocation inclusive of direct, indirect,
construction phase, and organic civilian growth. Given that conclusion, the DoD prefers to rely
on proven resources instead of future potential but unproven technology for implementation of
the proposed action.

Comment ID: #317
Name:
Email Address:
SEIS User Name:Chamorro Tribe
Comment:
Hafa Adai, we would like to take this opportunity to first congratulate DON on a more thoughtful and balanced plan
for the proposed marine relocation to our island. We would further like to express our full support of all aspects of
this plan except, the proposed water wells for Anderson Air Force Base. As the aboriginal stewards of this island,
we maintain our inalienable rights of ownership over our island and it's natural resources. The Aquifer was not just
a gift from our creator, but was in fact created by our ancestors initially as their shelter from the weather following
the sinking of what was one small continent which became this archipelago four thousand years ago. Should DON
truly require more fresh water then is available through the existing infrastructure, we would recommend DON
pursue the construction of a water desalinization plant and a uranium hydride battery/22 megawatt steam
generator to power the desalinization plant. This would allow DON to produce and consume as much fresh water
as needed without depleting a very limited resource and could serve as a model to the region for cost effective,
safe, clean, energy and water desalinization. Both cost effective energy and fresh water are critical issues both
currently and for the future of this entire region. In summary we support the military relocation to Guam without the
additional water wells proposed. Further, we would support water desalinization and clean energy production on
Guam by DON.
Organization: Chamorro Tribe
Address:
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318:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this
comment nor required in response to it. 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 longterm 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.

Comment ID: #318
Name: Catherine Lutz
Email Address:
Topic: Alternative sites
Comment:
This voluminous document fails to record the true purpose, need, or the legal right to impose the proposed
massive damage to the social and physical environment of Guam. The document also fails to document or assess
the risks of increased prostitution and sexual assault that thousands of US marines have brought with them
everywhere they have been posted around the world. The document also fails to document or assess the
increased risk of violent retaliation that these Marines and facilities will bring to Guam. US security analysts have
assessed that Guam is more vulnerable than other US-based locations for those Marines and facilities. Guam's
environment will be utterly obliterated if a major Asian power decides to retaliate for a US military action in the
region or preemptively take it out as an easy nearby target. The environmental impact of a nuclear weapon or
massive missile strike, in other words, is not considered by this SEIS.
The alternative sites on Guam that the document failed to consider include the military golf course inside existing
military facilities on Guam. That golf course has already erased the habitat for endangered wildlife and people
besides golfers and has a large carbon footprint. It also failed to consider any of the hundreds of thousands of
acres of land – including firing ranges – that the Marines operate in the 50 states. These include Camp Pendleton,
Camp Lejeune, Camp Barstow, and the Combat Center at Twentynine Palms. There are, for example, an existing
600,000 acres of training land at Twentynine Palms and an additional 166,000 acres that the Marines are in
process of trying to acquire next to that base. Why are they not the preferred alternative given the security scholar
consensus that it is deeply irrational to position military assets in such a vulnerable position with few if any
advantages in the age of rapid military transport and when the environmental damage has already been done in
those places, as it has not in the areas considered on Guam?
Instead, this document calls for even more damage to the acreage of the Chamorro people, individual landowners
evicted years ago, and the unique and irreplaceable animal habitat of northern Guam.

318:B – 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.
318:C – NEPA analyses like those found in this SEIS are based on available data and a
reasonable scientific expectation that direct and indirect impacts would result from a proposed
action. There are neither current data nor any other basis for assuming that Guam would be
attacked specifically because of the Marine relocation, particularly since there is already a
strong military presence on the island. Therefore, the issue raised is outside the scope of this
SEIS.

Organization: Brown University
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318:D – 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.
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

G.2-864

Response:

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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Comment ID: #319

319 – 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.

Comment ID:

#319

Name:

rani quinata

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
More military will not only better protect our island but will expand our economy providing better jobs.
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Comment ID:

#320

320 – Thank you for your comment. Impacts in terms of demographic characteristics are
presented in Section 4.2.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, which is Appendix
D to the SEIS. The conclusion presented in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study is that
the proposed action would result in the population of Guam being made up of a relatively
smaller proportion of Chamorros and Guam-born individuals, and a relatively larger proportion
of Asians, Other Pacific Islanders (not born on Guam), and Caucasians. This conclusion is
taken into account when considering impacts to public services, which are presented in Section
4.1.15.2 of the SEIS and Section 4.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

Name:
SEIS User Name:apph
Email Address:
Topic:

Demographic change

Comment:
I oppose the build up in any form, downsized or not, because it will have demographic consequences far beyond
SEIS projections. This is because Guam will attract scores of immigrants from Asia and Micronesia in search of
job opportunities, whether or not they actually materialize. The SEIS can only speculate about the added numbers
brought to Guam by the US military, but neither Guam nor the military can control immigration to the island. Our
island can hardly sustain the population we currently have, and thousands of added immigrants will only add
burdens to GovGuam.
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Comment ID:

#321

321 – Thank you for your comment. The impact analysis in Chapter 4 accounts for changes to
impervious area and how this would affect recharge to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.
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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:apph
Email Address:
Topic:

Potable water

Comment:
I oppose the build up in any form, downsized or not, because it will have environmental consequences far beyond
SEIS projections. Specifically, I am concerned about the long term sustainability of Guam's aquifer. Increased
drilling of wells obviously drains the available supply of drinking water. At the same time, however, loss of green
space in the northern area atop the aquifer, due to military construction projects related to the build up, directly
causes a decrease in rainfall entering the aquifer. Rain that ordinarily would be absorbed into the earth and make
its way down into the aquifer is prevented from doing so due to the concrete sidewalks, parking lots, roads, and
structures now blocking it's natural path, and more of it would get evaporated. Some of it gets diverted in other
ways. In total, the combined decrease of rainfall entering the system with an increase in water exiting the system
suggests a long-term crisis in Guam's water availability, an eventuality of potentially catastrophic consequences.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/17/2014 3:29:43 PM
Comment Date: 6/17/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-868

Response:

Comment ID:

#322

322 – Thank you for your comment. Weather and rainfall patterns on Guam are a function of
larger scale meteorological conditions in the Pacific. There is no scientific evidence to suggest
that localized development of the scale being considered in the SEIS would measurably increase
local temperatures or decrease local rainfall.

Name:
SEIS User Name:apph
Email Address:
Topic:

Potable water

Comment:
I oppose the build up in any form, downsized or not, because it will have environmental consequences far beyond
SEIS projections. Specifically, I am concerned that increased construction on Guam, resulting in loss of more and
more of our little-remaining green space, will have the long term effect of increasing the island's temperature,
leading to a decrease in rainfall and perpetual drought. This has been the experience of places like Nauru that
have been heavily damaged by mining. Reduced rainfall would lead to a decrease in water entering the aquifer
and the southern water sources, potentially creating disastrous consequences for everyone who makes Guam their
permanent home.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/17/2014 3:35:06 PM
Comment Date: 6/17/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-869

Response:

Comment ID:

#323

323 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:LITEA
Email Address:
Topic:

In favor of Military

Comment:
I am in support of the SEIS because it provides a foundation for sound economical opportunities for Guam. More
military will expand our economy providing better jobs and more tax revenues to the government. These additional
revenues will help pay down the millions of government debt and assist in improving the islands educational
system.
Organization:

Black Construction & 1688 Laundry

Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/17/2014 6:18:46 PM
Comment Date: 6/17/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-870

Response:

Comment ID:

#324

Name:

Gregory Perez

324 – 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 policymakers 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Lingering Grievances

Comment:
History lends itself, parallel with concerns brought forth by Chief Hurao in 1671, to the impending build up. The
underlying current of discontent may be that of Colonialism, and its remedy, self determination. Political discontent
will persist until those colonized, vote for themselves, their own destiny. Please consider this as we move forward
with the build up. Thank you.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/17/2014 8:53:17 PM
Comment Date: 6/17/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-871

Response:

Comment ID:

#325

Name:

Joven Acosta

325 – Comment ID: #325 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #356. The response is provided
on Pages G.2-1003 - G.2-1005.

SEIS User Name:Guam Power Authority
Email Address:

jacosta@gpagwa.com

Topic:

Electrical Utility

Comment:
Please see attached comments from the Guam Power Authority.
Organization:

Guam Power Authority

Address:
POB 2977
Hagatna, Guam 96932
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/17/2014 9:27:21 PM
Comment Date: 6/17/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-872

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-873

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-874

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-875

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-876

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-877

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-878

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-879

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-880

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-881

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-882

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-883

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-884

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-885

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-886

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-887

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-888

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-889

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-890

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-891

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-892

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-893

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-894

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-895

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-896

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-897

Response:

Comment ID#: 325 (Cont.)

G.2-898

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-899

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-900

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-901

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-902

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-903

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-904

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-905

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-906

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-907

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-908

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-909

Response:

Comment ID: #325 (Cont.)

G.2-910

Response:

Comment ID:

#326

326 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Robert F. Alexander
Email Address:
Topic:

Ritidian Firing Range

Comment:
Ritidian and the rest of the available land for the local population should not be made or processed into military
establishments such as firing ranges. Use the existing ones. The U.S. military does not need to take up anymore
land than they already have.
PLease stay away from Ritidian unless you are planning to have a beach day or walking adventure there.I am a
3rd generation naturalized Chamorro. My family mother's originated from the western visayas but we are here to
stay. DO NOT USE RITIDIAN! SAVE RITIDIAN! MY CHILDHOOD WAS SPENT THERE WITH FAMILY! MY
CHILDREN SPEND TIME THERE WITH ME! WE ARE HERE TO STAY AND WE WANT TO GO TO RITIDAIN!
BIBA LITEKYAN! BIBA TAOTAO TANO!
Organization:

University of Guam

Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/19/2014 1:19:31 AM
Comment Date: 6/18/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-911

Response:

Comment ID:

#327

327 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:RTakano-Garcia
Email Address:
Topic:

Guam Buildup

Comment:
I am Pro Buildup for Guam. The military is currently conducting the environmental study that impacts the island.
The US govt is basically on the right track towards doing their homework to make it feasible for our island. Also, as
a business owner, the injection of military personnel and their families will help spur the already lackluster economy
of our island.
Organization:

Designers Direct Furniture store

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/19/2014 2:34:47 AM
Comment Date: 6/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-912

Response:

Comment ID: #328 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-913

Response:

Comment ID:

#329

329 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Smiich
Email Address:
Topic:

RITIDIAN

Comment:
Wildlife. How can we be so inconsiderate?
This is not only our home but home to many plants and animals. Every little living thing plays a part in our lives.
You think we made it here this far alone?
This land does not belong to us. How can something that gives us and helps us maintain life belong to someone?
Does a Mother belong to a child?
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
Yes

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/19/2014 3:38:41 AM
Comment Date: 6/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-914

Response:

Comment ID:

#330

Name:

J Rick Perez

330:A – Thank you for your comment. The population increase table in the Executive Summary
has been updated. The methods used for estimating population change are presented in Section
2.1 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, which is Appendix D to the SEIS.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:

330:B – The statement on page ES-5 is correct. 2,580 acres is 78% larger than 1,452 acres:
2,580 – 1,452 = 1,128 more acres than 1,452 acres, which compared to the 1,452 acres is an
increase of 77.68 % (1,128/1,452 = .7768). The calculation you have provided is also true but
you are focused on the decrease that 1,128 acres represents from the higher number (2,580
acres): a decrease of 1,452 acres from 2,580 acres is a reduction from the larger number of
43.7%. The statement in the SEIS is referring to the difference relative to the smaller acreage
(“larger than”) and not a decrease from the larger acreage. Both ways of referencing the change
are correct: the previous cantonment was almost 78% larger than the current plan and the
current plan represents a 43.7% decrease from the previous.

Topic:
Comment:
SEIS
Figure ES-1 on page ES-4 has a population increase table. The data that populates the table, however, is
missing. Please provide the data, the actual numbers and articulate the methods used to come up with the
estimates.
On page ES-5, the last sentence in the first paragraph says that the “2010 ROD was almost 78% larger than the
preferred cantonment/family housing alternative at Finegayan (Figure ES-2). The 2010 Final EIS Preferred
Alternative Impacted Area = 2,580 acres. The 2014 Draft SEIS Preferred Alternative Impacted Area = 1,452.

"

330:C – The map you referenced is intended just to show the difference between the Finegayan
cantonment area footprint from the 2010 EIS and a revised one in the 2014 Draft SEIS. There is
no additional detail to show that would demonstrate that spatial difference. Other maps in the
SEIS show more detail regarding the facility layout, utilities, housing, etc., for each project
alternative.

#

The Navy misstated the decrease. The decrease is not a 78% change from before, it is a 43.7% decrease. (2580
- 1452 = 1128; 1128/2580 = 43.7% not 78%.
The map on page ES-6 or Figure ES-2 should be broken down into at least 16 quadrants so that much more detail
is available.

$

Page ES-8, second paragraph omits any reference to cultural considerations such as ancient Chamorro artifacts
that have importance to our people. The second paragraph
simply talks about operational considerations between the DON and the Air Force and how working out operational
activities will then lead into considering NWF as a LFTRC alternative. The problem with this statement, as
mentioned above, is that it ignores the culturally significant issues important to the Chamorro people. DON needs
to work on incorporating culturally significant issues into its materials.

%

Page ES-9 section ES-4.3 talks about the importance of screening criteria identified by the Marine Corps, Air Force
and CNIC. Two points: 1) what are the reasons for omitting the people of Guam to this list of stakeholders
providing input for screening criteria? 2) DON should consider including specific community input into this page
and more community input into this SEIS document because impacts will be felt by villagers who have little say to
begin with.

&

DON needs to add hyperlinks to referenced documents including materials such as USC § 5063.

'

The DON also fails to adequately explain many of the declarative statements that are made in this contractor
produced report. There is a lot of description but not much analysis.

330:D – The text to which you refer describes the process by which an additional reasonable
LFTRC alternative was derived based on the ability of that alternative to meet the purpose and
need for the proposed action. The SEIS then identifies and acknowledges in several places the
potential impacts of that alternative to cultural resources, sociocultural considerations, and other
related impacts. 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.

(

Organization:

330:E – 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.

Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

330:F – Hyperlinks are not required by the NEPA Regulations and are not standard usage in
DON NEPA documents. However, the electronic version of the SEIS includes bookmarks,
which provides a quick link to sections within the document. The DON will consider more
extensive usage of hyperlinks in future NEPA documents.

Date Recieved: 6/19/2014 10:56:53 PM
Comment Date: 6/19/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-915

Response:

330:G – As indicated in Chapter 10, List of Preparers, nearly 20 DON subject matter experts
were involved in the preparation of the SEIS in addition to NEPA specialists working as
contracted support. NEPA requires that the information used as the basis for impact
determinations be described in the report. Especially in an EIS or SEIS, the amount of
information used to characterize the local environment can and should be substantial. The
rationale behind impact determinations is also explained in the report as a function of the data
used and described.

G.2-916

Response:

Comment ID: #331

Comment ID:

#331

Name:

Anne Hattori

331 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Firing range opposition

Comment:
I oppose the proposed firing range Ritidian option because of the threats to a number of Guam's endangered
species. Specifically, attempts to protect the fanihi, or fruit bat, from extinction are on-going and have made
progress. To threaten this delicate work would be a miscarriage of US regulations that were created specifically for
the purpose of protecting such species. The "mitigation" -- that construction workers will cease work upon sighting
of a fruit bat -- is wildly ignorant and arrogant. Protecting a species means more than "allowing" it to live; it entails
creating an environment conducive to its propagation. This is exactly what the firing range at Ritidian will destroy,
and Guam has such little land left for protective uses. I support locating the firing range on one of the military's golf
courses. Their members can play golf on one of Guam's MANY civilian courses instead.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/20/2014 4:34:04 PM
Comment Date: 6/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-917

Response:

332 – 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
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.

G.2-918

Response:

Comment ID:

#333

Name:

J Rick Perez

333:A – Thank you for your comment. Although Andersen AFB currently uses dry wells to
handle stormwater drainage, no dry wells will be installed as part of the proposed action. Based
on Guam regulations pertaining to not using well injection for stormwater disposal, the DON's
proposed stormwater management system does not include the use of existing wells or new
wells at Andersen AFB for stormwater disposal for up to the 25-year design storm. Ponds have
been sized to detain runoff from the 25-year design storm. However, the final determination for
use of discharge wells during extreme events in excess of 25-year design storm to prevent
localized and downstream property damage will need to be determined during the design stage
and in coordination with Guam Environmental Protection Agency.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I did not see any information in the SEIS regarding dry wells.

333:A

How many dry wells will be dug on base, especially up at Andersen Air Force Base?

333:B – Preliminary facility planning efforts for Alternative C at Andersen AFB have identified
eight facilities that have “Maintenance Shop” in their title. Seven of them are identified as being
for electronics/communications maintenance for their respective Unit Operations. The other
shop is identified as an Automotive Maintenance Shop. Other facilities with less specific titles
may also be authorized to handle chemicals and other hazardous materials. The kinds of
chemicals that would be handled at these shops is unavailable at this time. However, bulk
hazardous materials storage would need to be constructed to accommodate Marine Corps
requirements and it is anticipated that the Marine Corps would utilize a centralized system for
the acquisition and issuance of hazardous materials. All hazardous materials and wastes of any
type would be managed and controlled pursuant to applicable military and regulatory guidelines
for environmental, operational, and public safety. Planning efforts for the Marine relocation
determined that the current hazardous materials and waste facilities at Andersen AFB could not
handle the increased demand from the proposed Marine Corps cantonment. Therefore, a 90-day
Hazardous Waste Accumulation Site would be constructed as part of the cantonment under
Alternative C at Andersen AFB. An undetermined number of interim collection and holding
sites (Initial Accumulation Points and Satellite Accumulations Points)would also be created, as
needed, in proximity to hazardous materials use and hazardous waste generation.

How many additional maintenance shops will be built on Andersen Air Force Base?

333:B

What kinds of maintenance shops will be built?
What kinds of chemicals will be handled at these maintenance shops?

The SEIS did not mention anything about EPA designated hazardous waste generators associated with the buildup. This information needs to be included because all EPA related matters associated with the production,
management, transportation and disposal of hazardous waste must be compliant with the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended.

333:C

How many tons of hazardous waste is expected to be generated from increased military presence associated with
the SEIS? What kinds of hazardous waste will be produced? This needs to be included in the SEIS.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

333:C – Text revised as follows "Therefore, an undetermined number of satellite accumulation
sites would be created, as needed, in close proximity to the locations within the cantonment
where the hazardous materials used and hazardous wastes are generated. As stated in Section
4.1.16.2, the overall reduction in long-term increased generation or hazardous wastes from
operations under the SEIS alternatives, as compared to the 2010 Final EIS, would be dependent
on a variety of factors and cannot be quantified based on available information." 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,

Date Recieved: 6/20/2014 5:32:15 PM
Comment Date: 6/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-919

Response:

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).

G.2-920

Response:

Comment ID: #334

334 – 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.

G.2-921

Response:

Comment ID: #335

335: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.
335:B – 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 ES3).
335:C – Information on current assumptions regarding anticipated construction expenditures,
on an annual basis, from 2015 to 2027 is provided in Table 4.3-24 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS).

335:A

335:B

335:C

G.2-922

Response:

Comment ID: #335 (Cont.)

335:D – 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 ES3).
335:D

335:E – The SEIS analyzes traffic increases both on base and off base for the various proposed
action alternatives. Required road improvements for those alternatives are discussed and are
part of the proposed action. These off base improvements would be implemented via Defense
Authorization Roads funding and be coordinated with the implementation of the proposed
action.
335:F –. The peak increase in average daily potable water demand on the Guam Waterworks
Authority system due to the proposed action is 0.84 million gallons per day, and occurs in the
year 2021 due to the increased construction activity and is inclusive of organic and induced
civilian growth. The increase in average daily demands to the Guam Waterworks Authority
system considering all factors climbs steadily on a year-over-year basis, primarily due to the
projected organic civilian growth, reaching 3.74 million gallons per day in 2028.

335:E

The SEIS states that the increase in demands on the Guam Waterworks Authority system due to
the proposed action is relatively small compared to the increase resulting from organic civilian
growth. As documented in this EIS, 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 minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed military
relocation program, DoD is leading a federal interagency effort to identify other federal
programs and funding sources that could benefit the people of Guam.
335:F

G.2-923

Response:

Comment ID: #335 (Cont.)

335:G – A sewer capacity evaluation conducted for the 2010 Final EIS indicated that the
existing Guam Waterworks Authority interceptor sewer along Route 3 would have adequate
capacity to convey flows projected for the proposed action to the Northern District Wastewater
Treatment Plant. This reference has been added to the final SEIS.

335:G

G.2-924

Response:

336 – 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.

Comment ID: #336

G.2-925

Response:

Comment ID: #336 (Cont.)

G.2-926

Response:

Comment ID: #337

337 – 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.

G.2-927

Response:

Comment ID: #337 (Cont.)

G.2-928

Response:

Comment ID: #338

338 – 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.

G.2-929

Response:

Comment ID: #339

339 – 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.

G.2-930

Response:

Comment ID: #340

340:C – Thank you for your comment. 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 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.

G.2-931

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-932

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-933

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-934

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-935

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-936

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-937

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-938

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-939

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-940

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-941

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-942

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-943

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-944

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-945

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-946

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-947

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-948

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-949

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-950

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-951

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-952

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-953

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-954

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-955

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-956

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-957

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-958

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-959

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-960

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-961

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-962

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-963

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-964

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-965

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-966

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-967

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-968

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-969

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-970

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-971

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

340:A

G.2-972

340:A – Thank you for your comment. The continental U.S. was not considered because it
wouldn't fulfill national security obligations to provide mutual defense, deter aggression, and
dissuade coercion in the Western Pacific Region. 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.

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

340:B – 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 SEIS evaluates three options for the LFTRC at NAVMAG. These are Alternatives 2, 3, and
4 (Sections 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4).

340:B

G.2-973

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

340:C – Thank you for your comment. 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 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.
340:C

G.2-974

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

340:D – 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.

340:D

G.2-975

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

340:E

G.2-976

340:E – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS considers four other alternatives for the
LFTRC: Alternative 1 at Route 15 and Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 at NAVMAG. Decision makers
will weigh all of the alternatives and all of the factors in the Record of Decision.

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-977

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-978

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-979

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-980

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-981

Response:

Comment ID: #340 (Cont.)

G.2-982

Response:

Comment ID: #341

341 – 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.

G.2-983

Response:

Comment ID: #342

342 – 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 Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of
Decision concerning 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.

G.2-984

Response:

Comment ID: #342 (Cont.)

G.2-985

Response:

Comment ID: #342 (Cont.)

G.2-986

Response:

Comment ID: #343

343 – 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.

G.2-987

Response:

Comment ID:

#344

344 – Thank you for your comment. The DoD agrees with this comment/recommendation and
the SEIS has been edited to include the relocation of monitoring well EX-7 to a location
acceptable to the stakeholders.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Dr. John W. Jenson, Hydrogeologist,
U, of Guam
Email Address:
Topic:

Replacement of Groundwater Monitor Well EX-7, Wettengel Junction

Comment:
Under Guam Public Laws 24-161 and 24-247, the University of Guam’s Water and Environmental Research
Institute of the Western Pacific, with funding support from the Government of Guam, maintains the island’s
Comprehensive Water Monitoring Program in cooperation with the U.S. Geological Survey Pacific Islands Water
Science Center, Honolulu. Under the agreement, USGS hydrologists collect water level, temperature, and
conductivity data from seven deep monitor wells. These seven wells are drilled through the entire thickness of the
freshwater lens and underlying transition zone. They are the sole means of directly observing changes in vertical
salinity gradients and the thickness of the lens as it responds to changes in pumping and natural recharge. It is
becoming apparent that to accommodate the expansion of Route 1 that is underway to support the build-up, one of
these wells, EX-7, at Wettengel Junction (Route 1 & Route 3), will have to filled, sealed, and closed.
EX-7 is one of only two deep monitor wells in the Yigo-Tumon Basin, which is the most heavily developed and
densely populated of the aquifer’s six groundwater basins. Moreover, the location of EX-7, near the southwestern
end (discharge end) of the Yigo-Tumon trough, provides water-level data that help determine groundwater flow in
this important portion of the aquifer. Determining groundwater flow is essential to understand and predict ground
water availability and vulnerability to contamination. There are no other wells monitored for water level in this area.
The loss of this well will seriously degrade the ability of WERI and USGS hydrologists monitor and provide reliable
predictions of the effects of increased pumping or changes in recharge on this crucial and vulnerable part of the
aquifer. In lieu of preserving the well in situ, which would require a realignment of the proposed road to the north
of the well, a replacement well in the same general vicinity is essential for adequate monitoring of the freshwater
lens in this highly productive and densely populated area. Inter-agency discussions are underway within the
Government of Guam, and should be expanded to include participants from the DOD and other federal agencies to
identify a suitable location and funding source for a new well to be installed nearby to provide a functional
replacement for EX-7.
Organization:

WERI

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/21/2014 3:47:43 AM
Comment Date: 6/21/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-988

Response:

Comment ID:

#345

345 – Thank you for your comment. The 2010 Final EIS describes the non-live fire training that
is planned for Andersen South. Figure 2.3-6 of that 2010 Final EIS shows that the entire
Andersen South parcel would have a perimeter security fence. The Hand Grenade Range would
be within the perimeter boundary of Andersen South. There would be no public access
permitted through the site. The fence and the impact on public access are not included in the
SEIS proposed action.

Name:
SEIS User Name:John Armstrong
Email Address:
Topic:

Community impact

Comment:
If the military is concerned about the civilian community in Yigo, Guam please continue to allow us to walk at the
fire station in Yigo. The community has been walking on the roads leading to Andy South since 1994. There are
hundreds of people who walk, run and cycle there each day. I know the military is planning hand grenade practice
for the base. If the road must be closed please consider building a comparable track for the community. The area
meets a public health need. If it is closed many people will be upset.
Organization:

Guam Community College

Address:

Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/21/2014 4:35:04 AM
Comment Date: 6/21/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-989

Response:

Comment ID:

#346

Name:

Diane Vice

346:A – Thank you for your comment. There are four LFTRC alternatives evaluated in the
SEIS that do not overlap fishing areas and the wildlife refuge. The purpose of the SEIS is
simply to identify and evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and
alternatives so that decision makers will have important information about such impacts as they
make decisions. No decisions will be made until the end of the NEPA process, and the
collection and consideration of public and agency comments is an essential part of that process.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Firing Range in a Wildlife Refuge

Comment:
The Guam Military Buildup is too large for the relatively small island of Guam. If we cannot fit the firing range in
without overlapping prime fishing areas and the only wildlife refuge on the island (Critical Habitat) - there is
obviously not enough room. Guam's wildlife has been devastated by the snake (due to post-war military incursions)
and now through the destruction of habitat/space for wildlife to recover. The Navy controls 1/3 of Guam's land with
no plans to reintroduce endangered species. Where will Guam's wildlife live? Navy will not release ES inside the
fence and the development outside the fence (due to the military buildup)removes any remaining lands/habitat for
recovery purposes. Navy offers very limited amounts of mitigation to compensate for lost habitat/space which
cannot never be regained. These limited efforts to mitigate are slow to fruition. Put a hold on the buildup until the
mitigation requirements are complete and the habitat is restored - including endangered species released on Navy
lands. Put your money where your mouth is by at least fulfilling mitigation requirements from previous projects and
commitments. Show us your mitigation efforts are successful prior to destroying any more habitat and limiting more
access by the people of Guam.
It is great that the people were heard regarding Pagat - however the slowdown in the buildup has nothing to do
with listening to the people but rather a lack of money allocated from Congress (poor US economy). Guam's
developers and business people are the ones who are pushing for more buildup because they want the economic
boom without concern for the environment. If the firing range has to be on Guam then put it in Naval Mag where
there is no access for locals and efforts to recover native species will not be affected. It is a more expensive option
monetarily but in the long run we save valuable space for native species recovery which is PRICELESS! Save
Guam's prime fishing area and its only Wildlife Refuge - put the firing range in Naval Mag. Any loss of access
days, which computes to lost time for recovering (and enjoying) Guam's native species, is not acceptable.

"

Also, the military personnel who live off-base should be paying their own rent above and beyond the cost to the
government of having them live on-base - their decision to live off-base should not be subsidized by the UStaxpayers and driving rent prices up on Guam. Military personnel living off-base and paying huge amounts in rent
creates an unaffordable rental arena for the locals. This is exactly what happened in Hawaii and Guam is following
suit. Reduce the social/economic impacts to locals by reducing the amount of money allotted to those living offbase.

#

346:B – 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 ES3).

Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/22/2014 3:39:19 PM
Comment Date: 6/20/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-990

Response:

Comment ID:

#347

Name:

RAMON DELA CRUZ

347 – 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 Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of
Decision concerning 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:

mayordelacruzray@gmail.com

Topic:
Comment:
Please see attached file.
Organization:

Municipality of Tinian and Aguiguan

Address:
PO Box 520059
San Jose Village
Tinian, CNMI 96952
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/23/2014 7:53:49 PM
Comment Date: 6/23/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-991

Response:

Comment ID: #347 (Cont.)

G.2-992

Response:

Comment ID: #347 (Cont.)

G.2-993

Response:

Comment ID: #348 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-994

Response:

Comment ID:

#349

Name:

Scott Anderson

349 – Thank you for your comment. Additional information on costs has been added to the
SEIS. Impacts on Guam's public services were determined to be significant and the DON has
proposed mitigation. 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 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Support

Comment:
I am in support of the Military Build-up and the positive economic impact that I feel will come about as a result of it.
I fully support the infrastructure improvements that are currently on-going, as well as future projects that will not
only benefit the military personnel, but benefit all persons who call Guam home.
I support the increased military presence on island which I feel would both add a greater level of security for our
island and also serve as a deterrent to unstable neighbors in the Asia/Pacific region.
Additionally, I would like to see an increase in funding for local agencies that will be most directly impacted by the
arrival of the Build-Up itself; specifically the Department of Labor(who oversees the local Foreign Labor (H-2B)
program), GPD, DPW, & DPHSS.
Organization:

Guam Department of Labor

Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/24/2014 2:24:39 AM
Comment Date: 6/24/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-995

Response:

Comment ID:

#350

Name:

Sherine Espinosa

350 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Alien Labor

Comment:
I support the build-up. With this build-up Department of Labor can hire more Case Workers, Inspectors,
Registration Clerks, etc. This build-up can become very resourceful for both the public and the government.
Organization:

Department of Labor

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/24/2014 2:27:10 AM
Comment Date: 6/24/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-996

Response:

Comment ID:

#351

351: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 longterm 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Guahan Coalition for Peace and
Justice
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
SEIS- GUAM
Live Firing and Grenade Ranges. The environmental impacts are non-mitigating.
Construction and operation of 5 live-fire training ranges and a hand grenade range at NW Field and Anderson
South consistent with the 2010 EIS excluding Pagat. Therefore, the impacts remain the same. The EIS does not
specify range utilization except to identify 39 weeks per year (there’s 52 weeks in a year). The EIS states that night
training will occur twice a week, but will not occur after 10pm.
Live firing range will be constructed at NW Field. Rifle and pistol ranges to include a range operations tower, target
storage and maintenance shed, covered bleachers, portable toilets, perimeter fencing, safety signs, lighting and
parking.

351: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.

"

351:C – Although no specific mitigation measures are proposed for the impacts on topography,
there were efforts throughout the project planning process to mitigate (i.e., avoid, minimize and
reduce) the impact on topography (and other environmental resources). During the initial screen
for suitable locations, 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. Within the geographic areas that met the initial screen, the construction
areas were sited to mitigate for impacts on the environment, including topography. There are
construction Best Management Practices (listed in Table 2.8.-1) that would be implemented
during construction to minimize soil erosion due to grading/fill activities. Sometimes, as in the
case of topography, there would be unavoidable, nonmitigable impacts even after all the efforts
to mitigate the impacts.

Hand grenade range will be constructed at Anderson South. This site will use M67 fragmentation grenade. It will
include a hazard zone, shelter for four people, range control tower with ballistic glass, a grenade house, and
concrete munitions storage facility.
As indicated in the 2010 Final EIS, the NWF project area overlies the Finegayan and Agafa Gumas sub-basins of
the NGLA. The NGLA is used as a source for drinking water.
The estimated average annual number of rounds for each type of live-fire training event for both Marine Corps and
Joint Use operations is provided in Chapter 2, Table 2.2-4 of these SEIS. Marine Corps daytime usage would total
approximately 4,275,000 rounds and night usage would be approximately 1,063,000 rounds. Night firing training
requirements need to be met during hours of darkness, dusk until dawn, and this timeframe differs from “acoustic”
night (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). Of the 1,063,000 rounds expected to be fired during darkness, only 326,000 rounds or
7% of the total number of rounds would occur during “acoustic” night and

#

Ranges will be used approximately 39 weeks per year. Night training is estimated to occur
twice per week during the qualification periods and would require consecutive firing days.
Major changes to surface elevation due to excavation and filling for construction of MPMG, MRF, KD ranges, and
realignment of Route 15 would have a significant, direct, long-term impact to topography.

$

351: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.

No mitigation was proposed.
Noise levels would exceed land use guidance and create a direct, long-term, significant impact from the sound
exposure to nearby residences. An estimated 88 people (22 homes) would be affected in Noise Zone 2 (65-74 dB)
and no people would be affected in Zone 3 (greater than 75 dB).

%

Mitigation of using sound berms and foliage to reduce noise levels was not specific in the plan.
The impact on utilities are substantial and the mitigation efforts insufficient.
Utilities requirements for the proposed action include: On-site utilities projects to support the cantonment, family
housing, and live-fire range facilities under each project alternative. Off-site utilities projects required to connect the
proposed Marine Corps facilities to existing milit
Organization:

351:E – Upgrades to the Guam Power Authority transmission system to service the Marines at
Finegayan are included in the proposed action. As documented in this EIS, 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 minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program, DoD is leading a federal interagency
effort to identify other federal programs and funding sources that could benefit the people of
Guam.
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G.2-998

Response:

Comment ID: #352

352 – 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 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. There would be no loss of access
for land owners at Urunao.

G.2-999

Response:

Comment ID: #352 (Cont.)

Statement of
On Lot No. 9990-1 Rem.,Machanao
I am the sole surviving child of Vicente Santos Pangelinan and Ana Mantanane
Pangelinan, both deceased, the original owners of Lot no. 9990-1 Rem., Machanao, now under
the Municipality of Dededo, Guam. When the Federal Government condemned the property to
establish a communication facility they created two large antennas along our beach fronting our
property. Some years later, the government decided they did not need the communication
facility. Thus, the federal government transferred our property to the Fish and Wildlife Service
to preserve the dead bird and the almost extinct fruit bats (locally called Fanihi).
My mother was paid approximately $21,000 for 7.5 hectares of beachfront property.
The purchase of the land continues to remain questionable, which the families continue to argue
for fair compensation both in local and federal court. My family along with Juan Mendiola
Castro and Benigno Leon Guerrero Flores families whom all related to us- the Pangelinan's,
together with the Juan Aguero family protested the taking of their properties and hired two (2)
attorneys to fight for the return of their properties. The families spent thousands of dollars for
attorney fees- and the case which was later filed in the Federal Court in Washington was halted
because the families went broke. However, I believe the case is still pending in the District Court
in Washington, D.C.
It's been many years since the Fish and Wildlife Service established themselves in the
preserves at Ritidian and still no birds and the dwindling populations of the Fanihi has not
improved. The Pangelinan, Castro, Flores and Aguero families labored in the building of a dirt
road from the top of the cliff to the beach area so that vehicles could take them to their respective
properties saving them from hiking on foot. The federal government surveyors had benefited by
using this road to reach the properties to be able survey the lots.

G.2-1000

Response:

Comment ID: #352 (Cont.)

The late Benigno Leon Guerrero Flores then rented a bulldozer and cleared his property
of vegetations and planted fruit trees and other crops prior to the Fish and Wildlife Service taking
over the area. The preserve has been open to the public to allow people to picnic in the area and
as a result, there were people who have drowned since there has been no lifeguard provided by
the Fish and Wildlife Service.
All of the above mentioned families moved to Ritidian and lived throughout the years of
the Japanese occupation. The area located in the upper level from the beach property had a lot of
fadang (Federico Tree) and the people processed the fruits for food. There was also a lot of
breadfruit- in the area which is a very popular food among the Pacific Islanders including Guam.
In the Pangelinan's property, there were a lot of GapGap trees which my mother processed its
fruits to make starch and use the starch to make tortillas along with the young green coconut
meat to make ahu- both a local delicacy. Water came from the well that was not polluted at that
time and every family had their own well. Each family raised their own chickens and pigs. Fish
were abundant as well as coconuts crabs during that period.
The fanihi and birds were plentiful prior to the island’s invasion by the brown tree
snakes. Ritidian is heaven to all of us. I personally built a ranch house prior to 1950 and lived
there until I began working with the Government of Guam in the office of the Governor. The
governor at that time was Governor Carlton Skinner, who was the first civilian governor
appointed by the President of the United States.
I personally am not in favor of the Federal Government establishing a surface danger
zone over Ritidian because this will restrict other landowners’ access to Urunao and Jinapsan
from getting to their properties on a limited time. The firing range should be established
elsewhere, where it is safe and at property owned by the Federal Government. Also, the Fish and

G.2-1001

Response:

Comment ID: #352 (Cont.)

Wildlife Service should publicly admit that the preservations of the birds and the fanihi cannot
be accomplished as long as the BTS are present and give Ritidian back to their original ownerswho were forced to give up their properties decades ago.
I am in support for the military build- up on Guam for the Marines from Okinawa
because this will strengthen our security and the defense our nation needs. It will also be a
benefit to our island’s economy.
In closing, I hope that some decision will happen soon and that the Fish and Wildlife
Service be relocated to another area that indeed needs the preservation of wildlife, so that their
expertise can become successful. In return, it is only fair that our properties be returned back to
its rightful owners. For the sake of those who have passed on and for their families they have
left behind, I too would like to see Ritidian returned. We have fought for this issue for many
years. I may not have much time in my life, but I can put some closure to this issue knowing my
children, grandchildren and great-grandchildren will be able to have access to this property. Like
a theologian by the name of Tyron Edwards once said “Right actions in the future are the best
apologies for bad actions of the past”.

Respectfully,

G.2-1002

Response:

Comment ID:

#353

353:A – Thank you for your comment. In addition to reviewing hundreds of published
documents, subject matter experts involved in the preparation of the SEIS (and before that the
2010 EIS) have personally conducted lengthy and detailed biological and cultural resource field
surveys on Guam. These surveys lasted weeks and sometimes months at a time over a multiyear period to collect the best available data for both the 2010 Final EIS and the current SEIS.
Teams of preparers have spent weeks on Guam at least two different times interviewing
Government of Guam agency personnel and other knowledgeable local officials. Many of the
preparers have attended numerous public information meetings and public hearings to receive
public input from the citizens of Guam regarding both EISs.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Pika Fejeran
Email Address:
Topic:

Various Comments #1-5

Comment:
1. A review of the list of preparers reveals that a vast majority of them do not live on-island. This is concerning
because, how can the preparers conduct their research and draw sound impact analyses from behind a desk an
ocean away? How many times and for how long did they stay on Guam to conduct analysis? I don’t believe that
they were here on Guam and able to understand who we are, what Guam is, and what the realities are, beside
from what they can gather from published documents.
2. Andersen AFB is currently rehabilitating/redeveloping their housing stock on-base. Why not combine the Marine
housing development with Andersen’s? I’m sure money would be saved by co-developing. I prefer Andersen AFB
Housing and Cantonment Alternative C.
3. The posters presented for cultural resources during the public hearings were severely lacking in explaining the
future process through the PA. Do better next time.
4. In regards to impacts to infrastructure, “DOD would assist GWA in locating funding” cited throughout document
and for both preferred alternatives. FY2014 NDAA public law 113-66 and FY2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act
public law 113-76 are then cited as the means to ensure infrastructure support is received. But there is no
guarantee stated in the DSEIS for future funding. The people of Guam need a blue print for those improvements:
“assisting” is not an acceptable form of mitigation for the major impacts. If funding through those public laws are
not secured, the SEIS may still be finalized and plans may still move forward. The final approval and Record of
Decision for the SEIS should be contingent on adequate funding coming on time for the SEIS actions, otherwise
the SEIS commits Guam to dealing with those dire infrastructure impacts.
5. Whoever wrote/sourced your Andersen AFB discussion is mis-informed. Andersen AFB does not have a current,
base-wide Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (they are not required to have one). Also,
Andersen AFB is NOT a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) source for air emissions.
Organization:

"

353:B – As you mentioned, cantonment/family housing Alternative C does place the Marines
on Andersen AFB. Based on comments received during the public comment period, the Final
SEIS includes a new preferred alternative, Alternative E, which 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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353: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.

&
'

353:D – 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. 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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
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Per the 3 year long U.S. Geological Survey study there would be adequate water available for
civilian and military use provided proper extraction management is used. DoD is committed to

G.2-1003

Response:

the water working group to effect that proper management of the aquifer. Thus, there should not
be any impact to the water supply for northern Guam residents and farming communities.
353:E – We have verified that Andersen AFB does not have a current base-wide Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan. All references to an existing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
for Andersen AFB have been deleted throughout the Final SEIS.
353:F – According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency permitted annual emission
level for SO2 or NOx from Andersen AFB, the facility itself is considered a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration source. However, if you look at individual emission point such as a
boiler, generator, etc., none of emission point is a Prevention of Significant Deterioration
source. No change has been made to the SEIS.

G.2-1004

Response:

Comment ID:

#354

354:A – Thank you for your comment. The text in Section 4.3.6.2 was modified to complete the
sentence: “As previously discussed in Section 3.6.3.1, Methodology, all changes in land use are
considered long-term operational impacts. Therefore, there is no construction-phase analysis for
this resource under any of the alternatives.”

Name:
SEIS User Name:Pika Fejeran
Email Address:
Topic:

354:B – The sentence that your comment refers to means that, when considering sociocultural
impacts, there are numerous variables that cannot be quantified. As such, the extent or
magnitude to which potential impacts (described in Section 4.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study) would occur, are not quantified. Policy programs and choices could include
potential mitigation measures that would be decided upon in conjunction with this SEIS as well
as potential base commander policies, that are unknown at this time, that would affect the
actions of servicemen on Guam.

Various Comments #1-5

Comment:
6. Page 4-248 section 4.3.6.2 Construction is INCOMPLETE.
7. Page 4-300 Section 4.3.15.2 Socioeconomic Consequences: “There is a potential for sociocultural impacts to
occur but the magnitude of the impacts could vary substantially based on policy and program choices yet to be
made as how to address them”. This sentence makes NO SENSE. What does it mean? What potential impacts?
What are their magnitudes? What policies and program choices are yet to be decided? Who decides the policies
and program choices? How? This quoted sentence is also taken from the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (SIAS), where it also is not described. The socioeconomic consequences section is severely lacking in depth
and reality. Where is the analysis about the 2/3rds of the Marines being rotationally deployed personnel versus the
previous make-up of the Marines? My take on this is that the rotationally deployed will be more junior, have less
money to spend, and will not be on Guam long enough to develop a connection and respect for the island or their
people. They will be more likely to frequent Tumon night clubs. I do not find this kind of analysis in the DSEIS or
the SIAS.
8. At the public hearing at Father Duenas school, I spoke with several presenters who told me that the Andersen
AFB Housing and Cantonment Alternative C was not chosen as the preferred because there were some issues
with the MUNS/MSA arc and travel routes and the cantonment’s proposed location. However, those issues are not
discussed anywhere in the DSEIS. Why isn’t this included in the analysis? What other analysis or impacts are
there that are not included in the DSEIS? The DSEIS should include ALL analysis and discussion of impacts.
9. I appreciate the government’s effort in this DSESIS to find an alternate location for the LFTRC. However, there
are additional issues that arise with the new preferred alternative at NWF. I suggest that DOD, and Andersen AFB,
SACRIFICE the Andersen AFB golf course for the LFTRC. The golf course is a large recreational facility for onbase personnel only! Use that land, rather than using the NWF land and having to close the refuge!
Organization:

"

#

354:C – The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of
the proposed action and alternatives. The issue raised in your comment is addressed in the
Public Health and Safety section for Alternative C (Section 4.3.17). The pros and cons of any
particular alternative, and in general a description of the decision making process that may
result in the issuance of a Record of Decision at the end of the NEPA process, are appropriately
addressed in the Record of Decision and not within the SEIS. The purpose of the SEIS is not to
make a case in favor or against any particular alternative. It simply provides decision makers
with focused information about potential environmental impacts of the action, which may be
considered along with many other considerations (such as operational constraints or
advantages) in their decision making. The reasoning behind that decision making is
appropriately described in the Record of Decision and not in the SEIS. Section 2.7 of the Draft
SEIS provides a brief description of why the preferred alternative is preferred (subject to
change) but does not need to discuss the reasons that other alternatives were not preferred.
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354:D – 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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G.2-1005

Response:

Comment ID: #355

355 – Comment ID: #355 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #334 on Page G.2-911.
Comment #334 was mistakenly entered into the comment database a second time (as #355) but
was not actually submitted twice by the commenter. This extra comment (#355) has not been
included in the total number of comments.

G.2-1006

Response:

Comment ID:

#356

Name:

Joaquin Flores

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

GPA Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Comment:
Mailed comment received 6/17. Includes additional attachments.
Organization:

Guam Power Authority
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G.2-1007

Response:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

356:A – Thank you for your comment. The estimated load increase provided to Guam Power
Authority was 7.5 Mega Volt Amperes and not 7.5 Megawatts. This load is based on the
projected utilization of all facilities that have been identified for the project.
356: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.

356:A

356:B

G.2-1008

Response:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

356:C – One of the assumptions in order for Guam Power Authority to deliver the estimated
power demand is to comply with the mitigation requirements identified in the Guam Power
Authority study. These upgrades are part of the proposed action.
356:D – Estimated power requirements are much less than projected under the 2010 Final EIS.
A reassessment of utilities needs conducted for the Draft SEIS was conducted and, as a result
the reassessment, DoD does not propose upgrade of Guam Power Authority's CTs (peaking
units).

356:C

356:D

G.2-1009

Response:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

356:E – This initiative by Guam Power Authority is outside the scope of the SEIS. However,
there is ongoing coordination between Joint Region Marianas and Guam Power Authority.
356:E

356:F

G.2-1010

356: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:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

G.2-1011

Response:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

G.2-1012

Response:

Comment ID: #356 (Cont.)

G.2-1013

Response:

Comment ID: #357

357 – 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.

G.2-1014

Response:

Comment ID:

#358

358 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:BOONZA
Email Address:
Topic:

DON CANTONMENT,NBGTS,LFTRC

Comment:
I must preface these comments by saying that they do not reflect in ANY WAY the views of my husband or any
other family members - quite the opposite, in fact as they are all very pro buildup.But I must express my thoughts
on these matters.
Though the Guam buildup may indeed bring some personal economic advantages to myself,family,friends and
acquaintances it will, in the end, bring horrific strains to bear upon a society that already struggles under the
burden of colonialism. The US has stolen one third of this island. Now you want more land to accommodate this
next phase of the US/corporate war machine.I DO NOT WANT ANY BUILD UP ON GUAM;NO
CANTONMENT;NO FIRING RANGE THAT STEALS MORE LAND AND OCEAN WITH ITS SDZ;NO
DESTRUCTION OF FORESTS AND WILDLIFE HABITAT;NO DESTRUCTION OF CULTURAL SITES; NO
MARINES;
NO OSPREYS AND OTHER HELICOPTERS; NO DRONES AND FIGHTER JETS.
If the US military had maintained a good faith record on Guam by demonstrating honesty,transparency and alacrity
in its efforts to clean up toxic dump sites here (or elsewhere for that matter) and treated its veterans with more than
lies,delays and platitudes when times got hard, the Chamorro people might be more generous in their
decisions.But the US DID/WAS NOT.The US continues to deny compensation to our victims of World War II. And
one of the greatest insult to our human dignity is the regard in which Guam is held by the US Congress: an out-ofcountry US military post,inhabited by 'natives' ,not at all where America begins its day.
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G.2-1015

Response:

Comment ID:

#359

359 – Comment ID: #359 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #358. The response is provided
on Page G.2-1042.

Name:
SEIS User Name:BOONZA
Email Address:
Topic:

DON CANTONMENT,NBGTS,LFTRC

Comment:
I must preface these comments by saying that they do not reflect in ANY WAY the views of my husband or any
other family members - quite the opposite, in fact as they are all very pro buildup.But I must express my thoughts
on these matters.
Though the Guam buildup may indeed bring some personal economic advantages to myself,family,friends and
acquaintances it will, in the end, bring horrific strains to bear upon a society that already struggles under the
burden of colonialism. The US has stolen one third of this island. Now you want more land to accommodate this
next phase of the US/corporate war machine.I DO NOT WANT ANY BUILD UP ON GUAM;NO
CANTONMENT;NO FIRING RANGE THAT STEALS MORE LAND AND OCEAN WITH ITS SDZ;NO
DESTRUCTION OF FORESTS AND WILDLIFE HABITAT;NO DESTRUCTION OF CULTURAL SITES; NO
MARINES;
NO OSPREYS AND OTHER HELICOPTERS; NO DRONES AND FIGHTER JETS.
If the US military had maintained a good faith record on Guam by demonstrating honesty,transparency and alacrity
in its efforts to clean up toxic dump sites here (or elsewhere for that matter) and treated its veterans with more than
lies,delays and platitudes when times got hard, the Chamorro people might be more generous in their
decisions.But the US DID/WAS NOT.The US continues to deny compensation to our victims of World War II. And
one of the greatest insult to our human dignity is the regard in which Guam is held by the US Congress: an out-ofcountry US military post,inhabited by 'natives' ,not at all where America begins its day.
Organization:

WE ARE GUAHAN
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G.2-1016

Response:

Comment ID:

#360

360 – Comment ID: #360 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #358. The response is provided
on Page G.2-1042.

Name:
SEIS User Name:BOONZA
Email Address:
Topic:

DON CANTONMENT,NBGTS,LFTRC

Comment:
I must preface these comments by saying that they do not reflect in ANY WAY the views of my husband or any
other family members - quite the opposite, in fact as they are all very pro buildup.But I must express my thoughts
on these matters.
Though the Guam buildup may indeed bring some personal economic advantages to myself,family,friends and
acquaintances it will, in the end, bring horrific strains to bear upon a society that already struggles under the
burden of colonialism. The US has stolen one third of this island. Now you want more land to accommodate this
next phase of the US/corporate war machine.I DO NOT WANT ANY BUILD UP ON GUAM;NO
CANTONMENT;NO FIRING RANGE THAT STEALS MORE LAND AND OCEAN WITH ITS SDZ;NO
DESTRUCTION OF FORESTS AND WILDLIFE HABITAT;NO DESTRUCTION OF CULTURAL SITES; NO
MARINES;
NO OSPREYS AND OTHER HELICOPTERS; NO DRONES AND FIGHTER JETS.
If the US military had maintained a good faith record on Guam by demonstrating honesty,transparency and alacrity
in its efforts to clean up toxic dump sites here (or elsewhere for that matter) and treated its veterans with more than
lies,delays and platitudes when times got hard, the Chamorro people might be more generous in their
decisions.But the US DID/WAS NOT.The US continues to deny compensation to our victims of World War II. And
one of the greatest insult to our human dignity is the regard in which Guam is held by the US Congress: an out-ofcountry US military post,inhabited by 'natives' ,not at all where America begins its day.
Organization:

WE ARE GUAHAN
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G.2-1017

Response:

Comment ID:

#361

361 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:FamilianBado
Email Address:
Topic:

Local & Military Relations

Comment:
Existing relationships between the local and military personnel are extremely strained. Military personnel come
with American culture in mind, baring no respect for the way people interact with each other here and no
knowledge of cultural practices and ideas. They also lack respect for the land, our air, our water and our people.
This is something that needs to be addressed by the military and should be considered as an important part of
integrating the military personnel and their families to Guam and local culture; not trying to integrate locals into
American culture.

Additionally, 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.

There are already dozens of altercations that pass between locals and military personnel especially in the night life
and other social settings. With the increase of Marine presence, what is that going to mean? The Marines are
trained in different levels of combat at the physical and psychological level. Many that are already here with the
Navy and Air Force display a very blatant disregard for all beliefs that aren’t theirs; what more for Marines that are
trained differently and more intensely than their other military counterparts?
What is the military’s plan of action to address this problem? The American attitude of being more superior over
other peoples and cultures is very heavily embodied in the personnel that comes here and has very dangerous
effects on the people here on Guam and in all of the Mariana Islands. Our island is being forced to comply with
this heavy increase in population, we’re being forced to deal with the change in our surroundings—what is the
military going to do about their personnel that doesn’t seem to be culturally sensitive here in this very culturally rich
place?
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?
Prefer Email:

No
Yes

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/29/2014 12:38:48 AM
Comment Date: 6/29/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1018

Response:

Comment ID:

#362

362 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:FamilianBado
Email Address:
Topic:

Social Effects

Comment:

Analysis in Section 4.1.15.2 does indicate that there would be additional demand on Guam's
public services. 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.

40% of the recorded suicides on the island are committed by Chamorro people and a little less than 30% being
from the FSM with over half of these suicides being committed by those are under the age of 30. According to
peaceguam.org, suicidal ideation is higher in our high schools on Guam than it is in the U.S., with suicide ideation
not ever existing without actually suicide attempts. Factors that correlate with suicide ideation and attempts are
the same social factors that affect Native Americans in Canada and the United States; sexual assault, rape,
domestic violence, depression, drug use and alcohol use. Having no control of our futures, our political status and
not being allowed to design the current affairs of our island has devastating effects on the local populations—
especially the youth.
The presence of more military personnel will have effects on the people that will cost our government and our
people billions of dollars in mental health care and other facilities. With the promises of economic expansion, will
DoD be providing any kind of assistance to care for these lives that will be destroyed first hand by the department
of defense?
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/29/2014 12:40:40 AM
Comment Date: 6/29/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1019

Response:

Comment ID:

#363

363 – 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
conditions. Furthermore, estimated increases in GovGuam tax revenues would likely
compensate for any increased demand on these public services that would occur.

Name:
SEIS User Name:FamilianBado
Email Address:
Topic:

To note: 9,000 dependents are not expected to accompany military personnel; 1,300 dependents
are expected to accompany military personnel. Some of these dependents would be children and
others would be adults that may choose to work. Some of Guam's public service agencies are in
need of qualified employees in order to provide better service to Guam residents and there is
potential that some of the military dependents could fill those positions, which would be
beneficial to Guam.

Economy

Comment:
The? beneficial ?impacts to? Guam’s? economy ?are ?less ?than?significant. In 2021, tax revenue impacts would
be highest, tax revenues with the proposed action are 9.5% higher than they otherwise would have been, without
the project. The first year of steady-state operations, 2028, the difference declines to 3%. Source: SEIS Chapter 4
(pg. 4-131)
So far the only thing that has really been promised to the civilian public is economic increase and success; but that
even seems to be an empty promise that will not meet full delivery. Here we face a slew of social problems and a
huge strain on our natural resources without any kind of compensation and no pay off.
The?jobs?generated?by?the?build-up?are?mostly?temporary construction?jobs?lasting?only?a?few?years, and?
most?of?these?jobs?will?not?be?given?to?Guam?residents. The proposed action would support a maximum of
7,031 FTE jobs. This maximum number of jobs would occur in 2021. After 2021, the number of civilian sector jobs
associated with the proposed action would begin to decline until the steady-state level of 1,438 jobs would be
reached in 2028. Source: SEIS Chapter 4 (pg. 4-127)
According to the Department of Labor, Bureau of Statistics, Guam experiences a 10% unemployment rate as of
January of 2014. While these numbers seem promising as it is a 9% decrease from the 14.5% unemployment
reports from last year, these numbers reflect seasonal employment for the holidays. What does the unemployment
look like now? What will unemployment look like in the future? With increase in population, the presence of
military personnel and their dependents, the future of our island’s people being able to find gainful employment
looks extremely bleak. Jobs may increase in the service industry, but with 9,000 dependents that will follow the
military personnel, many of these dependents will take those jobs, leaving the local population to fend for
themselves yet again. Job opportunities may increase in the service industry, but the SEIS leaves out the fact that
THOUSANDS of people are also coming, needing jobs as well.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/29/2014 12:42:14 AM
Comment Date: 6/29/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1020

Response:

Comment ID:

#364

Name:

Luke Davis

364 – Thank you for your comment. Chapter 1 of the SEIS (and a similar section of the 2010
Final EIS) explains the purpose and need for the Marine Corps relocation to Guam. A Marine
Corps forward presence and engagement play an essential role in strengthening the capabilities
of Pacific nations and partners to defend and secure themselves. Not all of the Marines
relocating to Guam would be coming from Okinawa.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Make clear why the relocation is occuring

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.

Comment:
Shame on you.
Why is there not a section in the SEIS or the original EIS that vividly explains exactly why the relocation of the
marines from Okinawa is taking place?
Why are you not informing the public of the rapes that have occurred in Okinawa that were perpetrated by US
military personnel?
Why are you hiding the fact that the Okinawian people want you to leave? Why not inform the citizens of Guam of
the protests against the US military that have occurred in Okinawa?
Why hide the facts as to why the relocation is taking place?
Shame on you.
Please make clear why the relocation is taking place. Disclose all of the information.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 1:50:40 AM
Comment Date: 6/30/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1021

Response:

Comment ID:

#365

Name:

Catherine Castro

365 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Guam Chamber of Commerce
Email Address:

ccastro@guamchamber.com.gu

Topic:

Support the buildup

Comment:
Hafa Adai,
The Guam Chamber of Commerce Armed Forces Committee is pleased to present the attached petition of voters
on Guam who support the build up. Please contact the Guam Chamber of Commerce if there are questions.
Thank you.
Organization:

Guam Chamber of Commerce

Address:
P.O. Box 283
Hagatna, Guam 96932
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

No

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 2:22:37 AM
Comment Date: 6/30/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1022

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1023

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1024

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1025

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1026

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1027

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1028

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1029

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1030

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1031

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1032

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1033

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1034

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1035

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1036

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1037

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1038

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1039

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1040

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1041

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1042

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1043

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1044

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1045

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1046

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1047

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1048

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1049

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1050

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1051

Response:

Comment ID: #365 (Cont.)

G.2-1052

Response:

Comment ID:

#366

Name:

Joseph Quinata

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:

jqpreservation@guam.net

Topic:

Comments on Guam and CNMI Military Relocation Military Relocation
(2012 Roadmap Adjustments) Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement

Comment:
Refer to attached pdf file (GPT Comments to DEIS).
Organization:

Guam Preservation Trust

Address:
P.O. Box 3036
Hagatna, Guam 96932
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 2:22:58 AM
Comment Date: 6/30/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1053

Response:

Comment ID: #366 (Cont.)

366:A – Thank you for your comment. Your comments are addressed below.

366:A

G.2-1054

Response:

Comment ID: #366 (Cont.)

366:B – Your opposition to the LFTRC is noted. 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.
366:B

366:C – Your opposition to the LFTRC is noted. 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.
366:D – Your opposition to the placement of the LFTRC at Route 15 is noted. Potential impacts
to the Pågat site and other nearby historic properties is discussed in Section 4.1.10.2.

366:C

366:D

366:E

G.2-1055

366:E – The DoD understands and recognizes the significance of cultural sites located 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 would include the Guam State Historic Preservation
Officer, would address potential adverse effects and alternatives to avoid adverse effects. The
identification of this area as “Tailalo” has been added to the Final SEIS.D

Response:

Comment ID: #366 (Cont.)

366:F

366:F – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement applies to actions proposed under the previous EIS
and for those that are being reassessed under the SEIS. Additional coordination is being
conducted in accordance with the 2011 Programmatic Agreement to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts on historic properties for the LFTRC and cantonment alternatives. The DoD is
in the process of contacting the original invited parties to re-confirm whether or not they would
like to be signatories on the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. Both Guam Preservation Trust and
the National Trust for Historic Preservation will be invited to be signatories on the 2011
Programmatic Agreement.
366:G –Consistent with the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act and other
statutory requirements, the 2011 Programmatic Agreement establishes adequate and appropriate
processes by which the DON will address and resolve effects to historic properties and other
cultural resources that may result from the proposed action. In accordance with the 2011
Programmatic Agreement, the DON will conduct further review of projects as project details
become available, and provide notification to the Signatories, Invited Signatories, Concurring
Parties, and the public regarding these reviews. Participation in review of projects is open to the
organizations and individuals indicated, to include the State Historic Preservation Office, the
Guam Preservation Trust, the University of Guam, the Guam Legislature’s Committee on
Historic Preservation and Land, and the public.

366:G

366:H

G.2-1056

366:H – Your recommendation for a Request for Proposal for Chamorro cultural non-profit
organizations, GovGuam's Department of Chamorro Affairs and/or University of Guam or
Guam Community College to conduct the proposed Cultural Resource Awareness program is
noted. Any Request for Proposals issued by the federal government can be found at
https://www.fbo.gov/.

Response:

Comment ID: #366 (Cont.)

G.2-1057

Response:

Comment ID: #366 (Cont.)

G.2-1058

Response:

Comment ID:

#367

Name:

Dennis Santo Tomas

367 – Thank you for your comment. There was no file attached to the comment. Therefore, no
responses have been provided and no changes to the SEIS have been made.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:

coronetst@live.com

Topic:

Law Enforcement Agencies & Departments

Comment:
The attached file include the comments from the Guam P.O.S.T. Commission relative to the law enforcement
departments and agencies on Guam.
Organization:

Guam P.O.S.T. Commission

Address:
105 Kalalang St.,
Marianas Terrace
Yigo, Guam 96929
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: No

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 3:05:03 AM
Comment Date: 6/29/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1059

Response:

Comment ID:

#368

368:A – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as voting rights and the political status of
Guam are discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study
(Appendix D to the SEIS) and are important issues; however, any potential actions regarding
these topics are beyond the scope of the SEIS. Comments related to these issues indicate
underlying social and political dissatisfaction with longstanding federal territorial status issues
outside the scope of DON legal authority. The various SEIS public engagement forums
provided an indirect avenue for informing some and reminding others in local and federal
policy-making institutions of issues that are important to a significant segment of the Guam
community.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Michael Blaney
Email Address:
Topic:

Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population

Comment:
Sociocultural Impacts: On Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population
There is a significant amount of controversy surrounding the voting rights of the incoming military population in
Guam. If the incoming military population is given this privilege and subsequently chooses to exercise it, it is likely
that this will have detrimental effects on the prominence of issues that are significant to local culture in Guam.
Local issues will be seen as less important by the public eye if the public eye becomes composed of a significant
number of non-locals.
The attached comment file outlines some of the details surrounding this, and suggests some ways to move forward
regarding the issue. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Organization:

Legislature of Guam - Office of Vice Speaker Cruz

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 3:48:05 AM
Comment Date: 6/27/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1060

Response:

Comment ID: #368 (Cont.)

368:B – Topics such as voting rights and the political status of Guam are discussed in Section
4.5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) and are
important issues; however, any potential actions regarding these topics are beyond the scope of
the SEIS. Comments related to these issues indicate underlying social and political
dissatisfaction with longstanding federal territorial status issues outside the scope of DON legal
authority. The various EIS public engagement forums provided an indirect avenue for
informing some and reminding others in local and federal policy-making institutions of issues
that are important to a significant segment of the Guam community.

June 27, 2014
Joseph D. Ludovici
Director
Joint Guam Program Forward
P.O. 153246,
Santa Rita, GU. 96915

368:B

Sociocultural Impacts: On Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population
There is a significant amount of controversy surrounding the voting rights of the incoming military
population in Guam. If the incoming military population is given this privilege and subsequently
chooses to exercise it, it is likely that this will have detrimental effects on the prominence of issues
that are significant to local culture in Guam. Local issues will be seen as less important by the
public eye if the public eye becomes composed of a significant number of non-locals.
The Department of the Navy is aware of this, as Chapter 3 of Volume 7 of the Draft EIS states:
“. . . an expansion in non-Chamorro voting population could eventually affect the proportion of Chamorro
office-holders and government workers; thereby affecting the current government budgets and activities
dedicated to cultural issues and practices. It could also affect outcomes of any future plebiscites about
Guam’s political status.” (Draft EIS, Volume 7, Chapter 3)
In a response to a comment on this section (made by former Senator Frank Flores Blas, Jr.), the
Department of the Navy has clarified further, saying:
“The DEIS identifies that there is a potential for the incoming population to have the ability to vote and
potentially compete for jobs with other Guam residents. Given that opportunity, there is a possibility that if
the new population votes in local elections, new candidates may choose to
run for office and perhaps new voters would vote for different leadership.” (Final EIS, Volume 10)
Understanding the repercussions that come from administering voting rights to the incoming
military population, it becomes obvious why the subject becomes a strong point of contention
among the Chamorro people. If an inequitably low amount of attention (as defined by Guam’s
people) is given to issues concerning the native culture, this would not only be tremendously
harmful to the identity of the Chamorro people and the relative autonomy of the other permanent
residents of Guam, but also would reflect a callous imperialism by the United States--a destructive
and antiquated philosophy that is completely inconsistent with the United States’ current human
rights interests. These repercussions are not hyperbolized--with an estimated 5000 marines and
1400 of their dependents anticipated to arrive on island (combined with a current military
population of 12,000 or more), a very significant political force would be created that would then
create a high potential for local issues to be forced out of the political spectrum.

G.2-1061

Response:

Comment ID: #368 (Cont.)

Though the Department of the Navy has said that the “military and their dependents may choose
not to interfere with local elections, especially given their typically short tenure on the island”
(Final EIS, Volume 10), it is confusing as to why this choice is even available to them. It does not
seem equitable for these voting rights to be available in the first place. Given this typically short
tenure, is it not irresponsible to grant these temporary residents voting rights on-island?
Temporary residents of any area are not likely to be invested in the local community or be aware of
the socio-political subtleties that are relevant to the permanent residents and citizens of said area-nor would they likely be sensitive to the socio-cultural issues that are especially important to an
island like Guam.
This is especially true for the military population on Guam, as so many of their public institutions
are entirely separated from the local government. Healthcare, education, and even a program for
youth services and activities (social groups and recreation) are all provided by Department of the
Navy institutions, thus requiring almost no interaction in the local community by the military
population or their dependents. When the military essentially has their own self-contained
community, why should there be any reason for them to be invested in local affairs? This creates
more questions and problems regarding their voting rights.
Though it is acknowledged that the Supreme Court found in Dunn v. Blumstein (1972) that a
residency requirement of 30 days should be ample for citizens to secure voting rights, this was
only done because a longer period would have served no “compelling state interest” that would
justify a longer period (which would have been an unconstitutional abridgement of the Equal
Protection Clause of the 14th amendment, thus requiring a judicial review level of strict scrutiny to
maintain). So what would be necessary for a longer residency duration period to be enforced in
Guam? In answering this, it is first important to remember that strict scrutiny does not necessarily
require a “compelling state interest”--it requires a “compelling governmental interest”. And if
voting rights for the incoming population unjustly threatens the equitable level of autonomy for
residents of Guam and threatens the deserved level of importance of local/cultural issues, then a
law made to prevent this may very well constitute a “compelling governmental interest” and
justify a partial abridgement of the Equal Protection Clause--for it is not in the United States’
interests to continue to threaten a people’s culture, especially one as in Guam that has been
attacked and repressed throughout much of its history.
However, one might make the argument that because Guam is a territory of the United States, all
U.S. citizens should be entitled to all constitutionally-provided rights and privileges when in
Guam--including being able to vote for legislation and representation. In addressing this, I would
first bring to mind the distinction that Guam is not a state, but an unincorporated territory. What
this means is that Guam is an area where “fundamental rights apply as a matter of law, but other
constitutional rights are not available” (U.S. G.A.O., “U.S. Insular Areas: Application of the U.S.
Constitution”). The relevant application of this definition lies in where we recognize that residents
of Guam lack federal voting rights--even though they are U.S. citizens (note: this is not necessarily
inconsistent with the Constitution).
If this disenfranchisement continues because residents of Guam (a territory) are assumed to be
unqualified to vote for federal issues because they are not residents of a state, why does this same
logic not apply in the reverse order? Why are residents of a state assumed to be qualified to vote
for issues of a territory?

2

G.2-1062

Response:

Comment ID: #368 (Cont.)

Perhaps there are institutional/mechanical reasons why this is the case. In selection of the
President and Vice President, for example, the Constitution lays out that the Electoral College is
exclusively an instrument of the states, not territories--therein denying Guam’s ability to vote for
these executive bodies. But it seems that the reason for Guam’s lack of voting power in other
federal issues lies elsewhere. The fundamental idea behind this reason seems to be that members of
a territory aren’t invested enough in the interests of the states, because territories are, by definition,
not members of the union, but are owned by it. There would therefore be a high potential for
Guamanian residents to have a conflict of interest if they were to vote for federal issues. Given this,
it only seems rational that we should also assume that members of the states would perhaps have a
conflict of interest when voting for issues of a territory.
Because of the logical inconsistency of granting temporary residents of Guam (namely, the vast
majority of the incoming military population) voting rights, I would argue that certain guidelines
be put into place. The minimum duration of residency should be extended, or perhaps a process
similar to naturalization should be undertaken before voting rights are administered. Doing so
would put certain safeguards in place that would help ensure the preservation of local interests,
preventing an injustice to the local Chamorro people and permanent residents of Guam as a whole.
Sincerely,

3

G.2-1063

Response:

Comment ID:

#369

369 – Comment ID: #369 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #368. The response is provided
on Pages G.2-1088 – G.2-1089.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Michael Blaney
Email Address:
Topic:

Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population

Comment:
Sociocultural Impacts: On Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population
There is a significant amount of controversy surrounding the voting rights of the incoming military population in
Guam. If the incoming military population is given this privilege and subsequently chooses to exercise it, it is likely
that this will have detrimental effects on the prominence of issues that are significant to local culture in Guam.
Local issues will be seen as less important by the public eye if the public eye becomes composed of a significant
number of non-locals.
The attached comment outlines some of the details surrounding this, and suggests some ways to move forward
regarding the issue. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Organization:

Legislature of Guam - Office of Vice Speaker Cruz

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

Yes

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 6/30/2014 3:50:18 AM
Comment Date: 6/27/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1064

Response:

Comment ID: #369 (Cont.)

June 27, 2014
Joseph D. Ludovici
Director
Joint Guam Program Forward
P.O. 153246,
Santa Rita, GU. 96915
Sociocultural Impacts: On Voting Rights for Incoming Military Population
There is a significant amount of controversy surrounding the voting rights of the incoming military
population in Guam. If the incoming military population is given this privilege and subsequently
chooses to exercise it, it is likely that this will have detrimental effects on the prominence of issues
that are significant to local culture in Guam. Local issues will be seen as less important by the
public eye if the public eye becomes composed of a significant number of non-locals.
The Department of the Navy is aware of this, as Chapter 3 of Volume 7 of the Draft EIS states:
“. . . an expansion in non-Chamorro voting population could eventually affect the proportion of Chamorro
office-holders and government workers; thereby affecting the current government budgets and activities
dedicated to cultural issues and practices. It could also affect outcomes of any future plebiscites about
Guam’s political status.” (Draft EIS, Volume 7, Chapter 3)
In a response to a comment on this section (made by former Senator Frank Flores Blas, Jr.), the
Department of the Navy has clarified further, saying:
“The DEIS identifies that there is a potential for the incoming population to have the ability to vote and
potentially compete for jobs with other Guam residents. Given that opportunity, there is a possibility that if
the new population votes in local elections, new candidates may choose to
run for office and perhaps new voters would vote for different leadership.” (Final EIS, Volume 10)
Understanding the repercussions that come from administering voting rights to the incoming
military population, it becomes obvious why the subject becomes a strong point of contention
among the Chamorro people. If an inequitably low amount of attention (as defined by Guam’s
people) is given to issues concerning the native culture, this would not only be tremendously
harmful to the identity of the Chamorro people and the relative autonomy of the other permanent
residents of Guam, but also would reflect a callous imperialism by the United States--a destructive
and antiquated philosophy that is completely inconsistent with the United States’ current human
rights interests. These repercussions are not hyperbolized--with an estimated 5000 marines and
1400 of their dependents anticipated to arrive on island (combined with a current military
population of 12,000 or more), a very significant political force would be created that would then
create a high potential for local issues to be forced out of the political spectrum.

G.2-1065

Response:

Comment ID: #369 (Cont.)

Though the Department of the Navy has said that the “military and their dependents may choose
not to interfere with local elections, especially given their typically short tenure on the island”
(Final EIS, Volume 10), it is confusing as to why this choice is even available to them. It does not
seem equitable for these voting rights to be available in the first place. Given this typically short
tenure, is it not irresponsible to grant these temporary residents voting rights on-island?
Temporary residents of any area are not likely to be invested in the local community or be aware of
the socio-political subtleties that are relevant to the permanent residents and citizens of said area-nor would they likely be sensitive to the socio-cultural issues that are especially important to an
island like Guam.
This is especially true for the military population on Guam, as so many of their public institutions
are entirely separated from the local government. Healthcare, education, and even a program for
youth services and activities (social groups and recreation) are all provided by Department of the
Navy institutions, thus requiring almost no interaction in the local community by the military
population or their dependents. When the military essentially has their own self-contained
community, why should there be any reason for them to be invested in local affairs? This creates
more questions and problems regarding their voting rights.
Though it is acknowledged that the Supreme Court found in Dunn v. Blumstein (1972) that a
residency requirement of 30 days should be ample for citizens to secure voting rights, this was
only done because a longer period would have served no “compelling state interest” that would
justify a longer period (which would have been an unconstitutional abridgement of the Equal
Protection Clause of the 14th amendment, thus requiring a judicial review level of strict scrutiny to
maintain). So what would be necessary for a longer residency duration period to be enforced in
Guam? In answering this, it is first important to remember that strict scrutiny does not necessarily
require a “compelling state interest”--it requires a “compelling governmental interest”. And if
voting rights for the incoming population unjustly threatens the equitable level of autonomy for
residents of Guam and threatens the deserved level of importance of local/cultural issues, then a
law made to prevent this may very well constitute a “compelling governmental interest” and
justify a partial abridgement of the Equal Protection Clause--for it is not in the United States’
interests to continue to threaten a people’s culture, especially one as in Guam that has been
attacked and repressed throughout much of its history.
However, one might make the argument that because Guam is a territory of the United States, all
U.S. citizens should be entitled to all constitutionally-provided rights and privileges when in
Guam--including being able to vote for legislation and representation. In addressing this, I would
first bring to mind the distinction that Guam is not a state, but an unincorporated territory. What
this means is that Guam is an area where “fundamental rights apply as a matter of law, but other
constitutional rights are not available” (U.S. G.A.O., “U.S. Insular Areas: Application of the U.S.
Constitution”). The relevant application of this definition lies in where we recognize that residents
of Guam lack federal voting rights--even though they are U.S. citizens (note: this is not necessarily
inconsistent with the Constitution).
If this disenfranchisement continues because residents of Guam (a territory) are assumed to be
unqualified to vote for federal issues because they are not residents of a state, why does this same
logic not apply in the reverse order? Why are residents of a state assumed to be qualified to vote
for issues of a territory?

2
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Response:

Comment ID: #369 (Cont.)

Perhaps there are institutional/mechanical reasons why this is the case. In selection of the
President and Vice President, for example, the Constitution lays out that the Electoral College is
exclusively an instrument of the states, not territories--therein denying Guam’s ability to vote for
these executive bodies. But it seems that the reason for Guam’s lack of voting power in other
federal issues lies elsewhere. The fundamental idea behind this reason seems to be that members of
a territory aren’t invested enough in the interests of the states, because territories are, by definition,
not members of the union, but are owned by it. There would therefore be a high potential for
Guamanian residents to have a conflict of interest if they were to vote for federal issues. Given this,
it only seems rational that we should also assume that members of the states would perhaps have a
conflict of interest when voting for issues of a territory.
Because of the logical inconsistency of granting temporary residents of Guam (namely, the vast
majority of the incoming military population) voting rights, I would argue that certain guidelines
be put into place. The minimum duration of residency should be extended, or perhaps a process
similar to naturalization should be undertaken before voting rights are administered. Doing so
would put certain safeguards in place that would help ensure the preservation of local interests,
preventing an injustice to the local Chamorro people and permanent residents of Guam as a whole.
Sincerely,

3
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Comment ID:

#370

Name:

Luke Davis

370 – 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 longterm 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Make clear why the relocation is occuring

Comment:
I oppose any new, or improvement of existing housing cantonment as part of this proposed
relocation/remilitarization. Alternatives A-D are unacceptable due to the amount of wastewater that will be created
in areas that are already “not compliant with the recently
revised NPDES permit”. 4-388
Pledging to “locate funding” 4-388 is not an acceptable method of mitigation. A one-time grant to expand GWA
capabilities only creates more problems for the next generation. Our children will be burdened with the costs
associated with maintenance and repair of the rusting facilities.

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.

Alternatives A-D are unacceptable due to the fact that the “Long-term increase in annual groundwater production of
1.7 MGd could result in a localized significant impact to the NGLA” 4-390.
The proposed mitigation for this specific impact is unacceptable. “The DoD would, as appropriate, implement
enhanced water conservation measures for the proposed action”4-390 Are you fucking joking!
Members of the military and stateside Americans in general, use a greater amount of water than anyone on the
planet. They were raised in a culture were sprinkler systems for each yard is the norm and, in the case of military
and their dependents, have little if any regard for the conservation of water as there bill is nonexistent inside the
fence and are provided an allowance for utilities if they reside outside of the fence. Shame on you for calling this
mitigation.
There is no acceptable location for the cantonment in the Marianas. Increasing the population of an already
overpopulated island will cause an increased strain to treatment facilities and natural resources that are already
strained.
How dare you.
Please do not relocate the marines the Marianas.
Organization:
Address:
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Comment ID:

#371

Name:

john doe

371 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as war experiences and war reparations 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
First of all U.S. having trouble compensating our war survivors, but they can compensate for the marines to move
into our island. The chamorro people could say all they want, but this is a done deal for the marines. Imminent
Domain which the people of Guam don't understand and again it will happen. I have lot of respect for Marines. I
want them to feel welcome here in our island. I feel sorry for them cause I see how locals in Hawaii perceive the
Marines, and its not a good feeling not to feel welcome . I just wish the marines lot of luck. All it takes is one
Marine to make things worst. Our island will never be the same again is just like adding more fuel to the fire. I think
it be very understanding to print these words in the headlines PDN Imminent Domain in big words ,so that the
people of Guam wont win this to stop the build up. I have lot to say but I'm wasting my time. I personally disagree
with the build up. After what the U.S. didn't compensate our war survivors especially those that have gone never
saw and not even at least for their heirs no deal. Who are they dealing with. I guess just consider ourselves
doomed. all I can do is hope pray the marines are respected in this island .
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Comment ID: #372 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-1070

Response:

Comment ID:

#373

Name:

gie clark

373 – Thank you for your comment. The Surface Danger Zones were determined using a
probabilistic method that is based on a detailed analysis and takes into account the
characteristics of the weapons being employed, site-specific terrain, specific firing positions,
design of range safety features, and weather variables. In addition, the LFTRC alternatives
evaluated in the SEIS were designed (including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface
Danger Zones) to minimize the area affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational
requirements.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

firing range buffer zones

Comment:
It seems to me the biggest problem with the firing range locations is the buffer zones.
We are dealing with this on the south side of Orote Point.When the navy range is being used.we are restricted
from some popular dive sites and fishing areas there.
I've fired at that range and i don't believe it is possible for a stray bullet to affect the waters south of Orote.
Is it possible to reduce the size of these buffer zones? Can you make the ranges safer to reduce the area effected
by the buffer zones?
I think using a little common sense and putting some thought into reducing the size of these buffer zones will stop
some of the opposition to these sites.
Thank You
Organization:

aquaman charters guam
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374 – Thank you for your comment. Additional information on potential economic impacts
associated with reduced tourist access to Ritidian Point has been added to Section 4.3.8 of the
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). This information indicates
that a small negative economic impact from loss of tourism may occur as a result of reduced
access to Ritidian Point. This effect would be anticipated to be very small as an economic
impact analysis specific to this issue would only consider potential reductions in visitors that
would occur specifically because of reduced access to this site, and the vast majority of tourism
visitors to Guam do not visit Guam specifically to visit Ritidian Point. The effect would also be
small because the majority of currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian Point would be
outside range 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 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. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative
5 would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. There
would be no detrimental economic impacts associated with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, as
that facility would be relocated and operations would continue as they do currently.

G.2-1072

Response:

Comment ID:

#375

375 – Thank you for your comment. The DON does recognize that there are existing shortfalls
that reduce the effectiveness of some GovGuam public service agencies. The DON has
proposed mitigation to continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination
Council and participate 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Additional Tax Revenues May Go Uncollected and Are Already Spent

Comment:

Analysis of government revenues produced estimates of tax revenues that would be generated in
association with the proposed action. The DON would encourage the Department of Revenue
and Taxation to participate in the Civilian Military Coordination Council so that coordination
and collaboration may occur that will allow DON to support the Department of Revenue and
Taxation in its goal of increasing its collection rates.

I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
Chapter 4, pg. 131 of the SEIS states, “[t]he beneficial impact to GovGuam revenues would increase the capacity
of GovGuam to provide public services to Guam residents as well as improve GovGuam’s ability to service debt
and finance infrastructure projects. This statement presupposes three conditions unsupported by the present facts

While additional tax revenues associated with the proposed action would add to GovGuam’s
ability to fund public services and service its debt, debt incurred by GovGuam to date is not the
responsibility of the DON.

• Consistent personnel challenges at the Guam Department of Revenue and Taxation (DRT) due to attrition and a
lack of technical capacity have resulted in nearly $100 million in uncollected taxes over the last several years.
While this is a condition which pre-dates the proposed action, the SEIS’s tax collection estimates should be
weighted against actual collection performance not expected collection results in a straight-line calculation
• The assertion that the additional tax income will aid Guam in funding public services and servicing our debt does
not recognize that recent bond issues have already obligated much of the additional tax revenue resultant from the
proposed action. As some have argued, in the absence of a robust relocation action, Guam may have to
experience significant budget strain in the future,--simply to meet organic service needs and a debt which was
executed on the premise of a massive economic boom.
Given DRT’s existing challenges, it must be allowed to expand its present technical and manpower capacity
simply to collect the tax revenue caused by the action. Technical Assistance grants should be secured prior to the
proposed action so the correct systemic capacity is present. This is especially true if these revenues are
anticipated to offset or compensate for the income expended by GovGuam in anticipation of the action.
Organization:
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Comment ID:

#376

376 – Thank you for your comment. While an impact to environmental justice was identified,
the overall effect on Guam's economy would be beneficial and the overall standard of living
would improve (see Section 4.1.15.2) 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

SEIS predictions of Poverty and increased strain on Our Education and
Health Systems Require Mitigation

While additional tax revenues associated with the proposed action would add to GovGuam’s
ability to fund public services and service its debt, debt incurred by GovGuam to date is not the
responsibility of the DON.

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:

Whether DON should consider the admission of Freely Associated States (FAS) citizens and its
existing medical facilities on the island are important issues but they are beyond the scope of
this SEIS.

Chapter 4, pg. 173 of the SEIS holds that the proposed action will have disproportionately high and adverse
impacts on those with low incomes. The rising cost of goods, housing, and the additional strain placed on our
education and health agencies caused by increased population growth is cited by the SEIS as a direct contributing
factor to this increased level of poverty.
• While the SEIS contends that increased revenue from the proposed action will compensate for the cost of
nonorganic demand, this proposition is problematic because it fails to acknowledge that revenues expressly linked
to the relocation have already been debt obligated
• In light of the forgoing, the federal government should consider the admission of FAS citizens and its existing
medical facilities on the island. It should also consider the reunification of the DoD and DOE systems of education
in order to alleviate the burden it predicts.
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Comment ID:

#377
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Paul Kemp
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paulkemp@guamwaterworks.org

Topic:

DSEIS 2014

Comment:
See Attachment
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$PNNFOU*% (Cont.)

377: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.
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Good Water Always
578 N. Marine Corps Drive, Tamuning, GU 96913-4111
Phone: (671) 647-2603, Fax: (671) 646-2335

377:B – The DoD agrees that these groups need to be fully implemented and intends to push for
that to happen in the near future.

July 1, 2014
Joint Guam Program Office Forward
P. O. Box 153246
Santa Rita, GU 96915
RE: GWA Review Comments on:
“The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Guam and
CNMI Military Relocation; (2012 Roadmap Adjustment)”.

Guam Waterworks Authority (GWA) appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS).
GWA concurs that there is adequate source water in the aquifer to support the current buildup
plan. However, to meet induced growth, GWA will require assistance.

"

GWA’s review focused on identifying environmental issues related to GWA’s commitment in
providing superior water and wastewater services to the residents of Guam and on GWA’s
regulatory role in meeting other commitments.
GWA acknowledges the efforts of DoD in responding to our previous review submission of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) of 2010 which includes the following:
x
x
x

Signing a memorandum of understanding on July 16, 2010 establishing objectives and
a framework for further discussions regarding solutions to address increased
wastewater and potable water requirements under the proposed buildup.
Funding USGS to conduct a groundwater availability study that would provide
information and tools to more effectively manage Guam’s groundwater resources, and
Assisting GWA in locating funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of
Economic Adjustment, the DOI, and others to complete necessary upgrades which
included being able to appropriate $106,400,000 for civilian water and wastewater
improvements on Guam under the FY2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law
No. 113-76)
New Comment and Recommendation 1: in the July 16, 2010 Memorandum of
Understanding between DoD and GWA [Herewith incorporated by reference: “7 16
10_GWA_DOD MOU_OFFICIAL SIGNED COPY.pdf”]; the Senior Advisory Group
(SAG) and Working Group (WG) identified under LONG TERM AQUIFER
MANAGEMENT in Section VI Page 6 which were defined there, need to be fully
implemented. (No action on these groups has been taken to date.) Adequate
management of the aquifer and island infrastructure will not occur without the full
intended activities of these required groups being fully implemented and be completely
active as intended.

#

G.2-1076

Response:

Comment ID: #377 (Cont.)

377:C – The SEIS includes an assessment the water and wastewater impact from indirect
sources, including induced growth. Responses to previously submitted comments from the 2010
Final EIS applicable to the SEIS are provided below.
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It appears that the SEIS needs additional work to fully address impacts to water and
wastewater infrastructure on induced growth. We suggest some of the comments of February
12, 2010 remain applicable. [Previously Submitted Comments are Incorporated by reference.
Incorporated commendations are from, “GWA-DEISComments-JGPO.pdf”, dated
02/12/2010, and are listed/quoted by number.]
GWA’s review has focused mainly (but not solely) on the water and wastewater resources in
Chapter 4 of the DSEIS.

$

%

One critical defect in the DSEIS is the repeated reference to the NGLA formerly being
considered to be “Ground Water Under the Direct Influence of Surface Water” (GWUDISW).
[E. g., §4.1.2, Page 4-9 and Page 4-107] These references fail to recognize the December 18,
2013 GEPA Formal Declaration Letter giving the final declaration that the NGLA is solely
ground water. All references to this now terminated GWUDISW issue should be eliminated,
and the focus on water development needs to remain on the SDWA Ground Water Rule
(GWR).
Overarching Issues:
GWA continues to agree that major impacts will occur primarily in the north but GWA
disagrees with DoD’s continued subjective population distribution assumptions that the only
major impacts will occur in the north. The population growth due to the military build-up will
affect the water supply and wastewater treatment capacity throughout the island especially
since DoD cannot direct the construction industry to house their workers in a particular village
nor section of the island.

377:E – The SEIS was revised to include assumptions used for the distribution of population to
assess wastewater impacts. The population distribution used in the SEIS is based on percentages
based on the 2010 U.S. Census. The population distribution used for off-base civilians was 41%
in the North, 43% in the Central and 16% in the South. This same population distribution was
applied to the induced populations and civilian worker and dependents. The population
distribution used for the construction workforce was 67% in the North, 33% in the Central, and
0% in the South and was based on the assumption the construction workforce would live in
closer proximity to the preferred alternative and existing work camp established in the North.
To clarify, indirect wastewater impacts would occur throughout the island due to indirect
population increase distributed throughout the island. Direct wastewater impacts from the
proposed action would be focused primarily in the north by virtue of the location of the main
cantonment and family housing of the preferred alternative.

&

Statements that the Guam legislature has authorized GWA to finance improvements to the
water and waste water systems does not recognize the environmental justice issue that the
funding comes from GWA’s rate payers. Rate impacts in financing these needs are very
significant. (See also “New Comment and Recommendation 4:” below.)

Statements that the Guam legislature has authorized the Guam Waterworks Authority to finance
improvements to the water and wastewater systems were revised to avoid the implication that
Guam Waterworks Authority rate payers must solely finance improvement to its wastewater
system. The intent of the statement was to indicate Guam Waterworks Authority's ability to
provide services based on on-going and planned capital improvement projects.
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 minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation
program, DoD is leading a federal interagency effort, via the Economic Adjustment Committee,
to identify other Federal programs and funding sources that could benefit the people of Guam.

Groundwater:
GWA has continued to identify significant concerns related to Guam's already stressed
drinking water distribution infrastructure.
Previously Submitted Recommendation 10: To address source water protection,
long term water quality concerns, of the SSA (NGLA); include in the mitigation plan is
the transfer of waste water sources currently on a septic systems to sewer systems.

377:D – This correction is acknowledged and has been incorporated into the final SEIS.

'

Previously Submitted Recommendation 12: DoD needs to continue moving forward
with planning to integrate all water systems on Guam to provide efficient source control
and provide economical, robust, reliable and redundant water supply to all water users
on the island. The precedent/model to follow would be of the same type of procedure
that allowed DoD to become a full power customer of GPA. This would allow DoD to
discontinue its attempts to economically operate utilities.
New Comment and Recommendation 2: Protection and recharge of the NGLA are not
adequately addressed. The data collected thus far does not address either what the
upper limit of sustainable yield might be or the fact that the cost of aquifer management

G.2-1077

377:F – The transfer of wastewater sources currently within the Guam Waterworks Authority
system from septic to sewer systems is not included in the proposed action of the SEIS.
Protection and recharge of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer will be reflected through the
DON's participation in 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

Response:

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.
Based on modeling by the U.S. Geological Survey (2013) of Scenario 5, which included
redistributing rates at DoD and Guam Waterworks Authority wells to maximize withdrawal and
maintain acceptable salinities at DoD and Guam Waterworks Authority wells allows 46.51
million gallons per day of withdrawal, 38.38 million gallons per day with acceptable salinity
and 8.13 million gallons per day with cautionary salinity.
It is recognized that the cost of aquifer management will rise increasingly as the sustainable
yield limit is approached. However, the Navy will participate in the Guam Water Resources
Development Group, which has a mission of protecting Guam's water quantity, quality,
reliability, sustainability, and availability for all of Guam - present and future. This management
strategy will ameliorate the potential for increasing costs.

G.2-1078

Response:

Comment ID: #377 (Cont.)

377:G – Your comment and observations are duly noted.
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rises as the sustainable yield is approached.
The Groundwater Aquifer study by the USGS discusses several key findings that must
be considered in the DSEIS. What this means for the proposed Cantonment Alternative
A is that several mitigation measures beyond those minimally described in the SEIS
must be considered.
(
The USGS study reports that:
x
The freshwater-lens system is recharged by rainfall infiltration.
x
Aquifer chloride levels in production areas need to be evaluated and managed.
x
The horizontal hydraulic conductivity in the aquifer is one to two orders of magnitude
greater than the vertical conductivity of the overburden matrix.
x
Vertical porosity in the overburden matrix is occluded due to post-depositional
changes in porosity by dissolution which connects secondary pathways.
x
Temporary storage of infiltrating water in the Vadose Zone is significant.
x
Infiltration is strongly dependent on the water content of the Vadose Zone.
x
Recharge is dependent on the timing of individual rainfall events and the role of the
unsaturated zone.
x
Rapid infiltration from large rainfall events does not contribute to aquifer storage.
x
Negligible recharge occurs during the dry season.

377:H – The combined infiltration from softscape, conventional stormwater detention, and Low
Impact Development retention devices would be designed to meet or exceed the required 1.5”
of groundwater recharge, per the 2006 CNMI and Guam Stormwater Management manual
Vol.1 (pg 2-8). In addition, as indicated in Section 4.1.2.2, “The numerical groundwater model
developed by the U.S. Geological Survey accounts for projected changes in land use in
determining future recharge rates and allows for modifications in groundwater pumping, as
necessary (Note: an approximately 1% increase in groundwater recharge rates were estimated
for future conditions associated with the 2010 Final EIS where greater areas of limestone forest
would be removed and converted to impervious area as compared to Alternative A [U.S.
Geological Survey 2012]).”
377:I – 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).

These findings can be interpreted to mean that recharge of the NGLA by rainfall through
the vertical limestone matrix is significantly much slower than horizontal movement of
water within the aquifer. These findings indicate that vertical flow of water towards the
aquifer is highly dependent on the moisture within the upper layers of the limestone
matrix and occlusion of the soil and rock pore spaces. And there is indication that
fractures in the limestone and sinkholes may have an appreciable contribution to
recharge because of their horizontal connectivity to the aquifer.
First, construction will cause significant removal of native limestone forest cover
increasing impervious areas from 4.1% to 23%. This alone removes a considerable
amount of recharge area, increases the amount of evaporation, and further reduces the
supply of water for recharge. Construction and removal of jungle will also change land )
cover, affecting the degree of porosity of the impacted soils over approximately 1,000
acres of removed limestone forest. The changes in land cover will compact the soils
and further occlude the soil and rock pore spaces. The affect is to reduce the infiltration
into the aquifer and eliminate a significant volume of recharge.
Second, the SEIS considers Low Impact Development (LID) and detention basins as
the methods to protect the NGLA. These methods are indeed a step in the right
direction but may not be significant enough to adequately mitigate the recharge zones
*
lost due to construction. The findings of the USGS study indicate that the detention
basins, in order to provide the necessary infiltration, must be an order of magnitude
larger than those traditionally designed for a development. Detention basins are
typically designed to contain a certain storm recurrence, in this case, the 50-Year storm,
which was verbally articulated in the public meetings. However, the basins should be
additionally designed to keep the Vadose Zone moist and maximize the surface area for
recharge especially during smaller, more frequent rainstorm events.

G.2-1079

Response:

Comment ID: #377 (Cont.)

377:J – The construction of detention ponds does require removal of vegetated areas and
regarding. These impacts are accounted for under the impact analysis in Chapter 4.
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Third, the detention basins themselves are an impact and must be considered for LID.
This may include keeping portions of the detention basins (and suggested pockets of
the Cantonment Area) undeveloped and in its jungle state.

+

Fourth, the finding from the USGS that the horizontal hydraulic conductivity is greater
than the vertical conductivity indicates that fractures in the limestone and sinkholes may
have an appreciable contribution to recharge. The SEIS indicates that runoff is
captured in depressions and sinkholes allowing infiltration to occur. Directing post,
development storm water runoff to discharge directly into these sinkholes and
depressions may seriously affect the quality of the water infiltrating into the aquifer. The
SEIS briefly mentions the consideration of methods beyond LID for improving the quality
of storm water runoff prior to discharge into recharge zones. Further evaluation on
recharge water quality and volume should be addressed in the SEIS.
Finally, the technical information and recommendations on detention basins, LID
designs, recharge water quality and volume must be conveyed to the future contractors,
developers, and designers. What methods are proposed to assure that the proper
designs are constructed and how will they be enforced? These questions must be
addressed in the SEIS.

-

Best Management Practices require that proper permitting and continued coordination
and evaluation of well monitoring of new wells is essential.

.

The impacts on aquifer recharge from impervious surfaces area increases with time
need to be evaluated.

/

New Comment and Recommendation 3: To better monitor, manage and respond to
the effects of groundwater production, both ongoing as well as planned, as well as to
the effects of cyclical and long-term changes in Guam's rainfall, it is recommended that
additional observation wells be planned for installation as identified in the May 2014
WERI-USGS proposal, "Proposal for Rehabilitation and Expansion of the Hydrologic
Data Collection Network and Monitoring in the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer." As noted
in the proposal, among the four groundwater basins in which new wells would most
likely be installed in direct support of the buildup (Finegayen, Agafa-Gumas, Andersen,
and Mangilao) there is currently only a single well (EX-8, in Northwest Field) capable of
monitoring lens thickness and the distribution of salinity through the depth of the
lens. There is also no monitoring well at the head of Yigo Trough, which supplies
groundwater to the DOD's Marbo Series (MW 5-9) wells as well several GWA wells
along the axis of the trough.

Nearshore Waters:
GWA has continued to identify significant concerns related to Guam's already stressed
wastewater infrastructure. GWA does continue to concur with DoD’s plan to upgrade the
Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant. However, there are still other wastewater
concerns which have not been addressed.

377:K – As indicated in Section 4.1.2.2, Low Impact Development measures would
“collectively meet the water quality requirements and provide treatment for all stormwater
runoff up to the 100-year design storm event prior to discharging to sinkholes.” and to ensure
these treatment requirements are being met: “Ultimately, a field monitoring program for
pollutant removal efficiency would be implemented under the Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan and Stormwater Management Plan to measure the success of meeting pollutant removal
requirements, and modify water quality treatment strategies and Best Management Practices, as
necessary.”
377:L – The DoD plans to attach the Low Impact Development/Drainage/Grading Study to the
contractual statement of work as a requirement for implementation during the design phase of
all pertinent design and construction contracts. The designs performed by these contractors
would be subject to review by DoD professionals and technical consultants to ensure proper
implementation both during design and verification during construction. This is standard
operating procedure for design and construction procurements within the DoD. A brief
description of this approach has been added to the final SEIS.
377:M – The DoD is committed to meeting all permit requirements and coordinating with the
water management group. New wells would be monitored as standard practice along with all
existing wells.
377:N – As indicated in the response to Comment #690:J, the U.S. Geological Survey
numerical groundwater model accounts for future land uses. This includes anticipated changes
in impervious area.

0

377:O – Installation of additional observation wells as recommended in the May 2014 Water
and Environmental Research Institute-U.S. Geological Survey proposal is not included in the
proposed action for this SEIS.
377:P – The SEIS was revised to include additional information regarding Guam Waterworks
Authority's collection system from recent Inflow and Infiltration analyses and Sanitary Sewer
Evaluation Surveys.

1

Previously Submitted Recommendation 14: The EIS must address impacts to the
entire wastewater collection system, including the already stressed Central Guam

G.2-1080

Response:

Comment ID: #377 (Cont.)

377:Q – Estimates of wastewater flow to the central and southern wastewater treatment plants
are included in the SEIS for the various alternatives. The SEIS was revised to include additional
information regarding Guam Waterworks Authority's capital improvement program and
additional upgrades or expansion.
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collection system. Identification of impacts should include both anticipated military
growth areas and ancillary impacts.
Previously Submitted Recommendation 15: The SEIS must address the
potential for ancillary or construction growth to occur in Central and Southern
Guam and the potential impacts to the Hagåtña and Southern Wastewater
Treatment Plants, including at what level additional upgrades or expansion would
be required to maintain environmental compliance.

377:P
Cont.

377:R – The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study estimates population change by area and
can be used by Guam Waterworks Authority to assess the impact of organic civilian population
growth anticipated within the Agana Wastewater Treatment Plant collection area.

2

Secondary Impacts:
A Population distribution model should be complete to determine the impacts including the
ancillary growth along the Marine Corps Drive corridor in Upper Tumon is extremely likely. This
area contributes to the Hagåtña Wastewater Treatment Plant and the collection for this area is
already at a stressed maximum capacity.

The SEIS was revised to include additional information regarding Guam Waterworks
Authority's collection system from recent Inflow and Infiltration analysis and Sanitary Sewer
Evaluation Survey for the central wastewater system.
3

Previously Recommendations 16: The SEIS must acknowledge the potential for
impacts to this system; to the Hagåtña WWTP and other locations throughout Guam.
Through the MOU, DoD should work with GWA to define solutions and funding sources
for those solutions to prevent, in wet weather, sanitary sewer overflows, combined
sewer overflows and improperly treated wastewater.
Cumulative Impacts:
Although the population requirement of the buildup has decreased, the cumulative impacts of
the projects continue to be underestimated. With the exception of the Northern District Waste
Water Treatment Plan, the cumulative effect of this project on water and wastewater
infrastructure and the effects on the NGLA are not present in the draft SEIS.
New Comment and Recommendation 4: The DSEIS (Page 4-108) assumes that
because GWA has been authorized to issue bonds to fund GWA WRMP, 2011 Court Order
as well as other organic population growth needs, that GWA is therefore able to absorb the
costs of induced growth issues without DoD funding support. GWA’s rates are subject to
CCU and PUC scrutiny and when raised to meet induced impacts are unfair to GWA’s
ratepayers. This becomes an environmental justice issue. It is unrealistic, particularly
because growth induced support workers will not be expected to reside in DoD
cantonments. In the July 16, 2010 Memorandum of Understanding between DoD and GWA
on Page 5 Section VI, Item 4, DOD “Agreed upon costs associated with meeting DoD
requirements will be allocated to and paid for by DoD through a utility agreement”

Previously Submitted Recommendations 17: The SEIS must assess and quantify
impacts to water transmission, storage and distribution systems; to wastewater
collection systems including pump stations and to the Hagåtña and Agat-Santa Rita
Wastewater Treatment Plants. Mitigation and funding issues to address these impacts
must be resolved.
Previously Submitted Recommendation 19: DoD must include in the [S]EIS a
financial model to determine the cost impact of upgrading the current system on the
current residents of Guam. The financial model must include water distribution, water
production, wastewater collection, and wastewater treatment. A detailed financial
management model must be developed on sources water including the financial

4
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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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
377:S – The SEIS does not assume that because Guam Waterworks Authority has been
authorized to issue bonds to fund Guam Waterworks Authority Water Resources Master Plan,
2011 Court Order as well as other organic population growth needs, that Guam Waterworks
Authority is therefore able to absorb the costs of induced growth issues without DoD funding
support.
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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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
377:T – A reassessment of utilities requirements was conducted for the SEIS and the results
show that these requirements are substantially reduced from the 2010 Final EIS. As a result of
the reassessment of potable water systems, upgrades to the Guam Waterworks Authority water
transmission, storage, and distribution systems are not required to support the proposed action.
Relative to wastewater systems, the SEIS was revised to add additional details of a sewer
capacity study conducted in support of the 2010 Final EIS and applicable to the SEIS. A sewer
hydraulic model developed in the Guam Waterworks Authority Water Resources Management
Plan and modified with field data and calibrated with flow monitoring data. Based on a similar
flow scenario in the sewer capacity study, the projected increase in flow for the cantonment and
family housing alternatives that are serviced by the Northern District Wastewater Treatment
Plant, including the preferred alternative, the 30-inch sewer trunk along Route 3 and Route 9
and the 42-inch sewer trunk can adequately convey dry- and wet-weather flows. There is one
segment of each sewer size that is projected to flow at greater than 75% capacity. These may
warrant additional evaluation. Further assessment of these two pipe sections will be conducted
as part of development of the Office of Economic Adjustment/Economic Adjustment
Committee implementation plan. It is DOD’s understanding that GovGuam has received
funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to conduct sewer system evaluation
study in northern Guam but has not awarded the work.

G.2-1082

Response:

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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
377:U – Since water utilities requirements are much less than projected under the 2010 Final
EIS and since the DoD does not propose to upgrade Guam Waterworks Authority systems. DoD
is not responsible for development of the recommended financial model for Guam Waterworks
Authority systems. Additional Best Management Practices have been added to the SEIS.
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Response:

Comment ID: #377 (Cont.)
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management model for the cost of developing the aquifer as a function of the percent of
safe yield. Using data from the model, do an environmental justice determination to
ensure the existing rate payers do not bear any negative impacts of this massive
[reduced] military build-up.
377:U
Cont.
The mitigation as indicated in (Previously Submitted Recommendation 19) must
extend to the issues discussed in DSEIS Page 4-110 to include such items as water
distribution system leakage, wastewater Fats Oil and Grease (FOG), sludge and
potential industrial wastewater.
New Comment and Recommendation 5: It would seem that with the construction of
permanent training facilities (e.g. LFTRC’s and HG range) [Ref DSEIS Page 5-73] that
the use of portable toilets is inconsistent with a permanent training facility. Permanent
Sanitary Facilities should be included as a part of the training complexes with proper
water and waste water connections to existing infrastructure.

7

New Comment and Recommendation 6 : With the Senior Advisory Group (SAG) and
Working Group (WG) in place, recommend that the group(s)
x Identify a process for DoD to share Best Management Practices and mitigation
measures which can be implemented without any cost to GWA and the
community of Guam.
x Identify source of funding to study contaminants in the aquifer, using caffeine as
an indicator, along the Yigo-Tumon trough to determine septic tanks/leachate
8
impacts on the aquifer since a large population with septic tanks/leachate fields
are located along the trough and this population is expected to increase as an
impact of the build-up.
x Identify source of funding to conduct a feasibility study of installing a dedicated
transmission system at the northern portion of the island that can be used to
blend water and convey water from high producing, good quality wells to serve
the population in areas of poor production, poor quality wells.

Respectfully submitted,

Paul J, Kemp, M. S.
Acting General Manager
CC:
Office of the Governor of Guam
Guam EPA
USEPA
Guam Coastal Management Program

G.2-1084

377:V – The only buildings in each LFTRC Alternative is the Range Maintenance and Range
Administration buildings. In general, these buildings are the only permanent structure that is
provided with wastewater infrastructure that would be connected to an existing sewer system.
Most of the training ranges would not have permanent building structures and would be in areas
with no existing sewer system. The use of portable toilets is consistent with current training
procedures used by DoD and deemed adequate.
377:W – The DoD agrees that these recommendations be discussed by the Senior Advisory
Group and Working Group.

Response:

Comment ID:

#378

378 – 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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Significant Impact of the Main Cantonment/Family Housing Facilities on
Northern Water System

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Executive Summary (ES-23) states, that the proposed cantonment/Family Housing facilities under
Alternative A would result in a significant impact to groundwater due to a water withdrawal rate of 1.7million gallons
per day. Unfortunately the proposed mitigation efforts cited by the SEIS seem to deny history, basic reason, and
the present state of US politics:
• DOD would implement enhanced water conservation measures. While this is a reasonable premise in principle,
Guam’s southern residents have dealt with the sometimes harsh realities of its practice. When turbidity in the
Fena reservoir exceeds the tolerable limits determined by the Navy, civilian water production is rationed so that
mission readiness is not compromised. Simply promising to “conserve water may not be a viable mitigation
strategy for Northern residents without the means to enforce the promises made to them.
• The SEIS proposes to support the US Geological Service’s call for increased data and monitoring wells. At the
same time, SEIS water lens assumptions are based on a study that is two decades old. If the Navy truly intends to
make a data driven decision on this matter, a new USGS survey should be conducted and the additional data
called for in the SEIS itself should be published
• The third SEIS mitigation strategy in this area is the Senate NDAA’s support for public infrastructure needs on
Guam. As DOD is well aware Senate members have consistently removed funding related to the proposed action
in the absence of a Master Plan and other documents. Moreover, increased investment in Guam’s utilities cannot
recharge an overdrawn aquifer.
In light of the forgoing, an expedited USGS study should be conducted to determine whether or not the Northern
Aquifer can support the action without direct harmful impact to Northern residents or the aquifer itself.
Organization:

Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature

In addition, the U.S. Geological Survey and Water and Environmental Research Institute have
recently completed a 3 year study on the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. The conclusions were
that there would be adequate water supply provided proper aquifer management is practiced.
This is why the DoD supports the Senior Advisory Group and Working Group presented in the
long-term aquifer management section of the SEIS.
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Response:

Comment ID:

379 – Thank you for your comment. The additional government revenues that would accrue to
GovGuam as a result of the proposed action are considered a beneficial impact of the proposed
action, not a mitigation measure. A mitigation measure has been proposed whereby 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.

#379

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Non Organic Population Growth Will Increase Size of Government in the
Long-term

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Executive Summary (ES-27 to 29) outlines the direct impacts of non organic population growth during
the action period, It estimates that Guam’s population will increase 5% beyond Organic levels, strain public
services, and require the addition of nearly 139 Government personnel. The SEIS contends that increased
revenues resulting from the action will allow GovGuam to absorb these additional costs. This mitigation effort is
deficient for the following reasons.
• Revenues resulting from the proposed action have already been obligated to service debt. This creates little
additional revenue to grow our personnel base, manage additional service demand, and invest in our utility
infrastructure.
• In the absence of a sustainable funding over the long-term, the proposed action would still create the boom and
bust period which the SEIS is intended to mitigate. For example, an additional 130 Government positions would
likely be filled through the existing civil service process, Such a process would grant Merit protection to these
employees and create a long-term financial obligation funded by a short term revenue increase.
The forgoing coupled with what the SEIS predicts will be an increased cost in Housing and the price of goods
necessitate an alternative mitigation effort.
Organization:

Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature
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#380

380 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Thousands of Acres of Limestone Forrest and Vegetation would be
significantly impacted without clear Mitigation

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
SEIS Executive Summary (ES-24) contends that the construction of the cantonment/housing facility will result in
the conversion of 1,250 of overlay refuge into a developed area. At this juncture the mitigation effort compelled by
the large-scale development of limestone forest and vegetated areas is unclear. As such, the ecological impacts of
this development are not sufficiently detailed and cannot engender substantive comment.
Organization:

Office of the Vice Speaker - Guam Legislature
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Comment ID:

#381

381 – Thank you for your comment. As discussed in section 7.7.10 of the SEIS, cumulative
effects to cultural resources on Guam are recognized. Measures for mitigating cumulative
effects are discussed in Stipulation VII.C in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 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 processes to include the parties to the Programmatic Agreement and the
public in reviews to identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic
properties. In accordance with the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, these mitigation measures
may include identifying and evaluating other properties, developing a mitigation plan,
conducting data recovery, preparing educational materials, or enforcing construction contractor
measures.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Culturally Important Sites Will Be Disturbed and Potentially Removed

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Executive Summary(ES 33) states, “recently completed projects, present projects, and reasonably
foreseeable projects all have the potential to contribute to adverse cumulative effects to cultural resources.” The
proposed mitigation strategies include:
1.) Identifying and evaluating other properties as applicable. 2) A Mitigation Plan. 3) Consulting with PA
signatories and concerned parties upon request. 4.) Conducting data recovery or other appropriate mitigation. 5.)
Submitting data recovery reports to SHIPO. 6.) Preparing educational materials in both English and Chamorro. 7.)
Enforcing Construction Contractor measures.
All of the mitigation strategies proposed in the above are logically fallible, lacking in specificity and shallow. The
fact that adopting a “mitigation plan” is a part of the mitigations strategy is near comical. In the absence of greater
detail, more substantive comment is impossible.
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Comment ID:

#382

382 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Special Status Species Would Experience Significant Impact

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Executive Summary(ES24) states, “Special-Status Species – Federal ESA-Listed and Candidate
Species (SI-M): Construction of the cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in
significant but mitigable impacts to special-status species (Federal ESA-listed and candidate species) as a result of
impacts to 977acres (395 ha) of Mariana fruit bat recovery habitat, 978 acres (396 ha) of Mariana crow recovery
habitat, 458 acres (185 ha) of Guam rail recovery habitat, 977 acres (395 ha) of Guam Micronesian kingfisher
recovery habitat, and 661 acres (268 ha) of Serianthes recovery habitat”. The proposed mitigation strategies
include:
• Brown Tree Snake Research and Suppression
• Implementation of potential mitigation measures under construction impacts
• Educational signage and ,materials
• Fencing
All of the mitigation strategies proposed in the above are logically fallible, lacking in specificity and shallow. The
fact that adopting or implementing a “mitigation plan” is a part of the mitigations strategy itself is near comical. In
the absence of greater detail, more substantive comment is impossible.
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383 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Improve Readability of Draft SEIS

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
Reading the Draft SEIS can be a cumbersome task. With over 1,400 pages, it can be daunting for an individual to
attempt to pore over the entire document. Just as it took an entire team to compose the Draft SEIS, in my opinion,
it would also take a team to digest its contents to prepare valid comments about the areas that were addressed.
And with only 2 months and 15 extension days, it can be difficult for the local community to learn about the Draft
SEIS and be informed enough to make educated comments on all the sections of the statement.

Hyperlinks are not required by the NEPA Regulations and are not standard usage in DON
NEPA documents. However, the electronic version of the SEIS includes bookmarks, which
provides a quick link to sections within the document. The DON will consider more extensive
usage of hyperlinks in future NEPA documents.

I would like to suggest improvements to future impact statements that will be reviewed by the public. In terms of
readability, it would be helpful if parts of the document that make reference to tables, figures, sections, appendices,
and other supporting documents could have cross references and hyperlinks. In this way, the reader can easily
click on the cross-reference link to quickly refer to the proper table or appendix within the document, instead of
having to scroll or do a keyword search of the entire document. Unless the reader was able to print out all 1,400
pages or has multiple computer screens to pull up different sections of the document, having cross references
would make the reading process more efficient.
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384 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

More Public Hearings During the Commenting Period

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
Certain sections of the Draft SEIS can get too technical, which may be difficult to comprehend for readers who do
not hold specialized knowledge on certain issues. Therefore, a significant portion of the community may feel that
this matter is above them and may be dissuaded from taking part in the commenting process. Majority of the
comments made by the public would likely come from interest groups or citizens who have expertise in certain
industries or agencies in the community. They may be lawmakers, business owners, contractors, and educators.
Although their comments may be credible and provide applicable insight, they would not represent a cross section
of the Guam community’s values and opinions.
Therefore, incorporating more public hearings for commenting and extending the commenting period in the NEPA
process should be considered so that a more accurate representation of the local and public community may be
given the chance to participate in the commenting period. The NEPA process should take into consideration the
effectiveness of public outreach efforts. During the commenting period, three public hearings were held within one
week. More public hearings should have been conducted and the dates more spread out. In these public hearings,
local government agencies should have also been invited to help inform the public of the impact to the community.
In addition to government agencies, perhaps more outreach to certain groups and demographics would have
helped spread the information on the Draft SEIS, such as the local college student community or the various
community organizations like the Filipino Community of Guam. For example, holding public forums with
appropriate panel members could be beneficial for community members to be better informed.
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385 – Thank you for your comment. The 2011 Programmatic Agreement establishes an
alternate process for reviewing all actions associated with the Marine Corps relocation,
including those being assessed in the SEIS. Consistent with guidance from the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the DON anticipates continuing to implement the 2011
Programmatic Agreement to address the relocation action. Supplemental consultation processes
are part of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Programmatic Agreement Needs to be Updated

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
In March 2011, the Programmatic Agreement was signed relative to the projects under the military buildup.
According to the NAVFAC website, “the PA applies to all individual projects associated with the Guam and CNMI
Military Relocation, as identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and listed in Appendix A and
as added or modified pursuant to Stipulation I.E.” However, the 2014 Draft SEIS proposes different projects that
have not been discussed in the FEIS. The current preferred alternative is a completely new alternative as well.
Stipulation I.E. of the Programmatic Agreement further states that, “if the DoD proposes new actions or projects on
Guam or Tinian that support the Undertaking but are not listed in Appendix E of the PA, such actions will require
supplemental review.” Just as Senator Ben Pangelinan stated in his May 15 article on the Marianas Variety, the
changes warrants for a new Programmatic Agreement. With the current state of the PA, it is technically unfair that
the DOD has the flexibility change plans, but does not allow the Guam SHPO to properly respond to those
changes under this review process. The PA, therefore, should be reevaluated and amended to reflect the 2014
Draft SEIS.
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386 – Thank you for your comment. A link to the Cultural Resources Information website will
be added to the guambuildupeis.us website. Due to technical issues, addition of a subscription
button on the Cultural Resources Information website is not possible.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Programmatic Agreement and NEPA Should Be Dually Promoted

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
Before the Draft SEIS was published, the public was encouraged to anticipate its release so that they may be able
to provide comments and their input can be considered before the final decisions were made. In the NEPA
process, the military is required to hear the opinions of the public community before making a final decision. This
requirement is similar to the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 process that was implemented upon
signing the Programmatic Agreement in March 2011 with DOD and Guam State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). Under Section 106, the public and consulting parties are encouraged to review project information and
provide comments to the Navy regarding newly introduced projects. Although the Section 106 requirement is to
ensure that historic and cultural resources on Guam are protected, I also see this as a checkpoint for any proposed
construction projects. It is my understanding that before the projects listed on the Draft SEIS were included, they
had to go through the aforementioned PA agreement process. This means that if the public or any section of the
Guam community strongly disapproved of the projects, they may have had the chance to voice their opinion or at
least been informed before those projects moved further along to make it to the Draft SEIS.
Due to this reason, the Cultural Resources Information website and the Section 106 requirement should be
promoted alongside NEPA and the buildup planning activities. The Navy should add a link of the NavFac Cultural
Resources Information website onto the Guam buildup website as well as a subscription button so that interested
people may be able to receive announcements about buildup news as well as PA memos. In this way, the public
can be more involved and quickly informed.
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387 – Thank you for your comment. Joint Region Marianas currently has a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Government of Guam concerning access to Military installations by
Guam law enforcement, requests by military authorities for assistance from Guam law
enforcement, and other matters regarding law enforcement cooperation. Additionally, Joint
Region Marianas staff routinely liaison with Guam authorities to help ensure crimes committed
by and against military members are handled appropriately. Joint Region Marianas staff
remains open to further engagement with local civilian law enforcement authorities should
additional measures be warranted in the future.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Local and Military Law Enforcement Agencies Interaction

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
In terms of crime and social order, the Draft SEIS discusses analyses and data on staffing requirements and
facility capacities of public safety agencies due to population growth. The SEIS does not address if there are joint
efforts between local and military law enforcement agencies with regards to agreements on procedures regarding
crime investigation and prosecution. For example, under whose jurisdiction would it be for certain crimes
committed outside of base or crimes that involve military personnel and civilians? Should military personnel commit
crime outside of base, protocols should be established, if not already, and made clearer and more transparent. If
these SOP’s and MOU’s are established, they will not only make the buildup transition easier, but they can also be
helpful in assessing whether staffing and funding can be adjusted in accordance to which law enforcement entities
have responsibility for the investigation, detainment, and prosecution of military personnel who commit crime
outside of base. SOP’s and MOU’s, in terms of what procedures to follow for the various types of crime and
severity of the cases, should be made clearer.
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388 – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.15.2 of the SEIS provides information on
anticipated impacts to the Guam Department of Corrections and the Guam Police Department
key professional staffing as well as discussion of potential impacts to crime and social order.
Additional information on these topics can be found in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) in Section 4.4.3 (for impacts to the Guam Department of
Corrections and the Guam Police Department) and Section 4.5.1 (for impacts to crime and
social order). Analysis in these sections was based on the anticipation that existing detainment
protocols would continue, unchanged. The proposed action does not call for any changes in
detainment protocols; however, the DoD looks forward to participating in the Civilian Military
Coordination Council, a forum where such topics may be discussed.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Buildup Impact to Department of Corrections

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
The information in the Draft SEIS with regards to DOC was mostly data on staffing and capacity levels of the
detainment facilities. It is unclear if procedures and agreements are in place or will be established upon
anticipation of future communications between DOC and military officials on how military members who commit
crimes will be detained or processed.
During the June 18th Draft SEIS Round Table Hearing at the Guam Legislature, the DOC director was asked what
he would be needed as a result of the buildup. The director responded that it is a possibility that due to 5,000
additional military members, detainment facilities for overnight arrests might be overwhelmed. Although the DOC
Director and the GPD Chief were aware of “brigs” located at both Andersen Air Force Base and at the southern
naval base, both the DOC Director and the GPD Chief did not provide clear descriptions of detainment protocols
for military members who commit petty offenses such as DUI’s or altercations. To me, hearing their uncertainty
was somewhat alarming. DOD should anticipate future joint efforts in this matter and establish solid communication
with DOC.
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389 – Thank you for your comment. The orientation briefing material has been prepared by a
qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. The Guam State
Historic Preservation Officer reviewed and approved the briefing, and we anticipate the State
Historic Preservation Officer will participate in future briefing sessions.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Cultural Sensitivity Briefings

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
On chapter 4 the Draft SEIS, a description on sociocultural issues is discussed and classified as significant impact,
even if those impacts in the meantime are considered qualitative, varied, and therefore difficult to predict. The
suggested mitigation measure for community cohesion with regards to the possible social friction that may occur
between Guamanians and military personnel is as follows:
"In accordance with the 2011 PA, the DoD will conduct orientation briefs for all incoming DoD personnel, their
families, and contractors regarding cultural sensitivity in the area. All DoD personnel and contractors working on
Guam will receive annual briefings. The DoD will develop the briefing in consultation with the appropriate SHPO
and will provide SHPO with a copy of the final briefing materials." (4-148)
While I commend the establishment of orientation briefs for incoming personnel, dependents, and contractors, I
would like to know the sense of quality control of the cultural sensitivity orientation that the incoming population
receives. The mitigation plan states that the local SHPO will be consulted with regards to the content of the
orientation briefs.
Because the content and presentation of these briefings is unclear, and because as a local resident, I would want
to know that these orientations provide accurate information about Guam’s unique culture, what I propose is giving
the local SHPO authority and responsibility in future cultural sensitivity orientations. In this way, local educators or
Guamanians with in-depth knowledge and experience in the island can conduct the briefings and may be able to
not only provide information about Guam and its culture, but also convey the information with passion and
sensitivity. Who better to educate newcomers about Guam’s culture and lifestyle than those who live and share it?
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390 – Thank you for your comment. Your opposition to the areas where cultural resources are
adversely affected is noted. The 2011 Programmatic Agreement applies to actions proposed
under the previous EIS and for those that are being reassessed under the SEIS. 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
and develop specific mitigation to minimize and reduce impacts to historic properties. This
consultation is being conducted in accordance with the 2011 Programmatic Agreement to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate impacts on historic properties for the LFTRC and cantonment
alternatives, which would include the Cultural Resource Awareness program and on-site access
plan.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Cultural Resources and Alternative 5

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
On page 14 of the Executive Summary of the Draft SEIS, it is stated that the DON’s preferred alternative would be
Alternative A combined with Alternative 5, which encompasses the Ritidian land. It is the preferred alternative
because there would be no need for land acquisition as this section of Guam is entirely federal land. This
alternative is also stated as ideal, as the location would provide “optimum operational efficiencies” because it would
be in close proximity to other military facilities. If those rationales are the main reasons for making Alternative 5 the
preferred alternative, it is obvious that other factors about Alternative 5 are not heavily considered.
According to section 7.7.10 Cultural Resources of the Draft SEIS, all alternatives would result in “significant
mitigable impacts to Guam’s cultural resources” with the exception of “alternatives that involve the NWF LFTRC,”
that is, Alternative 5.
I implore against choosing Alternative 5, due to the need to preserve the cultural resources in Ritidian. A
Guampedia article on Ritidian gives a description of the abundant cultural resources that can be found, which
include latte stones, ancient pottery, cave drawings, and other Pre-contact structures and artifacts (Carson, 2009).
Section 5.5.10.2 of the Draft SEIS further mentions that 20 known NRHP-eligible archaeological sites, possibly 1
unevaluated site, and the removal of a limestone forest in that area will be adversely affected by the
implementation of Alternative 5. Furthermore, the SEIS states that “there would be more adverse effects from
construction at NWF than any of the other LFTRC alternatives.” That statement alone should weigh heavily in
deciding on the usage of Alternative 5.
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391 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Wildlife and Alternative 5

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
Ritidian is abundant in wildlife. When the Guam National Wildlife Refuge was established in 1993, it was used to
protect, conserve, and restore fish, wildlife, and plant resources on Guam, such as the tree snails, fruit bat, birds,
butterflies, green sea turtles, and the native trees. If Alternative A-5 is implemented, portions of the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge would be used for the Finegayan Cantonment and Family Housing.
It is my understanding, based on the descriptions on page 3-44, Cooperative Agreements were signed in 1994
between the Navy, Air Force, and USFWS to establish an Overlay Refuge. “To ensure that (Air Force and Navy)
lands within the Guam National Wildlife Refuge remain available for the use of the (Air Force and Navy) to carry
out its responsibilities to organize, supply, equip, train, service, mobilize, demobilize, administer, and maintain
forces.” 10 USC 8013. Basically, this states that although land was given to develop the wildlife refuge, it must be
kept in mind that should DON or DOD decide the need for the land, the Wildlife Refuge should remain available
and consider the priorities of the military to be paramount to the goals and objectives of the Wildlife Refuge. To me,
that seems very disheartening. Based on the impact analysis on biological resources, direct impacts to the wildlife
and vegetation due to construction would include:
• Permanent loss of habitat due to vegetation removal during construction.
• Noise, lighting, or human activity that could temporarily prevent a wildlife or special-status species from
occupying otherwise suitable habitat.
• Injury or mortality to wildlife or special-status species cause by the action that occur at the same time and place
as the action (241).
Even with all the laws barring from the complete destruction of the habitats of these species, it seems that the
mitigation framework to identifying suitable recovery habitat, which include finding new habitat for the species and
ensuring that ecosystems remain intact, require more effort in executing than to choose another alternative to
construct the cantonment/housing and the LFTRC. Although Alternative 5 may be the preferred alternative, it may
not be the best alternative when you consider the mitigation efforts to the Ritidian land.
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392 – Thank you for your comment. The traffic analysis included in the Draft SEIS was
performed using an industry standard operations analysis methodology - the Highway Capacity
Manual 2000. Local traffic operations analysis model and computations were performed using
Trafficware's Synchro 7 software package. The Synchro traffic operations analysis network
incorporates signal timing plans that are reflective of current operating conditions in the field
for these traffic signals, and as such, accounts for the inherent shortcomings of the system, such
as effects of poor signal coordination and residual queues at upstream intersections.

#392

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Collision data are compiled and summarized using records obtained from the Guam Department
of Public Works, which documents causal and severity factors of the collisions. Although driver
behaviors and tendencies may be important in understanding the relationships between driver
behavior and crash risk, these attributes are often difficult to quantify, and as such, are not
currently collected and/or maintained. In addition, the quantitative relationships between crash
risk and pre-crash behavior are often difficult to obtain.

More Research on Traffic Incidents

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
Chapter 4, page 166 of the Draft SEIS discusses traffic incidents and some actions that would be implemented to
reduce incidents. Although I am confident that the focus group sessions used by the Department of Navy provided
good data to draw conclusions and to strategize on measure to address traffic incidents, I wonder if it would have
been beneficial to have gathered data and input from local focus groups here on Guam regarding traffic incidents
and the nature of the roadways on the island.
Certain contributing factors to incidents have been assessed, such as impaired driving or driving under the
influence, however, it is unclear in the SEIS whether other extraneous factors were also taken into consideration,
that would otherwise come from those who know Guam’s roadways and traffic tendencies. The tendencies I am
referring to are mostly the driving behaviors of the motorists on Guam. It is widely known that the traffic signal
system on Guam is outdated or is not maintained. It is also common to witness drivers intentionally running red
lights because the traffic signal lights are not programmed for the efficiency of traffic flow. Because these traffic
lights are set on timers, many roads during rush hours become heavily congested. For example, on Marine Corps
Drive, when the traffic light turns green at an intersection, sometimes cars cannot drive forward because the traffic
light a quarter of a mile away is still red and there is not enough space in that stretch of road to fit more cars. This
can be one contributor to when motorists get “road rage” which may then lead to traffic incidents.
Table 7.5-1, which gives a description of road projects, states that in 2015, GDPW will eventually upgrade the
traffic signal system. This hopefully addresses the efficiency of traffic flow. The point then is that although the Draft
SEIS assessed impact to road traffic and incidents upon the arrival of more personnel, dependents, and
contractors, the analysis failed to incorporate the manner of Guam roadways and the tendencies of its motorists. It
is important to look into these extraneous factors because they may contribute to other roadway issues, whether
they are about faulty construction designs or traffic incidents.
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Comment ID:

393 – Thank you for your comment. The 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.

#393

Name:
SEIS User Name:D.R., Legislative Aide
Email Address:
Topic:

Supporting the Visa Waiver Program

Comment:
Upon reviewing the Draft SEIS and related materials and listening to issues raised by the community, I have
composed the following comment:
A large driving force of Guam’s economy is the tourism industry. Over the years, Guam has relied on the Japanese
visitors as a sole market in tourism. However, there has been a decline in Japanese tourist arrivals and we have
had to branch out to other sources like Korean and Taiwanese arrivals to mitigate the decline. According to the
2020 Tourism Plan released by the Guam Visitors Bureau, after Russian citizens were granted the visa parole
authority, there was a spike in Russian visitors who stayed longer and spent more money on Guam, compared to
other tourism markets. This fact has been corroborated on page 152 of the 2013 Guam SIAS.
The 2020 Tourism Plan aims to attract more tourist markets, which includes China, Malaysia, Singapore, and
Australia. In 2012, without visa waivers, Guam received 8,939 Chinese visitors. It is expected that if visa waivers
were granted to Chinese visitors, 2020 could be seeing 350,000 Chinese tourists per year, which would greatly
contribute to the growth in visitor arrivals to 2 million by 2020 (Pg. 32 2020 Plan, GVB).
Section 4.3.8 of the SIAS says, “it is unclear whether the implementation of the proposed actions would bring an
end to eligibility of Russian citizens to visit Guam.” The SIAS further states that the buildup’s impact to tourism
would be “blocked growth of new Chinese and Russian markets due to increased concern over Homeland
Security.” Based on those previous statements, DON do not support expanding Guam’s tourism market, even if it
means propelling the island towards more economic growth. On a May 18th article from the Pacific News Center,
JGPO Deputy Director Marine Major Darren Alvarez replied that, “The Navy has no view on the Chinese and
Russian visa waiver programs” because the statements on the SIAS are based on statistical analyses of the
contractor and the responses of the interviewees for the SIAS report.
The Navy should come out with their view and consider supporting the visa waiver program for the Russian and
Chinese tourist markets. The Navy should also be clearer in their intentions and reasoning as to why doing so may
be an issue with Homeland Security. Otherwise, it seems like unnecessary restrictions to the island and the
community that seeks to further boost its economy.
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Comment ID:

#394

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

394 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement of Guam and CNMI
Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments), entire document

Comment:
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 (page 4-13), or in excess of two percent (page 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. When preparing such
documents as the Draft SEIS, it is essential to be clear and specific, especially when describing impacts.
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Comment ID:

#395

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

395 – 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 (Socioeconomic
Impact Assessment Study, Appendix D to the SEIS).

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

4.1.15.1 Socioeconomic and General Services, Sociocultural Issues,
Political and Chamorro Issues, page 4-148

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.

Comment:

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

The draft fails to adequately address the issue of the ethnic minoritization of the Chamorro population. The
statement 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 a broad assumption that leaves out the incoming populations
associated with the build-up, who will be here for longer periods of time and will definitely change the ethnic and
political profile of the island. This is not insignificant, as the draft implies.

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 Adjustment Committee, and appropriations for a Guam cultural repository.

The induced population will certainly affect 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. These Marines will change the demographic profile regardless of the length of their stay. And as the
Chamorro people are minoritized, matters of self-determination, citizenship, civil rights, and public policy, will be
affected by the incoming population which has the least at stake. Chamorro people will have to live with the
consequences of this long after the “Max Year” of the buildup.
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, and more needs to be done to reduce or
prevent the minoritization of the Chamorro people in their homeland.
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Comment ID:

#396

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

396 – Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that all employment requirements that
are identified in the referenced table 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 include 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

Max-Year versus Steady-State Labor Force Requirements, page 4-139

Comment:

As part of proposed mitigation measures, 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 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.

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 (4141) 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 (4139).
Potential mitigation measures to “continue to support the efforts of the CMCC” are vague and unreliable. We need
greater guarantees and more clearly expressed preventative measures outlined to ensure that we do not
experience an economic “boom and bust” leaving our community worse off at the end.
Organization:

This mitigation would guard against a potential boom and bust scenario. Additionally, analysis
shows that there would be beneficial impacts associated with the proposed action during the
steady-state period indicating that the community would be better off after the construction
period has ended.
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Comment ID:

#397

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

397 – Thank you for your comment. Impacts to public service agencies are presented in Section
4.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, which is Appendix D to the SEIS.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: Population increase deemed unlikely to cause strain on Guam’s
public services and permitting agencies, page 4-145

Comment:
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 Department of Public Health and Social Services, Guam
Behavioral Health and Wellness Center (formerly Guam Mental Health and Wellness Center) the Department of
Revenue and Taxation, the Police Department, the Fire Department, and the Department of Education, among
others.
Furthermore, local permitting agencies are already under strain and will be faced with increased demand,
especially during the construction phase. There needs to be a more clear commitment to off-set the cost to our
government.
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Comment ID:

#398

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

398 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

4.1.8.2 Terrestrial Biological Resources, Environmental Consequences,
Operations, page 4-65

Comment:
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 other 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 degree of impact, 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.
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Comment ID:

#399

399 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

DOE Northern Schools to be Pushed Passed Capacity

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Appendix D( 4-40) states, “Schools serving the northern and central regions are currently at or over
capacity and would be most impacted by increasing service populations. These capacities could be expanded
through redistricting and moving student population into the southern district, or the expansion of teaching facilities.
Central Office facilities are currently above their maximum capacity with no expansion possibilities.”
• To alleviate the facility overcrowding and personnel shortfalls predicted in the SEIS appendix, DOD must
consider the reunification of the DOE/DODEA school systems. Doing so would prove fiscally responsible in the
longterm and better dor our community as a whole.
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Comment ID:

#400

400 – Thank you for your comment. Joint Region Marianas currently has a Memorandum of
Understanding with the GovGuam concerning access to Military installations by Guam law
enforcement, requests by military authorities for assistance from Guam law enforcement and
other matters regarding law enforcement cooperation. Additionally, Joint Region Marianas staff
routinely liaison with Guam authorities to help ensure crimes committed by and against military
members are handled appropriately. Joint Region Marianas staff remains open to further
engagement with local civilian law enforcement authorities should additional measures be
warranted in the future.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Impacts on Crime and Social Disorder

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Appendix D (4-96) states, “Most sociocultural impacts are due to the overall population increase due to
the proposed action, not the unique characteristics of any particular population. Scoping comments and interviews
were used to identify probable impacts. Analysis is qualitative and based largely on questionnaires and interviews
conducted in 2008-2009 and 2012-2013. This analysis addresses potential increases in overall crime, noting
specific potential impacts on levels of prostitution, drug use/substance abuse, sexual assaults, and military-civilian
fights, where applicable.”
• As stated earlier in the appendix, GPD facilities in Tamuning and Tumon are at capacity without the possibility of
expansion. Military Police and Civilian law enforcement should engage in a program allowing for shared facilities
and cooperative patrols.
• A binding arrangement similar to that generally contained in a status of forces agreement should be drafted,
clearly detailing the procedures and outcomes to be undertaken when crimes are committed by military personnel
of Guam while in the civilian community. Similarly, the agreement should detail the processes to be undertaken
when a serviceman is the victim of a crime perpetrated by a civilian.
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Comment ID:

#401

401 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as the development of additional regulatory
statutes are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Potential Use Conflicts Due to Lack of Open Water Sites

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Appendix D( 4-39) states, “Positive effects on ocean-based tourism are counteracted by both the
prospect of more conflicts between various activities due to the limited number of calm-water sites and potential
environmental damage that could arise from over-demand for tie-off buoys. In Hawaii, another island environment
where population growth has generated these conflicts, state government has spent a considerable amount of time
attempting to mediate conflicts and work out informal or formal rules for assuring equitable access to sites equally
attractive to commercial scuba dive groups, motorized boat tours, rental jet-ski users, paragliders, snorkelers,
board surfers, body surfers, and swimmers (Hawaii State Department of Business, Economic Development, and
Tourism 2004). Such regulatory efforts would eventually be needed on Guam over time as the population of
visitors and military and civilian populations grow; however, even though the scale of the military relocation has
been greatly reduced, such actions could be required sooner than they otherwise would be.”
• Statutes governing the shared use of calm water sites may be necessary in the long-term but proponents of the
action should keep in mind that DOD maintains non-civilian access to some of the most pristine calm water sites
on the island. Just how much more compromise will be expected of the Civilian community?
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Comment ID:

#402

402 – Thank you for your comment. The 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

Guam May Lose Potential Growth in Chinese and Russian Markets

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Appendix D 4-37 highlights the potential for “Blocked growth of new Chinese and Russian markets due
to increased concern over Homeland Security.” This presents a few clear challenges:
• Tourism has been the linchpin of Guam’s economy for more than 30 years. At present, tourism accounts for
nearly 60% of our economic base and 1 in every 3 private sector jobs. Unlike Federal spending which may boom
and bust based on the mood of national politics, Guam’s diversifying tourism portfolio has been a steady well of
economic support. Jeopardizing tourism to maintain military spending is akin to starving the golden goose so you
can get to the golden egg.
• While Guam’s Japanese tourism arrivals have declined significantly, Charter flights from China and the Russian
Visa Waiver have covered our losses and forced us toward gains. The long-term positive impacts of a diversified
tourism mix for Guam is essential to our economic growth and competitiveness.
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Comment ID:

#403

403 – Thank you for your comment. The DoD, Federal Highway Administration, and
GovGuam will continue to work cooperatively to develop a funding plan, as well as a
comprehensive implementation plan, which will consider construction phasing for the
mitigation measures (i.e., off base roadway and intersection capacity improvement projects)
identified in the Draft SEIS. Defense Access Road funding would be available for the proposed
action upgrades to Guam roads.

Name:
SEIS User Name:C.B., Chief Policy Adviser
Email Address:
Topic:

SEIS Call for Road Expansion as Mitigation Without Identifying Funding

Comment:
I have thoroughly reviewed the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation 2012 Roadmap Adjustments Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and submit the following comment:
The SEIS Executive Summary (ES32) states, “There would be a slight increase in traffic on segments and
intersections between the cantonment/family housing and the LFTRC. There would be potentially significant impact
on eight segments in at least one direction and nine intersections for weekday a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours”. The
potential mitigation effort for this impact is the recommended widening of 8 road segments and the improvement of
8 others.
• No additional resources was provided to accomplish these recommendations.
• Bond Borrowing is no longer a viable option.
• Without properly staggering the completion of these projects prior to the relocation, the proposed impacts
become more severe.
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#404

404 – Thank you for your comment. There was no file attached to the comment. Therefore, no
responses have been provided and no changes to the SEIS have been made.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Guam Chamber of Commerce
Email Address:
Topic:

Support the buildup

Comment:
On behalf of the Guam Chamber of Commerce Armed Forces Committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit
our comments in support of the build up as attached.
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#405

405 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Catherine Castro
Email Address:
Topic:

Support the buildup

Comment:
Hafa Adai,
I represent myself as a resident of Guam and hereby offer my support of the relocation of U.S. Marines to Guam
and support the military realignment as it relates to Guam and the CNMI. I appreciate and respect the role of the
U.S. Military in the region and am hopeful that my comments as well as others in support of the build up will make
a positive difference in the decision making process. Thank you for the opportunity to provide my statement of
support.
Sincerely,
Catherine Castro
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Comment ID:

#406

Name:

Christine DeLisle

406 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Save Chamorro Cultural and Historic Sites!

Comment:
The Draft SEIS fails to assess accurately the devastating effects the Live-Fire Training Range Complex (LFTRC)
will have on Guam’s physical, social, and cultural environment. The SEIS fails to offer viable mitigation let alone
acknowledge concerns Guam’s people have raised prior. In its assessment of the impact the LFTRC will have on
the Northern Lens Guam Aquifer, the SEIS writes, “there would be a potential for stormwater to reach Northern
Guam Lens Aquifer. Stormwater runoff and sinkhole protection measures would serve to protect groundwater
quality, resulting in less than significant direct or indirect short-term impacts” (p. 5-390). To suggest the possibility
of stormwater runoff as a form of mitigation against contaminants to Guam’s water is, not only, not a viable option,
it fails to account for true long-term effects. In its 14,000+ pages, the SEIS mentions “prostitution” only once and
that such ‘emerged as one of the concerns’ in prior public dialogues, and yet the document fails to address this
except to say, “overall, the rates of violent and property crimes are lower on Guam than in the U.S. as a whole” (p.
4-123). The SEIS fails to accurately assess the devastating effects on the indigenous people, the Chamorros and
thus fails to recognize and respect Chamorro rights as formally espoused by the UN in 2007. In the Declaration on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, the UN affirms and recognizes the rights of native peoples to their “cultures,
spiritual traditions, histories and philosophies, especially their rights to their lands, territories and resources” (p. 2).
Article 11 states indigenous peoples “have the right to practise and revitalize their cultural traditions and customs.
This includes the right to maintain, protect and develop the past, present and future manifestations of their
cultures, such as archaeological and historical sites, artefacts …” (p. 9). The SEIS fails to address how the buildup
will adversely affect Chamorro self-determination; there is no change in the language even after citizens, such as
myself, raised specific concerns in the first EIS. SEIS proposed sites for the LFTRC are all culturally and
historically significant to Chamorros. Ancient Chamorro villages of Pågat and Ritidian, would require DOD to go
outside its footprint, and thus presents a new set of tensions between Chamorros and the military. Presumably the
proposal to grant 15-weeks in the year to the public would mitigate this. To restrict Chamorro access to such
sacred sites, ancestral burials, and artifacts is a denial of Chamorro rights to practice spirituality, religion, and
ancestral worship year-round. Lastly, using Ritidian or Pågat as LFTRC is counter to the Federal Government’s
effort under the Asian American Pacific Islander Theme Study, Parks and Recreation, Department of Interior, to
preserve Pacific Islander heritage and historic sites.
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407 – Thank you for your comment. It is anticipated that the majority of Marine families would
occupy units in the military housing and generally would not compete with Guam residents for
available housing units.

#407

Name:
SEIS User Name:coco9781

While it is possible that housing prices and rent may increase in the short term due to additional
housing demand from construction workers or other induced population growth, 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 after the construction period. 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 [Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study], Table ES-3).

Email Address:
Topic:

Suggestions or Opinions

Comment:
Upon reading this SEIS draft, I am highly concerned about the potential rise in real estate prices. Real estate is
already costly on Guam; with a decrease in living space and an increase of population real estate will skyrocket.
Also with the environmental risks such as: “Direct impacts result from physical soil disturbances or topographic
alterations, while indirect impacts include risks to individuals from geologic hazards, as well as impacts to water or
marine biological resources away from the construction/operation site.” (SEIS Draft, Ch. 3 pg. 3). The risk of
pollution to soil and groundwater could be solved by careful extraction and disposal of toxic wastes that could
potentially seep into groundwater and ruin soil deposits. I think more eco-friendly materials and procedures could
be used when commencing construction, as to preserve air quality and lessen the risk or pollution.
In concern for the “Housing Should be Contiguous with Cantonment.” (SEIS Draft, Ch. 2 pg. 17) it would cause
real estate to potentially rise in prices; maybe keeping family housing on existing federal land rather than estate
outside of the base. Unless suggested land for outside family housing is already on existing federal land. As well
as in land acquisition it states for weakness, “Would require acquisition of extensive amounts of non-federal land,”
(SEIS Draft, Ch.2 pg 17) which would accelerate real estate prices and is concerning to us islanders. In the
Cantonment Conclusion, I think using Finegayan and/or South Finegayan would be more feasible than AAFB. The
reason to that is this certain risk: “However, Munitions are currently transported several times per week to the
airfield along a primary route north and east of the proposed cantonment area, which has the potential to cause the
evacuation of up to 100% of the cantonment if a munitions transport incident were to occur during transport
somewhere along that route.” (SEIS Draft, Ch. 2 pg. 23). The use of Finegayan and South Finegayan do not pose
this risk and has most of the same benefits as AAFB, such as areas feasible for cantonment, family housing, and
QOL/community support functions. Overall, I think the buildup could pose many benefits for Guam, as an islander,
but has some tweaks that could be resolved within the time the relocation starts to proceed.
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#408

408 – Thank you for your comment. While a potential environmental justice impact was
identified, the economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to
increased employment and standard 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:tnaputi
Email Address:
Topic:

Economy

Comment:
DOD use of Ritidian, Pagat Village or Fena for a live firing range complex is extremely problematic. I do not
support these buildup plans because it puts thousands of acres of our sea and our land at risk. The SEIS plans
indicate that millions of bullets will be fired annually, and this will only disrupt our cultural sites and vital recovery
habitat for our special-status species.Other U.S. military bases are closing their firing ranges due to concern for
toxic contamination, we should not knowingly put Guam’s environment in further danger. The SEIS plans will strain
our natural resources such as water systems (p.ES-23) and disturb recovery habitat and wildlife refuge lands for
our special-status species such as fanihi (ES-24). New studies reveal that polluted water at Camp Lejeune Marine
Corps base has increased incidence of birth defects and cancers these adverse effects cannot be ignored & must
be addressed and planned for with proper mitigation. These plans will limit public access to cultural and historical
places and we cannot allow such a significant impact to our lands (ES-30). The build-up decision should rest on
the people of Guam, and not solely be decided by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Energy, Installations,
and Environment.Thousands of acres of vegetation and limestone forests should not be put at risk, not Pagat, nor
Fena, nor Ritidian should be destroyed—not one more acre should be developed and constructed for a Live Fire
Training Range Complex. Furthermore, the benefits of these plans on Guam’s economy are not significant, and will
only increase poverty and further strain public services for low-income and uninsured populations (SEIS, Ch 4).
Given that the build-up will only result in temporary jobs and will not have a significant beneficial impact on Guam’s
local economy or provide jobs for Guam’s local residents, it is clear that the costs outweigh the benefits of the
revised military build-up. I am also concerned about the social impacts of the buildup here on Guam. Given the
history of the Futenma military base and the anti-base movement in Okinawa, we have seen cases of sexual
violence, social degradation issues, impacts on roads and schools are real. How is the DOD planning to address
these issues as it moves from Futenma to Guam? Given that the reason for this relocation largely stems from
fervent opposition to the US bases in Okinawa, what measures is DOD taking to mitigate the social impacts that
the buildup will have for our local population? Out of respect for our island, its people, and the irreplaceable value
of our culture and environment the DOD should at least commit significant impact funding for the strains and
damage it will cause. The SEIS does not commit impact funding, yet it is replete with examples of negative impacts
that Guam will have to endure during the construction and steady-state phases. Will DOD commit impact funds to
ensure mitigation prior to implementation? Don't destroy to protect
Organization:

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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Response:

Comment ID: #409, #410, and #411 were marked as sensitive by the commenter and is
therefore omitted.

G.2-1116

Response:

Comment ID:

#412

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

412 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.9.1 Affected Environment (Marine Biological Resources), Fish,
page 4-71

Comment:
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).

Potential direct and indirect impact determinations of significance were determined according to
the NEPA process, which considers both context and intensity. The location of the proposed
action and implementation of protective measures minimize and avoid any potential impacts
due to runoff to the reef at Haputo Beach. Potential impacts to sea turtles are evaluated
according to requirements in the Endangered Species Act, which includes consultation when
such species may be impacted. Nesting activities by sea turtles are addressed separately in the
Terrestrial Biological Resources sections.

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 has not been collected.
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Response:

Comment ID:

#413

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

413 – Thank you for your comment. The methodology in an EIS is to assess the impact to the
current “resource,” in this case potable water. Given the conclusions of the recently concluded
3-year aquifer study by the U.S. Geological Survey and Water and Environmental Research
Institute that the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer can support the additional estimated water
requirements for Guam, the installation of additional extraction wells would have a less-than
significant impact to the current water systems. The DoD is committed to the Guam Water
Senior Advisory Group and Working Group in managing the aquifer. In addition, the
unsuccessful holes drilled would be properly sealed and abandoned per Guam Environmental
Protection Agency regulations.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.1.2 Geological and Soil Resources, Environmental
Consequences, drilling of 11 new potable water wells in undeveloped
areas of AAFB, page 4-7

Comment:
I strongly oppose the drilling of approximately 11 new potable water wells in previously undisturbed areas of AAFB,
along with the installation of pipe systems.
Drilling 11 wells, installing pumps, constructing a pipeline and water tank and installing a system of pipes to
connect the wells with an aboveground holding tank, should not be described as having a less than significant
impact. The drilling of these wells will have a significant impact on our environment. In order to drill an additional 11
wells, typically three wells will have to be drilled to find one that works, so we’re looking at an additional 33 holes
punched into the aquifer. These drillings are potentially a major source of direct contamination, so there is a lot
more to the process than "just" drilling 11 wells as described in the documentation.
Perhaps the proposed action will have a less than significant impact on topography, slope stability, erosion and
seismic hazards, but it will have an impact on our precious water resource and a larger commitment to avoiding
any type of contamination to our water must be made.
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Response:

Comment ID:

#414

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

414 – Thank you for your comment. There would be no impacts to surface waters (streams,
wetlands, etc.) as they do not occur within or adjacent to the project area. With the
implementation of Best Management Practices, impacts to groundwater and nearshore waters
would be less than significant.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.2 Water Resources, Affected Environment, Surface Water, page
4-9

Comment:
“Runoff through the Finegayan site includes storm water from off-site areas to the north and east … Based on
analysis of topography, most runoff is likely captured by these depressions and sinkholes and infiltrated prior to
reaching the Philippine Sea or Haputo Bay.”
The description of quantity above, “most runoff,” is vague and inadequate and therefore cannot accurately evince
the DON’s assessment that the transport of storm water runoff and other pollutants “would be unlikely” (4-14).
To then conclude that “construction activities associated with Alternative A would result in no impact to surface
waters” is much too far a leap from the previous statement of “unlikely” (4-14) and would allow action to proceed
without mitigation measures appropriate to the anticipated runoff, amounts of which diminish inexplicably with each
new paragraph.
The amount of runoff must be measured and mitigation BMPs must be put in place, especially as “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).
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Comment ID:

#415

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

415 – Thank you for your comment. The impact analysis in Chapter 4 accounts for changes to
impervious area and how this would affect recharge to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.
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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.2.2 Water Resources, Environmental Consequences, Operation,
page 4-17

Comment:
An 18.9 percent increase in total impervious area on the Finegayan project area is alarming, as it will contribute to
both an increase in runoff and an increase in recharging rainwater penetration.
“This would alter the water budget in the project vicinity, resulting in direct long-term impacts to groundwater
supplies” (4-18).
“The results of the USGS study confirm the recharge rate of the NGLA used in the GovGuam (1992) study but
indicate that increased withdrawal from the NGLA may result in higher levels of chloride concentrations as
compared to the 2010 base year scenario (USGS 2013c) … 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 GWA and DOD wells” (4-20).
I object to any action that affects the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, especially one that results in a localized
significant impact to the water resource. Furthermore, the DON’s assessment that “it could be possible” to supply
the increased demand and maintain the quality is negligent.
I insist that an assessment of the impacts of a preferred alternative, which the DON acknowledges will alter one of
our basic resources, must come with a definite assurance that all measures will be taken to avoid disturbance to
the viability of our resources. Statements like, “it could be possible” are completely unacceptable.
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Comment ID:

#416

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

416 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.2.2 Water Resources, Environmental Consequences, Operation,
Groundwater, page 4-18

Comment:
The removal of approximately 1,000 acres of secondary limestone forest for the cantonment/housing preferred
alternative runs counter to the conservation and management measures that Guam, the U.S. and communities the
world over are working to establish as common practice. Limestone deforestation could possibly result in flooding
and groundwater pollution and will certainly result in a loss of biodiversity.
Limestone forests are critical for watershed and coastal stability, with the water-regulating capacity of karst
environments’ complex hydrological functions. More troubling is the fact that groundwater in karst areas can flow
as fast as 30 feet per hour, allowing pollutants to travel 10 miles in just one week.
Additionally, the limestone forest is a preferred habitat of the Federal ESA-Listed Mariana fruit bat and several
special-status birds (4-42). It also contains valuable and endemic plant and wildlife species including native shrubs,
lianas, ferns and trees, several species of which are found only in the Marianas.
I cannot support any size of limestone deforestation. Not only do our limestone forests have as much cultural value
as they do environmental, the removal of limestone forests will contribute to climate change during a time when
other islands in Micronesia with the smallest carbon footprints comparatively are the first to suffer the
consequences of global warming.
This proposed action flies in the face of the efforts our regional leaders have taken to save our island homes, even
as they are being submerged by rising sea levels and our people reduced to refugees. Ideally, the DON should
consider the Andersen alternative or Alternative C in that it requires the destruction of far less forest.
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Comment ID:

#417

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

417 – 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. However, the concerns raised in the comment will be considered in
the decision-making process.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.3.2 Air Quality, Environmental Consequences, Construction, page
4-27

Comment:
Despite the DON’s findings in which “maximum estimated increases in cancer risk at any of the receptors due to
the project are all less than the threshold criterion of 10 in a million,” I must object to the proposed action on the
basis that there is any cancer risk at all.
The people of Guam and the rest of Micronesia suffer high instances of cancer, possibly due to radiation exposure
that dates back to the United States’ nuclear testing on the Bikini and Enewetak atolls in the Republic of the
Marshall Islands, the use of Agent Orange in the Vietnam Era, and the post-World War II dumping and
contamination that occurred in Guam.
We cannot permit actions that further degrade our atmosphere, our natural resources or our health for the
purposes of expanding the defense position of a country to which we pledge allegiance, even while our people are
not allowed the full citizenship participation enjoyed by those in the States.
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Comment ID:

#418

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

418 – 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.8 Terrestrial Biological Resources, page 4-37

Comment:
The proposed action of cantonment and housing Alternative A is unacceptable for myriad reasons contained in this
section. I highly encourage that you select another alternative, preferably one that does not require the destruction
of limestone forest and critical habitat.
“The Overlay Refuge encompasses lands identified in the initial recovery plans as essential habitat for the recovery
of the Mariana fruit bat, Guam Micronesian kingfisher, Mariana crow and Guam rail. However, only the Mariana
fruit bat still occurs in the wild on Guam” (4-40).
That only the Mariana fruit bat continue to occur in the wild makes the case for total restriction of further
construction and operations in the vicinity, not the other way around, as is implied in the quote above. Their
numbers have dwindled from fewer than 100 individuals in 2006 to fewer than 50 in 2009. Current estimates are
consistent with potential extirpation: fewer than 20 (4-44).
“The Chief of Naval Operations established the Haputo ERA in 1984 … An ERA is an area dedicated primarily or
exclusively to preserving examples of ecosystems and genetic diversity while providing opportunities for scientific
research and education. Limited, low-impact recreational opportunities are permitted provided they do not result in
adverse changes to the ecological characteristics of the ERA and are consistent with JRM policies” (4-40).
According to the SDEIS, Haputo ERA will not be directly impacted but will continue to serve as passage for
species exiting AAFB for more suitable climes. Unfortunately the ERA is not enclosed in a terrarium. It may not be
directly impacted observably over the next 14 years but eventual consequences due to this proposed alternative
are a certainty, with the degree of directness merely clouded by time.
These species of plant and wildlife, dying off due to increased activity in and expansion into their habitats, are
federally protected and monitored, yet the federal government seeks to further increase activity and expansion into
their habitats, all the while acknowledging the protected species will be threatened. For example, “The low and
declining number of bats on Guam are threatened by habitat loss and degradation of native forests, hunting, and
brown tree snake predation on non-volant juveniles” (4-44).
The mitigation measures proposed are nothing more than a gross display of due diligence utterly devoid of sincere
intention. A more significant mitigation plan must be formulated to protect this important habitat.
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Comment ID: #419

Comment ID:

#419

Name:

Madeleine Bordallo

SEIS User Name:Congresswoman Madeleine Z.
Bordallo
Email Address:

madeleine.bordallo@mail.house.gov

Topic:

Official Comments

Comment:
Official comments attached in PDF file.
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Response:

Comment ID: #419 (Cont.)

419: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.

419:A

G.2-1125

Response:

Comment ID: #419 (Cont.)

419:B – The 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.

419:A
Cont.

419:C – 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.

419:B

In regards to Northern Guam Lens Aquifer sustainability, the impact analysis in Chapter 4
accounts for and identifies potential impacts to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer and provides
potential mitigation measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, including improved
management of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer through use of the U.S. Geological Survey
developed numerical groundwater model and an updated and expanded monitoring network. To
ensure long-term sustainability of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, the DoD is committed to
working with stakeholders to manage and protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer.
419:D – 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.

419:C

419:D

G.2-1126

Response:

Comment ID: #419 (Cont.)

419:E – 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, access will be granted consistent with Guam National Wildlife Refuge rules, when the
ranges are not in use. Additionally, the DON recognizes the importance of access to cultural
sites on DoD lands and is developing a plan that balances operational needs, public safety
concerns, and the public's enjoyment of these resources.

419:D
Cont.

419:F – The 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 policymakers 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.
419: G – The focus of the SEIS is on the identification and evaluation of potential
environmental impacts of the proposed action. Legal, political, and legislative issues associated
with the viability or implementation of the proposed action are outside the scope of the SEIS
unless they relate specifically to the evaluation of environmental impacts. 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.
419:E

419:F

419:G

G.2-1127

Response:

Comment ID: #419 (Cont.)

419:G
Cont.

G.2-1128

Response:

Comment ID:

#420

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

420 – Thank you for your comment. Potential direct and indirect impact determinations of
significance were determined according to the NEPA process, which considers both context and
intensity. The location of the proposed action and implementation of protective measures
minimize and avoid any potential impacts due to runoff to the reef at Haputo Beach. Potential
impacts to sea turtles are evaluated according to requirements in the Endangered Species Act,
which includes consultation when such species may be impacted. Nesting activities by sea
turtles are addressed separately in the Terrestrial Biological Resources sections.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.1.9 Marine Biological Resources, page 4-69

Comment:
“The reef front of Haputo Beach consists of high coral cover with a dominance of faviid and mussid coral colonies.
No other site on Guam has been reported where such large (non-Porites sp.) coral heads are dominant.”
Runoff, described as minimal on page 4-74, along with “the implementation of protective measures to prevent
storm water runoff from reaching near shore waters” are unacceptable in an environment such as the one
described above – the only place on the island where certain marine flora and fauna have been reported.
Less than significant indirect impacts are impacts nonetheless and it is unconscionable to propose action that
would in any way affect rare species such as these coral heads or special-status species such as the green sea
turtle (4-75).
The green sea turtle will undoubtedly “be disturbed by increased activity in the area” and no amount of BMPs or
mitigation measures will guarantee that their nesting patterns and habitats will remain intact. And while the
construction period is finite, the operation period is expected to go on interminably, extending impacts for the life of
the cantonment and housing facility.
Therefore, I must object to the proposed action and suggest that another alternative be chosen.
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Response:

Comment ID:

#421

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

421 – Thank you for your comment. The 2011 Programmatic Agreement establishes an
alternate process for reviewing all actions associated with the Marine Corps relocation,
including those being assessed in the SEIS. Consistent with guidance from the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, the DON anticipates continuing to implement the 2011
Programmatic Agreement to address the relocation action. Supplemental consultation processes
are part of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 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. Processes for identification of historic properties and to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate adverse effects in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement would apply to all projects
associated with the action selected in the Record of Decision for the SEIS. The assessment of
potential effects in the SEIS presents a hard look at the outcome of implementing each of the
alternatives based on best available information. Additional consideration and consultation for
the protection of historic properties will occur consistent with the stipulations of the
Programmatic Agreement for the action as selected in the Record of Decision.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
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Topic:

RE: 4.1.10 Cultural Resources

Comment:
“Construction activities associated with Alternative A may adversely affect historic properties. Final determinations
of effect would occur following application of procedures outlined in the 2011 PA” (4-86).
This passage is especially troubling, as the DSEIS exists because of the proposal of a new preferred action. This
action was not considered during the first buildup plan, nor assessed by the original environmental impact
statement.
Wouldn’t the procedures outlined in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement then be void or at least irrelevant? And
shouldn’t final determinations of effect be included in this current draft for it to be considered a fair and thorough
assessment of the action’s impact?
The historical and traditional cultural properties that will be affected by the proposed action include Pre-contact Era
artifacts (4-80) and human remains (4-82) and I am alarmed by both the brevity and negligence of this section. The
quote from page 4-86, printed above, and the inadequacy of this particular assay compel me to object to this
preferred alternative.
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Comment ID:

#422

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

422 – Thank you for your comment. Agree that the statement "increases the life of the existing
Layon Landfill" is misleading. The statement has been revised to better clarify the impact of the
current proposed action as follows: “The reduction in the generation of solid waste under the
current proposed action versus the 2010 proposed action is a beneficial effect, because this
substantially reduces the amount of landfilled waste over time than was previously planned.”
The landfill would benefit financially with the addition of a new customer, which would offset
the cost to build additional cells. The proposed action would not shorten the life of the landfill,
since Layon was originally designed for 30 years when it was built in 2011.
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RE: 4.1.14 Utilities, Environmental Consequences, Solid Waste, page 4110

Comment:
“The existing Guam solid waste infrastructure consisting of the Layon Landfill and Harmon Transfer Station have
adequate capacity to accept the increased generation of wastes for the proposed action.”
According to page 4-111, the proposed action increases the life of the landfill – a misleading statement that is only
true because the smaller, more gradual impact of the newly proposed action is being compared with that of the
2010 plan.
The new alternative shortens the life of the landfill, if only by less than the former alternative, and I am curious to
know what mitigation measures will be put in place since the current two-cell landfill has a combined life
expectancy of eight to 12 years, and new cells will cost between $10 million and $15 million.
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#423

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

423 – Thank you for your comment. 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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Topic:

RE: ES-3.2 Cantonment Including Family Housing, page ES-5

Comment:
In the Executive Summary, it is reported that, “In addition to proposed construction of the various facilities and
functions within the cantonment/family housing, the proposed action also includes expansion of the DoD Education
Activity High School located at the Naval Hospital site on central Guam, and either expansion or (in the case of
one alternative at AAFB) repurposing and replacement of the existing Andersen Middle School on AAFB.”
I have always been opposed to the segregation of our local school children from the school children of military
personnel. What are we instilling in our children by segregating the schools on our island? I believe that as the
DODEA school population increases, it leads to further inequity. Since they opened, DODEA schools have
recruited our local teachers, school counselors, and administrators, leaving the Guam Department of Education
with an even smaller talent pool and a greater teacher shortage. I believe that instead of expanding or building new
DODEA schools, the Department of Defense should collaborate with our local government to re-integrate our
schools, so that all children living on Guam receive the same educational opportunities and experiences.
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#424

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

424 – 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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Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: ES-7.2.1 Significant Impacts of the Preferred Cantonment/Family
Housing Alternative – Finegayan, page ES-24

Comment:
The Executive Summary states, “Construction of the cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would
result in significant but mitigable impact to vegetation due to the conversion of 1,020 acres (413 ha) of limestone
forest to developed area.” However, the only mitigation measure offered is, “Forest enhancement on a minimum of
1,020 acres (413 ha) of limestone forest.” Where will this forest enhancement occur? How long will it take to create
such a forest? Why destroy a perfectly healthy limestone forest when there are other alternatives that do not
require the destruction of vegetation. I do not support the destruction of limestone forest for this project and urge
the consideration of another alternative. Our limestone forests help keep our air and water clean, and are an
important part of our island’s ecosystem.
I also suggest that in composing statements in an EIS, which assess the impacts on a community, there is a need
to be more realistic and honest about these impacts. I do not believe that the destruction of this limestone forest is
mitigable as indicated in the DSEIS. Nothing can replace this limestone forest, thus this destruction must be
avoided.
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Comment ID:

#425

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

425 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
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RE: ES-7.2 Summary of Significant Impacts and Potential Mitigation
Measures for the Preferred Alternative, Page ES-2878

Comment:
“During construction, all categories of public services agencies combined would require an estimated 130
additional employees, an increase of 2.9% over baseline staffing levels. This maximum increase in staffing levels
would be temporary, lasting from approximately 2021 through 2023. The increase in Guam’s population from the
proposed action would not likely put excessive strain on Guam’s public services and permitting agencies. However,
staffing requirements for many public service agencies would increase by more than 2% indicating significant
impacts. A total of 14 agencies would be affected by the increase in Guam’s population during the construction
phase.”
I am concerned about how the government will fund the additional staffing and other needs of our public agencies
to accommodate an increase in our population. There is no commitment from DOD or the Federal government to
provide assistance to the government to ensure that we can afford the strain of this population increase. More
assessment needs to be done to determine exactly how much this build-up will cost the Government of Guam and
whether or not we can afford it. We need stronger commitments from DOD to ensure that we do not bear the
burden of this build-up in a way that will hinder our ability to provide for our people.
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Judith T. Won Pat

426 – Thank you for your comment. The statement that your comment refers to is meant to
explain that, when considering sociocultural impacts, there are numerous variables that cannot
be quantified. As such, the extent or magnitude to which potential impacts (described in Section
4.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study) would occur, are not quantified. Please see
Section 3.5.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) for
discussion on the topic of Military-Civilian Social Issues on Okinawa that Affect Public
Perception on Guam.
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RE: ES-7.2 Summary of Significant Impacts and Potential Mitigation
Measure for the Preferred Alternative, Page ES-28

Comment:
“There is a potential for sociocultural impact to occur, but the magnitude of the impacts are difficult to predict and
could vary substantially based on policy and program choices yet to be made as how to address them.”
This statement is disappointing in that more could have been done to assess and report on the sociocultural
impacts. One of the obvious ways to determine this would have been to honestly describe the behavior of the
Marines in Okinawa. Guam and Okinawa are both islands with similar histories. It would have been a fair
comparison. In fact, the DSEIS does little to describe the incoming population of Marines. Since most of the
Marines coming are combat troops, and they will be here unaccompanied for six months, we need a realistic
assessment on how this will impact our island culture and ways of life. Will these Marines lead to an increase in
prostitution or to a “red-light” district? The behavior of these Marines in other places will help us to better determine
the steps we need to take here to ensure that we are preventing any potential harm.
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Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

427 – Thank you for your comment. 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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RE: ES-7.2 Summary of Significant Impacts and Potential Mitigation
Measure for the Preferred Alternative, Page ES-29

Comment:
“Temporary population growth may stress some sectors of the Guam economy (e.g., housing, costs of goods and
services). In the short-term (during construction), direct and indirect impacts to health services would be significant;
during the steady-state period (operational phase), impacts to public health and human service agencies would be
less than significant. This would be felt more severely by low-income people, who often do not have resources to
buffer hard economic times. However, there would also be some economic benefits due to increased employment
opportunities. There would be adverse and disproportionate socioeconomic impacts in terms of environmental
justice on low-income populations; however, some of the socioeconomic impacts would be beneficial (e.g.,
economic impacts).”
Overall, at several points in my reading of the DSEIS, I was alarmed by quotes like this, which basically express
that as a result of the build-up, the poor will get poorer and the rich will get richer. This point is expanded on in
Chapter 4 in the following quotes:
“Lower-income people are more likely to slip into poverty under economic distress. Low-income people are more
financially vulnerable because they have fewer resources to support them in difficult economic times. The possible
combination of higher costs of goods and services with higher housing costs would likely affect low-income people
while those with many resources may thrive economically due to enhanced business opportunities. Stressful
economic circumstances may push people on the verge of poverty into poverty or even homelessness (pg. 4172).”
“…given that the GDPHSS and GDMHSA programs are already strained and have insufficient staffing to support
the needs of the existing low-income population on Guam, it is likely that the population increase anticipated as
part of the proposed action would have disproportionately high and adverse effects on the low-income and
uninsured populations on Guam and these effects would be significant (pg. 4-173).”
This is disconcerting. The build-up must not be done in a way that increases poverty on our island. The SEIS does
not paint an optimistic picture of the island’s economic future with the build-up. In fact, I am concerned that the
build-up may be harmful to our economic stability if it is only guaranteeing jobs for a short construction phase,
while also leading to an increase in the cost of living. What happens to our families when these jobs end? These
issues need to be addressed more clearly, with commitments to funding and supporting our public service
agencies that will help to deflect poverty.
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Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

428 – Thank you for your comment. 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.
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Email Address:
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RE: 4.4.1 Public Education Service Impacts, Appendix D, Page D-158

Comment:
The Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study claims that there will be no substantial impacts to Guam’s primary,
secondary and higher education institutions. However, succeeding tables (Tables: 4.4-5, 4.4-6, 4.4-7, 4.4-9, 4.410, 4.4-11, 4.4-14, 4.4-15) reveal a distinct hike in population and additional required faculty for DOE, GCC and
UOG between the years, 2017 and 2023: the study claims that impacts on education are insubstantial; however
tables reflect that additional teachers/instructors would need to be hired.
The effects of the buildup on the local school system should conclude impacts as indeed extensive, and clearly
delineate the additional faculty needed and the effects on current population issues, such as overcrowding, more
comprehensively.
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Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

429 – Thank you for your comment. 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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RE: Table 4.4-3, “Operational Component Assumptions for Public
Education Agency Impacts,” Appendix D, page D-160.

Comment:
This table presents the assumption that 0% of students eligible to attend DOD would attend DOE instead. And,
that 75% of civilian DOD dependents would attend DOD. The current school arrangement, which sets apart DOD
dependents from DOE students creates segregation and reinforces a predominant militarized mentality and
dependency, which a significant number of local residents are opposed to. Rather than funnel DOD funds into
building an entirely new base and school, these funds should be contributed to improving the existing DOE school
system. This would not only work at remedying systematic segregation but directly benefit our current local
system. Additionally, military dependents could benefit from a diverse curriculum, which includes Guam History
and Chamorro. As an unincorporated U.S. territory it would benefit military dependents to learn about Guam in an
institutionalized setting with students from Guam.
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#430

Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

430 – Thank you for your comment. Data is not available to make a quantified projection of
how many spouses of active duty military would teach at Guam Department of Education
schools. Based on previous circumstances, including spouses from existing military facilities on
Guam, it is anticipated that some spouses would take up teaching positions in Guam
Department of Education schools.

SEIS User Name:Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D.
Email Address:

speaker@judiwonpat.com

Topic:

RE: 4.4.1 Public Education Service Impact, Appendix D page D-169

Comment:
The SEIS reports that the proposed action could positively impact DOE assuming incoming military spouses will
teach in DOE schools and help meet Guam’s demand for new, and fully certified and qualified teachers. However,
most of the military population coming into Guam would be rotational, on unoccupied tours without dependents.
This brings up the question of exactly how many spouses would go into teaching within GDOE, GCC or UOG.
Previous statistics of exactly how many military spouses go into teaching at DOE, GCC and UOG should be
considered and specified. Moreover this statistic should be measured alongside the expected number of spouses
who are also fully certified, qualified teachers. The current trend has not illustrated that military spouses teach in
our public schools. In fact, at a recent Round Table discussion on the SEIS, DOE reported that only a couple of
spouses from the existing military installations (not including the National Guard and Reserve units) teach in the
schools.
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Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

431 – Thank you for your comment. 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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RE: 4.4.1 Public Education Service Impact, Appendix D page D-169

Comment:
The claim that the proposed action will contribute to GDOE’s existing need to construct a new school, and remedy
issues of redistricting, depending on the geographic distribution of the new student population is not substantiated
with any commitments to fund these improvements. In fact, the high concentration of the new population in the
north could have drastic impacts on the already overcrowded northern schools, which will be further exasperated
by the potential construction of a new DOD school or expansion of existing DOD schools in that DODEA has
historically recruited Guam’s teachers for their schools. This will impact our island’s obligation to provide a fully
certified teacher in every classroom. We already struggle with a shortage of qualified teachers, and cannot afford
to continue to lose our teachers to DODEA. It is my recommendation that DODEA and DOE work more closely to
ensure that this does not happen.
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432 – Thank you for your comment. The Northwest Field LFTRC alternative only encompasses
federal land. As shown on Figure 5.5.6, the Northwest Field LFTRC Surface Danger Zones are
not located adjacent to the private properties located west of Northwest Field. As described in
Section 5.5.4, Noise, “...none of the noise-generating activities would create incompatible land
use impacts and adversely affect individual human populations.” The Final SEIS was amended
to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for new
beach access to ensure public access to 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. The suggested transfer of
Route 3A title to the GovGuam is not included in the proposed action.
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Name:

Judith T. Won Pat

433 – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) addresses impacts to Guam public health agencies and Section
4.4.3 addresses impacts to Guam public safety agencies, to include impacts related to H-2B
workers during the construction phase of the proposed action. Section 4.5.1 of the
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study discusses potential impacts to crime and social order.
Mitigations relating to public services (including health and safety) and sociocultural issues are
presented in Section 4.1.15 of the SEIS.
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RE: The Impacts of the population boom on Public Health and Safety

Comment:
During the extended construction, Guam will host thousands of H-2B workers, predominantly from the Philippines.
However, the SEIS does little to explore how this will impact public health and safety. Studies have shown that
there is a direct correlation between an increase in migrant workers and an increase in human trafficking and
prostitution. This issue needs to be honestly explored and addressed in order to prevent these crimes form
occurring in our community. Also, in both Okinawa and the Philippines, an increase in the population of young
Marines led to an increase in prostitution and sexual violence. Guam’s public service agencies will have to respond
to the needs of those who may contract STDs or fall victim to sexual assault. They already struggle to meet the
needs of our existing community. The SEIS needs to honestly explore these serious social issues that have
historically been associated with an increase in both migrant workers and unaccompanied military personnel.
There needs to be a clear commitment to mitigating these issues and supporting Guam’s public agencies that
respond to these issues.
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Comment ID:

#434

Name:

Dennis Santo Tomas

434 – Thank you for your comment. There was no file attached to the comment. Therefore, no
responses have been provided and no changes to the SEIS have been made.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Law Enforcement Issues and Recommendations

Comment:
To Whom it May Concern,
I did not receive any acknowledgement of receipt through my e-mail (coronetst@live.com) so I am resubmitting my
SDEIS comments before the period to submit comments officially closes today, July 2, 2014.
v/r,
Dennis
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435 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:P. Salas
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
DOD should consider getting rid of the golf course at Andersen Air Force base and moving the firing range to that
area. The golf course is land that only a select group of people are able to use, therefore the impact should be
minimal. The marines can still shoot out over the open ocean. It is understood the marines have very specific
requirements for their firing range. If the golf course "does not meet those requirements" the DOD should post IN
DETAIL why they can't make it work. Anything is possible, if DOD wants.
Compromise is the key.
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Comment ID:

#436

436 – 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. Additionally, prior land acquisition 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:LandOwner
Email Address:
Topic:

Land

Comment:
I would like the federal government to seriously address and resolve all land claims to all the families who have
been undercompensated,are waiting for land to be returned or for an equal land exchange to be executed. It has
been too long and many families were forced to give up property and never had a true understanding of what was
transpiring when the US military started taking land.
My grandfather never knew how to write his name in English, never spoke English and never knew how a US court
system works. How is it morally, legally and humanly right when you enter into an agreement/contract with a
person who is totally oblivious to your language and have him sign a document that you know he totally does not
understand.
My grandfather signed federal documents with a slash, he did not know how to write his name. These documents
he signed gave allowed the US military to whisk his land away. 72 hectors in the Anderson South Base. He often
asked, "how can they take all my land when I was not offering it to them".
These types of land deals took place and it is only prudent on the US military to make these dealings right through
either, monetary compensation, return land to the owners or a land exchange of equal size.
I support the build up but as part of the process the US government should step forward, create a committee
specifically to handle, process, interview and resolve all families lands that were taken to ever family.
Please do this as a commitment to Guam and our patriotic people who have shed their blood for the US
government. Our lives could be better with land returned and by the way the US government has asserted that the
buildup would be beneficial to Guam and returning land could be part of that beneficial process.
Organization:

GPSI Guam

Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No
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Comment ID:

#437

Name:

Jim Herbert

437 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Full Support

Comment:
I fully support the relocation of Marines from Okinawa to Guam and the CNMI.
Organization:
Address:

,
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Comment ID:

#438

438:A – Thank you for your comment. The SEIS evaluates potential impacts to public facilities
and the ability of public agencies to adapt to the projected changes in demand for such facilities.

Name:
SEIS User Name:finager

438:B – The reduction in the solid waste generation numbers (2010 Final EIS versus 2014 Draft
SEIS) is attributed to the reduction in the relocated number of military members and their
families. The 54,241 pounds per day Municipal Solid Waste generation rate was calculated
utilizing the Fiscal Year 2012 Municipal Solid Waste generation rate of 7.75 pounds per person
per day multiplied by 7,000 personnel. This calculated rate is documented in Section 3.3.2 of
the Final Report, Utility Study to Support Marine Corps Relocation, Guam (NAVFAC Pacific,
July 2013).

Email Address:
Topic:

Concerns

Comment:
After looking through the SEIS draft and I have several concerns.
The 2014 SEIS states that approximately 5,000 Marines and 1,300 dependents are expected to relocate to Guam
over the next 12 years, whereas the 2010 Final EIS states that approximately 8,600 Marines and 9,000
dependents would relocate over 5 years. One of my concerns is that as the population increases, so would the
need to maintain public facilities such as parks, beaches, and libraries. The need to maintain such public facilities
would require more funding to hire individuals to maintain, which would benefit Guam residents in that more jobs
would be created and these facilities would have more maintenance.
The construction period of 13 years at a moderate rate with a gradual phase out is an improvement from the 7
years of intense construction with a sharp decline; however, the draft does not specifically state how this “gradual
phase out” would go about. I feel that the draft does not state enough on how the DoN plans on executing their
proposed plans to benefit the people of Guam. For example, in chapter 2 page 11, it states how there will be a
reduction in the amount of solid waste produced from 165,600 lbs./day to 54,241 lbs./day, but the draft does not
state how the DoN came to this number and the method of reduction.
I do believe that the 2014 SEIS draft is an improvement from the 2010 draft. The proposed draft gives Guam
residents more time to adjust to the influx of Marines and their dependents. I do feel that the 2014 SEIS draft does
need to be corrected. It needs to give more details as to how the DoN intends on executing all their improvements,
not just stating the end result. The people of Guam need to know exactly how all these numbers and calculations
came in order to understand how much of an impact this buildup would be. Granted the 2014 SEIS draft has a
major deduction in usage of project area, peak population increase, land acquisitions, power demand, and potable
water demand when compared to the 2010 Final EIS, but the people of Guam need to understand how these
numbers were calculated.
I am in more support of the 2014 draft than the 2010 EIS, but I still prefer that there be no buildup. There would be
an economic boom on Guam, but at a great expense. Land would be destroyed; natural resources that we can
never get back would be depleted. I believe that this buildup is intended to appear to be a benefit for Guam, but it
will cause even more disconnection with the Chamorro culture and land. Yes there is a reduction in how much the
DoN requires providing for their Marines, but to the people of Guam that does not matter because their land is still
being lost. It does not matter whether it is 3,966 acres or 5529 acres because land is still being taken away from
Chamorros and conceded to the US government to continue supporting their military.
Organization:

438:A

438:C – In general, the utility requirements were estimated using DoD Unified Facilities
Criteria, a conservative approach to estimating utility requirements that do not take into account
LEED Silver and other sustainability approaches to facilities design. The utility analyses also
look at the entire picture inclusive of induced growth, temporary construction workforce, and
organic (estimated growth without the military relocation) growth requirements on civilian
utilities. Projected funding profiles and detailed construction planning currently available are
considered in the year by year population projections. These projections come from the
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

438:B

438:C

438:D – The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition is a complex and sensitive
issue. Under the preferred alternative, neither the cantonment area, family housing, nor the
LFTRC will require acquisition of additional land on Guam. Easements will be required for the
installation of some utilities and communications. 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.

438:D

AOLG
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439 – 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.

Comment ID:

#439

Name:

James Paulino

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

For Buildup

Comment:
With the increasing number of graduates from high school, Community College and Universities, Guam need to
expand its economic base to provide opportunities. I have look at the options and I am convinced that the buildup if
done right will be the best option. Yes, there will be some lasting effects on the environment, our infrastructure and
our way of life but I belief the benefits will out weigh the cost. We are a small business and we are in direct
competition with large, multimillion dollar companies to survive. Because the Federal Government provide
opportunities for small businesses like ours, special designations, to level the playing field, it would allow us to
obtain more contracts and in turn provide jobs. The special designations have provided us the opportunity to obtain
several Department of Defense Contracts and provide approximately twelve full time and ten part time jobs. Also,
the build up will be grow our economy and provide the much needed cash infusion that will give better
opportunities and provide more options to improve their lives.
We are in support of the buildup and we look forward to working with military to make Guam a better place.
Organization:

Guam Pak Express, Inc.
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Comment ID:

#440

Name:

M.D. Artero

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Comments are attached as a word document - thank you.
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Comment ID: 440 (Cont.)

The SEIS proposes to take 4,000 acres for a firing range – this is unacceptable, as it will have an
irreversible impact to Guam’s environment, cultural resources and the livelihood of Guam’s people.
Losing pristine coastline, desecrating cultural sites and destroying critical recovery habitat will never be
acceptable, under any conditions. Ritidian should not be considered for these reasons. In fact, no land
on Guam should be considered, the Chamorro people have given enough to the military.
The SEIS does not provide enough information to give landowners in the area confidence that access to
their land will not be impacted by the activities of the firing range. While assurances by military
representatives at public meetings have indicated that private landowners will not be denied access to
their land, what will the military do to mitigate increased traffic in the area and the inevitable noise
pollution that will be heard at private properties nearby? How will the military compensate these
families if their private land is unable to be developed to support the tourist industry because of its close
proximity to the firing range’s traffic and noise?
While the SEIS acknowledges that quality of life will be impacted for Guam residents, particularly those
who live along Route 3, the SEIS fails to identify what mitigating factors will be provided by the federal
government to improve these impacts. What will the military do to alleviate traffic as a result of the
increased number of people who will live along Route 3 and the number of troops who will need to drive
to the firing range? What will the military do to ensure Guam’s water supply and other resources are
improved and sufficient to meet the population growth?
The SEIS also indicates great economic gain as a result of the buildup, yet fails to address how social
services and the health-related needs will be addressed as a result of the population influx. The increase
in population (particularly civilians) will exacerbate already strained public-assistance programs, health
and behavioral-health programs provided by the Government of Guam. The Government of Guam
currently is unable to adequately provide for those who rely on these services and the SEIS fails to
identify how the military will ensure these needs are met for those coming to Guam in support of the
buildup. What will the military’s role be in helping the Government of Guam tackle increased crime,
violence against women and underage drinking that we might anticipate as a result of an increased
population of young Marines?
Lastly, the buildup proposes to bring new jobs and opportunity to Guam; but, in truth, a significant
number of these jobs are in construction and will not last beyond 2028. This buildup FORCES Guam to
play host to a firing range in exchange for promised economic benefits that do not outweigh irreversible
and significant impacts to the well-being of all Guam residents, our resources, public assistance
programs, the environment and our cultural sites.
I am tired of seeing Guam serving as nothing more than a strategic location for the military. I am tired of
knowing that our island’s future and the decision making for pivotal moments in our island’s history (like
this one) ultimately lie with the Department of Defense, and not with Guam’s people. I do not support
this buildup on the grounds that Guam and her people have more to lose than they have to gain.

440:A

440: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.
440:B – 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.

440:B

440:C

440:D

440:E

440:F

G.2-1150

440:C – DoD recognizes the importance in 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 GovGuam 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 and 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.
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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and

Response:

schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
440:D – Section 4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the
SEIS) addresses impacts to Guam public health agencies and Section 4.4.3 addresses impacts to
Guam public safety agencies, to include impacts related to H-2B workers during the
construction phase of the proposed action. Section 4.5.1 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study discusses potential impacts to crime and social order. Mitigations relating to
public services (including health and safety) and sociocultural issues are presented in Section
4.1.15 of the SEIS. In considering these impacts potential mitigation measures are proposed
including: 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 of
the SEIS for further discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support
would 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.
440:E – Economic analysis indicates that the proposed action would provide a beneficial
impact to the economy including increasing standards of living, both during the construction
phase and after construction is completed.
440:F – 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.

G.2-1151
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Comment ID:

#441

441 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Dr. Dale Weaver
Email Address:
Topic:

Listen to the people

Comment:
Bottom Line Up Front (BLUF): the best interests of the people of Guam should come first in the decision to have a
military build-up and create a firing range.
I am uniquely qualified to speak to this issue, as I am a retired U. S. Air Force Officer and am also married to a
local woman from Guam. I have talked to many Chamorros about the military build-up and proposed firing range
and housing area.
Guam has been colonized, occupied, and controlled by various European and Asian interests throughout its
history, including the Spanish, Japanese, and now the Americans. The Chamorros have adapted well to extremely
difficult circumstances, first changing their culture and language to integrate the Spanish. During the Japanese
invasion and occupation, the local people were tortured, raped, and even killed. The Chamorros were forced to
work in labor camps, were forbidden to speak English or Chamorro, and were sometimes put to death for the
slightest provocation. Somehow they survived the Japanese brutality. When the Americans occupied Guam, it was
a breath of fresh air for the Chamorros, but still they were not free from colonial rule. The United States continued
to view Guam as a means to an end; namely, as a staging base to defend its interests in the Pacific and our
national defense.
The Chamorros are a very patriotic group of people. They are loyal to the U. S., fought in our wars, and have
lost many of their sons and daughters on the battlefield. What distinguishes them from most Americans is that their
land is occupied, they don't control their own destiny. The Chamorros are often treated like second-class citizens in
their own land.
This is the crux of the issue, in my opinion. We need to allow the Chamorros to have "self-determination;" that
is, to determine their OWN destiny, to make their OWN decisions, to control their OWN island. In essence, the land
on this island doesn't really belong to the United States; it belongs to the people of Guam. We need to "decolonize" Guam and allow the Chamorros self-determination.
That is not to say that the United States and its military forces did not also make sacrifices. In fact, during WWII,
our backs were against the wall--millions of American lives were lost and billions of dollars were spent in defense
of our freedom.
I understand the need to keep a strong military force, including training areas for the Marines. What we, the
United States, should do, is put the needs of the local people first, not the needs of the military. IF we take the time
to listen to the people, we can make a fair decision on the number of additional forces and best location of
living/training areas.
Evaluate all the options and come up with the choice that has the least adverse impact on the environment,
culture, and infrastructure. The best option would likely be Northwest Field.
The Chamorros don't mind being the tip of the spear, they just don't want to get the shaft.
Organization:
Address:
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Comment ID: #442

442 – 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.
Comment ID:

#442

Name:
SEIS User Name:Jaynina Smith-Prince
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Guam is my home. It will always have a place in my heart. I have been following the military build up with much
sadness at the immense impact it will have on my home. I am saddened by the division it has caused among my
people. I also feel anger that the US government is blatantly exercising it's power to push this "realignment" along
despite the concerns of my community. I am submitting this comment in solidarity with all indigenous communities
who resist and persist despite colonial attacks on our ways of life.
I have intentionally chosen to speak from my heart though I could site specific lines in the DEIS, because I believe
that this impact statement is disingenuous. I do not believe that any of our comments will be taken seriously by the
government. Still I want to voice my opinion.
As a social worker, mother and daughter of Guam, I say "NO" to the military build-up in the Marianas.
NO to the degradation of our cultural sites and environment.
NO to the increasing inequality inherent between the military bases and the local community.
NO to the trend in low - wage, low - skilled labor this expansion will force my people into, who will then be blamed
for their poverty.
NO to violence against the local women who will become mothers to our future generations (as rape and sexual
violence were catalysts for public outcry in Okinawa)
NO to violence and war
With passion and hope, I say,
YES to peace
I urge you to put an end to the military buildup.
Respectfully,
Jaynina Smith-Prince
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Comment ID: #443

443 – 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.

Comment ID:

#443

Name:
SEIS User Name:Klitzkie
Email Address:
Topic:

Approval

Comment:
I am in complete support of the build up.
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Comment ID:

#444

444 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Klitzkie
Email Address:
Topic:

Approval

Comment:
I am in complete support of the build up.
Organization:
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Comment ID: #445 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.
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Comment ID:

#446

Name:

Edward Palacios

446 – 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 longterm 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I support the proposed military buildup. However, no one knows or can guarantee 100% that there would be no
negative impact(s) to the environment, public health, public safety etc. anytime in the future that would be
associated with the buildup. Therefore, should there be any negative impact(s) to occur anytime in the future, I
would like to comment that the U.S. government fully fund in resolving the impact(s) including mitigation efforts.
Guam is a beautiful island and hope it stays that way after the buildup.
Thank you.
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Comment ID:

#447

447: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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:CM
Email Address:

447:B – DoD recognizes the importance of managing efforts in 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 GovGuam 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.

Topic:
Comment:
I believe that the SEIS is a much needed improvement from the Final EIS of 2010. When the EIS was introduced
here on Guam, it was met with a very negative response. In fact, campaigns to “liberate Guam from the U.S.” rose
in response to the anticipated military buildup. The adjustments made to the EIS in the SEIS should be enough to
appease the local community, although there are still points made in the SEIS that should be reviewed and
perhaps readjusted, the first point being the placement and amount of LFTRC sites. One of the major complaints
about the military buildup made by the average citizen is that the military is planning to take the ancestral
land/homes of the natives and desecrate it. The SEIS’ proposal of five alternative sites at two locations makes it
seem as though the military is taking a great deal of land from the island. The original EIS proposal of two sites
within the same vicinity would be accepted easier than the second proposal. As the number of Marines to be
relocated has decreased significantly, two sites within the same vicinity should be sufficient. This way a generally
negative reception can be avoided while still providing the necessary training grounds.
Another point to be brought up is the effect that placing the marines and their families in one area will have on the
infrastructure. The roads on Guam are currently undergoing the process of restoration, but many are still pot-hole
ridden and popular hubs for traffic. The limited number of roads can barely handle the population as it is, resulting
in traffic and major backup on the roads. The added number of marines and their dependents (despite the fact that
the count has lowered since the EIS) is bound to only exacerbate the traffic issues here. However, because the
number of marines to be relocated here has already lowered by so much it cannot be lowered any more. A good
solution to this issue would be the construction of more roads in order to lessen the traffic put on the main roads,
as suggested under ES-3.4 of the Executive Summary. The main points of the SEIS should be written in simple
terms and publicized so that more people can become aware of the true proposal and do not make assumptions or
put faith in false claims. Doing so would lower the amount of ignorant combat focused towards the buildup and
allow more appropriate and practical opinions on finalizing and changing the SEIS to come forward.

447:A

447:B
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Comment ID: #448 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.
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Comment ID:

449 – Thank you for your comment. The potential migration of lead from range operations to
the groundwater aquifer and nearshore waters 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, lead migration would be minimized and would result in less than
significant impacts to water resources.

#449

Name:
SEIS User Name:CR89
Email Address:
Topic:

Water Quality

Comment:
What will be done to ensure that the lead run-off from the ammunition used on the firing range does not affect our
fresh water as well as our oceans? 80% of the water used on Guam comes from the Northern aquifer. Overlying
the northern aquifer is porous limestone. If lead is allowed to seep into the ground, it will contaminate the fresh
water used by a majority of the island. By contaminating the fresh water source, it will also contaminate any crops
and soil that the water is used on. High levels of lead in the water, soil, and crops here will cause many more
health problems for our island. The proposed firing range sites are all located on limestone areas and any seepage
in those areas will affect the northern aquifer. The proposed sites near the coastlines will also cause lead run-off
into the oceans which will damage our coral reefs in the area as well as the many sea creatures that live in those
areas. The ocean is a main source of food for the island. Due to bioaccumulation, introducing even minor levels of
lead into the ocean can cause large, longterm effects to the health quality of Guam's residents.
Organization:
Address:
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Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 12:54:36 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1160

Response:

Comment ID:

#450

Name:

John Joseph

450 – Thank you for your comment. 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).

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Impacts with respect to traffic have been evaluated and identified in the SEIS and will be
considered in any decision making that may follow the NEPA process.

Military Build-Up

Comment:
I feel the comment section period is to short and has not been fully assimilated to the public in a fashion where
they can easily comment without a fear of reprisal from other locals. My main concern is about the two squadrons
of helicopter being brought to Guam. These will cause major disruption to our peace and make it feel as if we live
in a war zone. Individuals in the public have also express that the Wing will be brought down from Okinawa, the
last thing we need is the wing here, with F18 flying overhead interrupting our peace. The increase in traffic will
also be a major impact to our island, along with higher rental rates due to the military. These are issues that come
up every time there is an exercise on island or a new family moves to Guam. The military has caused a bad
situation now with high rentals and prices, this situation will only get worse as the build up continues and pressure
is put on the local population to keep up.
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?
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Attachment:
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No
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G.2-1161

Response:

Comment ID:

#451

451 – Thank you for your comment. The impact analysis to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer
utilizes data from the U.S. Geological Survey numerical groundwater model. The model looked
at chloride concentrations as an indicator of saltwater intrusion and found that potential impacts
would be short-term and localized, and mitigated to less than significant, as indicate in the
SEIS. In addition, the SEIS addresses the DoD's commitment to the Guam Water Senior
Advisory Group and Working Group in managing the aquifer. The SEIS addresses the
relocation of U.S. Marine Corps personnel only. The aquifer management issue is a current and
island-wide issue not specific to this proposed action. Thus, funding for these water
management groups is not covered in the SEIS and will be addressed elsewhere.

Name:
SEIS User Name:CR89
Email Address:
Topic:

Water Quality

Comment:
Due to such a large increase in population, saltwater intrusion in our northern aquifer is a very scary possibility. Are
there any plans to prepare the island's infrastructure to deal with this issue? So far, there has been no
appropriation of money or written section that touched on this issue.
Organization:
Address:

,
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:
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Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 1:18:21 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1162

Response:

Comment ID:

#452

Name:

Manuel Duenas

452 – Comment ID: #452 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #677. The response is provided
on Pages G.2-1667 – G.2-1677.

SEIS User Name:Guam Fishermen's Cooperative
Association
Email Address:

gfca@ite.net

Topic:

Firing Range

Comment:
Please see the file attached.
Organization:

Guam Fishermen's Cooperative Association

Address:
P.O. Box 24023
Barrigada, Guam 96921
Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 1:21:56 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1163

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1164

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1165

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1166

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1167

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1168

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1169

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1170

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1171

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1172

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1173

Response:

Comment ID: #452 (Cont.)

G.2-1174

Response:

Comment ID:

#453

453 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

The beneficial impacts to Guam’s economy are less than significant.

Comment:
The beneficial impacts to Guam’s economy are less than significant.
In 2021, tax revenue impacts would be highest, tax revenues with the proposed action are 9.5% higher than they
otherwise would have been, without the project. The first year of steady-state operations, 2028, the difference
declines to 3%. Source: SEIS Chapter 4 (pg. 4-131)
At the 2021 maximum, housing demand with the proposed action is 1.2% higher than it otherwise would have been
without the project. At 2028, the difference declines to 0.4%. Source: SEIS Chapter 4 (pg. 4- 132)
Other industries would bring more benefits to a greater number of people both in Guam, in the Marianas, and in
the Continental United States. They also have the potential to better relations between us and our neighboring
regions' peoples. Save some money and make more by looking outside the Defense industry's very small
economic box. Diversify.
Organization:
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G.2-1175

Response:

Comment ID:

#454

454 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as potential projects that are not part of the
proposed action are beyond the scope of the SEIS.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

The jobs generated by the build are mostly temporary, construction jobs
lasting only a few years, and most of these jobs will not be given to Guam
residents.

Comment:
The proposed action would support a maximum of 7,031 FTE jobs. This maximum number of jobs would occur in
2021. After 2021, the number of civilian sector jobs associated with the proposed action would begin to decline
until the steady-state level of 1,438 jobs would be reached in 2028. Source: SEIS Chapter 4 (pg. 4-127)
Civilian labor force demand is expected to increase by a maximum of 7,031 full-time jobs in 2021 (6,150 related to
construction and 881 related to operations); of the 7,031 jobs, 3,058 are estimated to be taken by Guam residents.
At steady-state, by 2028, labor force demand is expected to increase by 1,438 fulltime jobs (all related to
operations); 762 of the jobs are estimated to be taken by Guam residents. Source: SEIS Appendix D (pg. D-7)
Do some analysis on the inclusion of the costs associated with the destruction inherent any of the proposed
actions and compare them with the net gain proposed. Adding an average of 54 jobs per year to Guam's economy
can be achieved by much less destructive means. Not to mention, that the net gains each person would
supposedly benefit from in the proposed actions would more than likely be negatively offset by the costs that any
of the proposed actions would bear on them.
Organization:
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Mailing List?
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G.2-1176

Response:

Comment ID:

#455

455 – Thank you for your comment. The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and evaluate
potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. Issues such as the
prioritization of U.S. Federal expenditures, while important, are beyond the scope of the SEIS.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

Poverty will be significantly increased by higher costs of goods and
services, and higher housing costs. The rich will get richer, and the poor
will get poorer.

Comment:
Lower-income people are more likely to slip into poverty under economic distress. Low-income people are more
financially vulnerable because they have fewer resources to support them in difficult economic times. The possible
combination of higher costs of goods and services with higher housing costs would likely affect low-income people
while those with many resources may thrive economically due to enhanced business opportunities. Stressful
economic circumstances may push people on the verge of poverty into poverty or even homelessness. Source:
Chapter 4 (pg. 4-172)
Why not take the money being proposed to pay for this supposed defense measure and use it to start paying off
the debt of the United States instead? I highly recommend paying China back so they don't think they need to build
their own military in order to 'take' what's owed to them.
…given that the GDPHSS and GDMHSA programs are already strained and have insufficient staffing to support
the needs of the existing low-income population on Guam, it is likely that the population increase anticipated as
part of the proposed action would have disproportionately high and adverse effects on the low-income and
uninsured populations on Guam and these effects would be significant. Source: SEIS Chapter 4 (pg. 4-173)
Why not take the money being proposed to pay for this supposed defence measure and use it to start paying for
infrastructure to allow for long-term abundant access to basic human needs like clean air, clean water, food
security, freedom of transportation, shelter from the elements, education on-demand, and meaningful volunteer
opportunities? Support all these and watch the problems dissipate. Share all of these with other countries and
watch the need for military defence dissipate as well.
Organization:
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Mailing List?
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Attachment:

No

Don't Use Name: Yes
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Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1177

Response:

Comment ID:

#456

456 – Thank you for your comment. Chapter 1 of the SEIS (and a similar section of the 2010
Final EIS) explains the purpose and need for the Marine Corps relocation to Guam. The purpose
of the proposed action is to ensure that the relocated Marines are organized, trained, and
equipped as mandated by 10 USC § 5063, to satisfy individual live-fire training requirements as
described in the 2010 Final EIS and associated Record of Decision, and to establish an
operational Marine Corps presence on Guam in accordance with the April 2012 Roadmap
Adjustments. The purpose remains unchanged from the 2010 Final EIS, albeit to support a
materially smaller relocating Marine Corps force. Achieving this purpose requires that a
cantonment area, family housing, and an LFTRC be constructed and operated on Guam.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

There will be a tremendous strain on our water and wastewater systems.

Comment:
Operation of the main cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in a significant impact
to groundwater in the form of a long-term increase in annual groundwater production (withdrawal) of 1.7 million
gallons per day, which could result in a localized significant impact to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer (NGLA).
Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-23)

The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of the
proposed action and alternatives so that decision makers have such information to factor into
their decisions.

Why not simply 'not build' cantonment/family housing facilities? Reserve this water for developing resilience in our
existing community by improving access to it by organic farmers? Surely the DOD could be more creative with how
it defends the United States.
Operation of the cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in a significant impact to
nearshore waters from increased wastewater discharge to the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP). The Northern District WWTP is non-compliant with the secondary treatment standards required by its
current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and increasing the wastewater flow to a
non-compliant treatment plant would be a significant direct impact. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-23)
Again, Why not simply 'not build' cantonment/family housing facilities? Reserve this water for developing resilience
in our existing community by improving access to it by organic farmers? Surely the DOD could be more creative
with how it defends the United States.
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G.2-1178

Response:

Comment ID:

#457

457 – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) identifies impacts to Guam's public services agencies. In
considering these impacts potential mitigation measures are proposed including: 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 of the SEIS for further
discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support would 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

Our already strained public services will be further taxed by an increase in
the population.

Comment:
Our already strained public services will be further taxed by an increase in the population.
The population change associated with the proposed Marine Corps relocation would be considered significant
during both the construction and operations phases (given that population change would exceed 2%). Between the
years 2021 and 2023 the population with the proposed action is 5.6% higher than it otherwise would have been
without the proposed action. At a steady-state the difference would be 4.1%. Source: SEIS Executive Summary
(pg. ES-27)
During construction, all categories of public services agencies combined would require an estimated 130 additional
employees, an increase of 2.9% over baseline staffing levels. A total of 14 agencies would be affected by the
increase in Guam’s population during the construction phase. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-28)
Temporary population growth may stress some sectors of the Guam economy (e.g., housing, costs of goods and
services). In the short-term (during construction), direct and indirect impacts to health services would be significant;
during the steady-state period (operational phase), impacts to public health and human service agencies would be
less than significant. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-29)
The people of Guam have given more than our share for the defense of the United States and costs us much more
per capita than the people of any state of the union. The United States needs to level-up and start to pay more
back to Guam's people. Regardless of whether the proposed actions happen or not, Guam deserves better and
more of it.
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G.2-1179

Response:

Comment ID:

#458

458 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

Thousands of acres of vegetation and limestone forests will be destroyed.

Comment:
Construction of the cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in a significant impact to
vegetation due to the conversion of 1,020 acres (413 ha) of limestone forest to developed area. Source: SEIS
Executive Summary (pg. ES-24)
Construction of the cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in a significant impact to
terrestrial conservation areas due to the conversion of 1,250 acres (441 ha) of Overlay Refuge lands to developed
area. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-24)
Construction of the Live Fire Training Range Complex under Alternative 5 would result in a significant impact to
vegetation due to the conversion of 201 acres (82 ha) of limestone forest to developed area. Source: SEIS
Executive Summary (pg. ES-31)
Construction of the Live Fire Training Range Complex under Alternative 5 would result in a significant impact to
terrestrial conservation areas due to the conversion of 255 acres (103 ha) of Overlay Refuge lands to developed
area. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-31)
These thousands of acres of limestone forests and the land beneath it currently provides an unaccounted for value
of services. Some may say they are irreplaceable and are therefore beyond compensation. And by that alone, the
proposed action should not be considered. However, if one were to account for these services in terms of the
monetary value of their outputs, one would find that replacing them, or repairing them of damages would be
insurmountable. For example, the forests clean the air and water. They provide habitat for other plants and animals
that are indigenous or otherwise which may well provide more substantive services than any Defense-industry
proposal. They provide a source of organic food and medicines. They clean the air. What would the costs of
providing these same services at the same quality and quantity or better? Is the DOD prepared to pay this price?
Are the people of the United States aware of the debt they would incur if this action were to proceed?
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G.2-1180

Response:

Comment ID:

459 – Thank you for your comment. There was no file attached to the comment. Therefore, no
responses have been provided and no changes to the SEIS have been made.

#459

Name:
SEIS User Name:Hagan Tasi
Email Address:
Topic:

Noise Mitigation for Proposed LFTRC

Comment:
See attached PDF File.
Organization:

Baba Corporation
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G.2-1181

Response:

Comment ID:

#460

460 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

Culturally significant historic places will be disturbed and potentially
removed.

Comment:
The resources most likely to be adversely affected by projects are terrestrial biology and cultural. This is largely
due to the fact that most projects would result in ground disturbance and potential for removal or disturbance of
habitat and cultural resources. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-33)
Construction of the cantonment/housing family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in significant
potential direct adverse effects to 24 historic properties and undetermined effects to 10 unevaluated buildings.
Additionally, there would be potential impacts to culturally important natural resources from vegetation removal.
Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-26)
Construction of the Live Fire Training Range Complex under Alternative 5 would result in significant potential direct
adverse effects to 20 historic properties, undetermined effects to one unevaluated site from
excavation and soil removal, and potential impacts to culturally important natural resources from vegetation
removal. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-31)
Operation of the Live Fire Training Range Complex under Alternative 5 would result in significant adverse impacts
to two National Registry of Historic Places eligible archaeological sites from restricted access. Significant indirect
adverse effects to three National Registry of Historic Places eligible sites would occur from changes in use that
degrade site integrity. Source: SEIS Executive Summary (pg. ES-31)
Construction of live fire training ranges should be prohibited. Their costs greatly outweigh their proposed benefits.
The people of Guam and the people of the United States can all agree that we do not want our lands used for
further degeneration of our planet. Indeed, the planet-wide community would agree as well. Those proponents of
further militarization always and only have ever looked as far as their fears for guidance. It is time for the United
States to change its business plan. Focus on the recovery of our collective Humanity. Protect my cultural heritage.
Don't destroy it.
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G.2-1182

Response:

Comment ID:

461 – 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.

#461

Name:
SEIS User Name:Rick from Fena Valley
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Hafa Adai,
These comments are in reference to the proposed Firing Range that the federal government wants built on Guam.
Its presence will come at the expense of pristine jungle area full of rare flora and fauna, hundreds of yards of
beachfront, 300 days a year of control the environment and to take more land for a Navy officers’ playground.
I am a native son of Guam, born here, raised in America (my father was drafted into the Army) and returned here
to graduate and build my life as an Austronesian Islander (dubbed “Chamorro” by the invading Spanish) from the
Pacific.
In my opinion, the military (which is the blanket word for all branches on Guam) has enough land. One-third real
property is too much on an island that’s only 212 square miles. The military has plenty of open spaces on
Andersen AFB, the abandoned property at Andersen South, Camp Pendleton is just sitting silent and Big Navy is
very large.
What appears to me is that the military branches are using the hundreds of years of pride and separation from one
another to further their land-taking agenda; they think they need separate places from which to prepare and wage
war. No more.
As of right now, the military is boasting that the Marianas Islands Range Complex (MIRC) is the biggest military
training area in the world. Over one-half a million square miles of open ocean for training and testing and now you
want more. The newly proposed Micronesian Island Training and Testing (MITT) will almost double the size of the
range and put you and your vessels all the way into the Palauan waters of Micronesia. Do you really need all of
that? I am sure that the military will come up with a great answer as to why they do.
Even the planned havoc that the military plans to wreak upon the unoccupied islands of OUR Marianas chain of
islands is disgusting and has no merit in a world where this practice is unnecessary. The damage to the reefs, the
fishes and the long-distance damage to whales in the area is wholesale and unwarranted. What is the purpose of
detonating underwater devices? Go do it in the North Pole or in Antarctica or something. These islands make up
a huge part of the life-cycle of so many fish species that feed the world. Something that ignorant is especially
egregious because how “smart” the US thinks it is.
Might makes right, right?
This military buildup is clearly up to you.
Your track-record with Guam is clear; you want more of what little we have. We have none left but to fight
ourselves. With the withering of our cultural base, the uncontrolled influx of islanders who are from the “Freely
Associated States of Micronesia”, the antiquated idea that your Compact Impact Aid actually makes an impact, the
loss of native lands and now the loss of faith in the US to help us; it seems that the US is just helping itself to
what’s always been ours and still does not have our permission.
I am sure you will take it anyways. I can (almost) guarantee it.
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G.2-1183

Response:

Comment ID: #462

Comment ID:

462 – Thank you for your comment. The continental U.S. was not considered because it would
not fulfill national security obligations to provide mutual defense, deter aggression, and
dissuade coercion in the Western Pacific Region. 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.

#462

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

The use of Pågat for the Live Fire Training Range Complex is still a
possibility.

Comment:
Both Pågat (Route 15) and different parts of Fena (Naval Magazine) are listed as alternatives for the Live Fire
Training Range Complex, and may be selected if the preferred alternative (North West Field) is not chosen. The
alternatives in Pågat and Fena will require the taking of public and private land.
The use of any Guam lands is especially unnecessary when investors realize that this whole business plan is less
profitable than it was represented. When they realize that these proposed actions are not at all the best option that
the military as put forth. That more preferred alternatives exist which do not include Guam and the Northern
Marianas at all. Instead, why not base these projects back in the continental United States? It costs less, has
smaller footprints, and has larger profit margins. Leave our sacred spaces and leave them be.
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G.2-1184

Response:

Comment ID: #463 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-1185

Response:

Comment ID:

#464

464 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to voting rights 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:GeorgeLujan
Email Address:
Topic:

The people of Guam will not be the ones making this major decision for
our future.

Comment:
The people of Guam cannot vote for President. We have not equal nor adequate representation in Congress. And,
therefore, we do not have influence in the Judiciary. The fate of Guam as a result of this build-up will be decided by
one person – the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Energy, Installations, and Environment. Will whoever is in this
position at that time have an ear for our voices? Will any listening be done without the duress of colonialism?
Think. Simply publishing our comments or keeping them on record for posterity is no proper consolation for the
harms proposed. The people of Guam should be the ones making decisions like this. Not an industry who have,
time after time, proven their failed and feigned respect for Democracy.
Organization:
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G.2-1186

Response:

Comment ID:

#465

465 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:TDIAZ
Email Address:
Topic:

Social Impact

Comment:
It is unacceptable that the proposed build-up will adversely affect the low-income communities on island. According
to the SEIS (Chapter 4),"stressful economic circumstances may push people on the verge of poverty into poverty
or even homelessness" due to "the possible combination of higher costs of goods and services with higher housing
costs." Guam's poverty level per the U.S. Census 2010 is already at 22 percent. This is already an astounding
percentage of our local families in poverty. We can ill afford for that number to rise and we certainly should not
allow for the possibility of it rising due to the Marine relocation.
It is clear that none of the monies allocated to fund the military build-up will be going to the local government or to
non-profit organizations to increase capacity for social services and health provisions that will inevitably be
necessary to address population increase, especially with incoming construction workers. The departments of
education, health, public safety, and social services on Guam are already strained and challenged with increasing
the quality of life for the residents of Guahan. The military build-up will exacerbate our already dire circumstances.
The SEIS states (Chapter 4)that "those with many resources may thrive economically due to enhanced business
opportunities" but it behooves us as an island community to consider the welfare of all, and not just those who are
already thriving.
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Comment ID:

#466

Name:

Leevin Camacho
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Email Address:
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Thank you.
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We Are Guahan
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G.2-1188

Response:

Comment ID: #466 (Cont.)

466: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.
Live Firing Range Complex

A major factor in the preparation of the SEIS was the lawsuit filed to force DOD to comply with
NEPA requirements that it examine all reasonable alternatives. Although DOD has done just that, many of
the comments that were submitted in response to the EIS regarding the environmental, social and cultural

466:A

466: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.

impacts that building a firing range at Pågat were not considered in the Draft SEIS. Despite widespread
concern about the potential acquisition of privately owned property, Pågat was an alternative that was
carried forward for purposes of the Draft SEIS. We Are Guåhan continues to oppose any plans that would
require the acquisition of any additional property, which is inclusive of Pågat and the alternatives carried
forward at Fena Lake.
DOD has identified Ritidian or the “Northwest Field” option as its preferred alternative. This
alternative would require that DOD control approximately 4,000 acres of land and sea as part of its Surface
Danger Zone. While DOD does perform some analysis of the environmental impacts, there are significant
questions that remain unanswered.
For example, the potential impact on Guam’s drinking water and the potential for contamination of
our water resources. Several people have raised the question of the procedures that DOD plans on using to

466:B

clean up the 6.7 million rounds that are estimated to be fired each year at the firing range complex. There
is a reference to DOD’s internal procedures for clean-up, but DOD should provide more detailed
information to allow for comment and analysis by local agencies and scientists.
The preferred alternative would also impact the only critical recovery habitat on Guam. DOD has
proposed mitigation, specifically, identifying another area that it can designate as critical recovery habitat.

466:B – The potential migration of lead from range operations to the groundwater aquifer and
nearshore waters 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, lead migration
would be minimized and would result in less than significant impacts to water resources.

466:C

There are already mitigation measures that are being implemented at Ritidian. Any future mitigation will be
mitigation for impacting mitigation measures. If this cycle continues, Guam will never see any true
mitigation for environmental impacts caused by DOD projects.

G.2-1189

Response:

Comment ID: #466 (Cont.)

466:D – Section 4.1.18.2 identifies impacts to environmental justice populations and presents
mitigations. The mitigations include:
Social Impacts

The environmental justice section in the draft SEIS leaves a lot to be desired.

There is a

conclusion that there would be a disproportionate significant public health services effects on low-income
populations. It also states that access to public health and social services would additional be strained. Yet,

466:D

in the social impact analysis, there was no finding of significant impacts in general and no proposed
mitigation measures. Instead, the SEIS just assumes that any Section 30 funds will be adequate mitigation.
The Final SEIS should actually fulfill the requirements for examining Environmental Justice issues. Specific
findings should be made and specific mitigation measures should be identified.

• 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 may help GovGuam to address
shortfalls.
• As directed by the Fiscal Year 2014 National Defense Authorization Act, the DoD would
convene the Economic Adjustment Committee to consider necessary technical and financial
assistance and develop an implementation plan coordinated with Economic Adjustment
Committee federal agencies. This plan must be submitted to the congressional defense
committees as part of a reporting requirement that is due no later than the date of issuance
of the Record of Decision.
• The Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76)
appropriated $13,000,000 for a regional public health laboratory on Guam.
It is anticipated that the potential mitigation measures would reduce the impact to low-income
populations, since low-income populations would be the primary population affected by
significant impacts to public service agencies.

G.2-1190

Response:

Comment ID:

#467

Name:

Lars Peterson

467 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Military Relocation to Guam

Comment:
The relocation of additional troops and facilities / training areas will be good for the Guam economy and good for
United States security.
The United States goes out of its way to protect the environment when setting up new operations and should not
be a concern.
Guam has more than enough capacity to accommodate the proposed military build up. After what happened to our
bases in the Philippines we need to station our military on US soil whenever possible. Given the saber rattling by
China and North Korea, we need a strong military presence on Guam and in the Pacific in general.
Lars Peterson
Managing Director
Guam Fast Foods
Organization:

Guam Fast Foods
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Comment ID:

#468

Name:

Vicente (ben) C. Pangelinan

468 – Comment ID: #468 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #923 and #924. The response is
provided on Pages G.2-1982 - G.2-2018.

SEIS User Name:Senator Vicente (ben) C. Pangelinan
Email Address:

senbenp@guam.net

Topic:

Draft SEIS

Comment:
Comments are uploaded as a PDF.
Organization:

32nd Guam Legislature

Address:
324 W. Soledad Ave.
Suite 100
Hagåtña, Guam 96910
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Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1193

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1194

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1195

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1196

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1197

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1198

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1199

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1200

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1201

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1202

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1203

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1204

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1205

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1206

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1207

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1208

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1209

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1210

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1211

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1212

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1213

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1214

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1215

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1216

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1217

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1218

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1219

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1220

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1221

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1222

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1223

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1224

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1225

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1226

Response:

Comment ID: #468 (Cont.)

G.2-1227

Response:

Comment ID:

#469

Name:

Tyrone Taitano

469 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

EIS

Comment:
Why is it when they are creating these options they always select pristine unused land and never consider the golf
course?
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G.2-1228

Response:

Comment ID: #470 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-1229

Response:

Comment ID:

#471

471:A – Thank you for your comment. The data that is provided in Section 3.5.5 is the most
recent that was available.

Name:
SEIS User Name:NSantos

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.

Email Address:
Topic:

seis

Comment:
Comment: Data provided in SIAS, Section 3.5.5 Military-Civilian Social Issues on Okinawa that Affect Public
Perception on Guam, page 3-56, D-106 needs to be updated as it is now 6 years old. Last update was in 2008.
The SIAS states, “In recent years, the Okinawa Prefectural Assembly have unanimously adopted several
resolutions of protest related to military crime, the most recent being the November 16, 2012 Resolution of Protest
Against the Actions Taken in Response to a Succession of Incidents Caused by U.S. Military service members
(Okinawa Prefecture 2012). That resolution cites the number of criminal cases committed by U.S. military and/or
other SOFA personnel since Okinawa’s reversion to Japan as having reached 5,792 as of October 2012” (SIAS,
Section 3.5.5, page 3-57, D-107).

471:A

471:B – The data that is provided in Section 3.5.5 is the most recent that was available.
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.

Comment: The actions and concerns about the incidents of violence are stated here, but no evaluation, critique or
acknowledgement by DoD on these matters is presented. If this is a Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study
(SIAS), I anticipate that a social (or sociological) assessment of these acts of violence would be provided. What is
the social (or sociological) assessment of these acts of violence? What factors structurally and culturally in a
militarized environment lead to heinous and violent criminal actions?
Comment: There is great concern expressed among our women and families of Guam that the violence
experienced by the women and children of Okinawa due to the existing military presence there will also be
prevalent in our community and affect our way of life with the proposed military relocation. For justification of our
concerns, see the following link:
http://bcrw.barnard.edu/archive/militarism/these_us_miliatary_bases_in_okinawa.pdf

471:B

471:C – The data that is provided in Section 3.5.5 is the most recent that was available. 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:
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.

What efforts will be coordinated to ensure that no woman or member of our families will be subject to violent
crimes or any adverse impacts caused by military personnel or any others associated with the proposed military
relocation (including the influx in population of those who come to Guam due to the relocation)? With the proposed
relocation, we can assume that there will be a rise in violent crimes in our community, and thus we object to any
plans that enable this adverse impact on our way of life.
In the SIAS, Section 3.5.6.1 Military Population and Crime, it states, “Overall, there exists limited crime data and
statistics on individual branches of the armed forces.”

471:C

Comment: Every effort should be made to compile this data and statistics and provide in the Final SEIS.
Additionally, for the Final SEIS updated crime data and statistics should be provided on the individual branches of
the armed forces in Okinawa so that we may decide as a community based on the gravity the crimes committed
elsewhere that this is the type of environment we are going to accommodate.
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G.2-1230

Response:

Comment ID: #472

Comment ID:

472 – 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.

#472

Name:
SEIS User Name:Robert Y
Email Address:
Topic:

Support of the Build Up

Comment:
I WHOLE heartily support the Marine build up! I believe it will help the people of Guam and others that make Guam
their home. Though it's tough to see some disadvantage but I believe there are more advantages. I am a retired
Air Force with 31 years military duty. I have two sons and a daughter-in-law that are in the Air Force. My two
brothers are in the Air Force also. So you see I am proud as my family are proud to serve our country and island. I
believe the Marines will ensure that they do very best to be good stewards to protect the environment, support the
local businesses provide equal share of high paying jobs to my islanders. BIBA! Guam!
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G.2-1231

Response:

Comment ID:

#473

Name:

Zenon Belanger

473 – Thank you for your comment. The jobs impacts developed in the economic impact
analysis includes the impact of the construction of buildings and infrastructure associated with
the proposed action. Table 4.3-4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D
to the SEIS) includes rows related specifically to jobs related to construction activities.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Future Maintenance Jobs as a Result of the Buildup

Comment:
I am in favor for the Military Buildup on Guam. The Final EIS should also quantify the number of new jobs that will
be created or be a result of the additional buildings and infrastructure built as a result of the Military Buildup on
Guam.
Some jobs that may be created are additional electricians, plumbers, air conditioning technicians. There will also
be additional grounds maintenance jobs created. There will also be additional informational management jobs
created to continue to monitor and administer the various systems for each of the buildings. These are some
examples of the future jobs that may benefit Guam. Identifying the future jobs as a result of the Military Buildup
may help the community in preparing the job force with the proper training to support the new facilities. Programs
may be developed at the Guam Community College, the Guam Contractors Trades Academy and the University of
Guam.
I support the Military Buildup as this will make the island safer from the potential threats from the Asian
communities.
Organization:

Belanger & Associates, Inc.
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Response:

Comment ID:

#474

474 – Thank you for your comment. DoD understands and recognizes the significance of
cultural sites located 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 would include the Guam State
Historic Preservation Officer, would address potential adverse effects and alternatives to avoid
adverse effects.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Nezumi
Email Address:
Topic:

Firing range SDZ

Comment:
I oppose the use of sites containing ancient villages, archaeological or anthropological resources, and cultural
inheritance as a SDZ for a firing range. The people of Guam have access to very few sites like these and for sites
we do currently have access to to even be considered for military use seems unreasonable. During the
Programmatic Agreement hearings there was a sign where we were asked to write down cultural sites we would
like more access to. Did anything ever come of that? It feels like if this was happening anywhere else in the world,
Americans would be crying out about the injustice. As Americans we look at other countries' governments and
militaries with a critical eye, when they destroy rain forests, cultural sites, etc. And now we are asked to stand back
and let our own cultural sites become a safety DANGER zone for a firing range. And even if you're apathetic to the
cultural aspect, what about the idea of a wildlife refuge being turned into an SDZ for a firing range?
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Comment ID:

#475

475 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Nezumi
Email Address:
Topic:

Firing range SDZ

Comment:
At one of the hearings for the SEIS I was told that in order to protect the fanihi, if any are spotted during the
construction of the firing range, all construction will stop until they have left the area. I doubt that would be
necessary. Even if the area is ideal habitat for the fanihi, I wouldn't want to live near construction or a firing range.
Do you really think that the fanihi will? What kind of mitigation is that?
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G.2-1234
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Comment ID:

#476

476 – Thank you for your comment. The 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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs, and
schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Nezumi
Email Address:
Topic:

Infrastructure

Comment:
Yes, the build up will have an impact on our local economy. It will also have an impact on our infrastructure. Early
on in buildup talks and especially during the lead up to the Programmatic Agreement there was talk about funding
to help with infrastructure impacts. As of yet, there has been no commitment made in that direction. Our local
infrastructure is already dealing with challenges. While the current challenges are unrelated to the military buildup,
I think it would be irresponsible and unreasonable to move forward with the build up until these issues are fully
addressed and a solid plan is in place to ensure that both sides of the fence are safe for all our residents and
visitors.
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G.2-1235

Response:

Comment ID:

#477

Name:

Simeon Palomo

477:A – Thank you for your comment. With respect to the SEIS, under the No-Action
Alternative, the DON would continue to implement the 2010 Final EIS and Record of Decision;
thus, the cantonment/family housing would be established at Finegayan, South Finegayan, and
the former Federal Aviation Administration parcel, and the LFTRC location would remain
deferred.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

Other projects in the CNMI are outside the scope of this SEIS. 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 in
the region.

Comment:
My family's preferred alternative is no action. The forces within the Dept of Defense should share the use of
existing firing ranges in Guam. There are many ranges for infra-departmental use. Therefore there is no reason
to designate Guam's only wildlife refuge under a Safety Danger Zone. My family is also against any other island in
the Marianas used for bombing. Is the Marianas Trench Monument really a marine preserve? Bombings and
underwater sonar testing within this marine preserve are incompatible. As President Obama had declared an
existing marine preserve in the Mariana Islands, then all military destructive exercises must cease to truly be
defined as a "marine preserve."

477:A

My second alternative is to create another firing range at the Andersen Airforce golf course and surrounding area.
Then both firing ranges will suffice the claimed needs of all branches of the Department of Defense. Thus no need
to impose a Safety Danger Zone to Guam's only National Wildlife Refuge.

477:B

My final comment relates to my reservations that I and the people of Guam are impacted by decisions made by the
Dept of Defense yet we cannot vote for the President of the United States. We do not have this voting right, and
that is undemocratic. US forces are defending and promoting democracy all over the world, yet in Guam, we do
not have this constitutional right. Democracy rights and rights to self determination to Guam will grant this military
buildup process as truly democratic.

477:C

My family and I are peaceful people. We come from a peaceful island. I want what's right and just for our island.
Thank you for allowing my family and I to comment. May justice and fairness prevail. Take care. Sincerely,
Simeon Palomo, Alejandro Viloria, Jolie Hanawahine Viloria-Palomo, and Vincent Viloria-Palomo.

477:D

477:B – 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.
477:C – Topics such as voting rights and the political status of Guam are discussed in Section
4.5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) and are
important issues; however, any potential actions regarding these topics are beyond the scope of
the SEIS. Comments related to these issues indicate underlying social and political
dissatisfaction with longstanding federal territorial status issues outside the scope of DON legal
authority. The various EIS public engagement forums provided an indirect avenue for
informing some and reminding others in local and federal policy-making institutions of issues
that are important to a significant segment of the Guam community.
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477: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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G.2-1236

Response:

Comment ID: #478 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted.

G.2-1237

Response:

Comment ID:

#479

Name:

Kelly Marsh

479 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

public participation

Comment:
Anthropologist Patricia Parker (1987) who has for many years served as Chief, American Indian Liaison Office,
National Park Service and others who have also studied in the region, note that public hearings and forums are in
many ways incompatible with how issues are addressed, discussed, or resolved within indigenous Micronesian
communities. More culturally appropriate methods need to be implemented in the Mariana Islands by the entity
requesting that a draft environmental impact statement be reviewed. This applies both to the entity’s methods in
providing information for community comprehension and in gathering public input.
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G.2-1238

Response:

Comment ID:

#480

Name:

Edward Palacios

480 – Thank you for your comment. Topics such as voting rights and the political status of
Guam are discussed in Section 4.5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study
(Appendix D to the SEIS) and are important issues; however, any potential actions regarding
these topics are beyond the scope of the SEIS. Comments related to these issues indicate
underlying social and political dissatisfaction with longstanding federal territorial status issues
outside the scope of DON legal authority. The various EIS public engagement forums provided
an indirect avenue for informing some and reminding others in local and federal policy-making
institutions of issues that are important to a significant segment of the Guam community.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I support the proposed military buildup on Guam. As a result, I kindly comment that the U.S. consider allowing the
U.S. citizens of Guam to vote for the U.S. president. Our men and women in uniform continue to serve and protect
our country and island. We became U.S. citizens the legal way and we feel that we should be given the
opportunity to vote for the U.S. president. As the saying goes, Guam is where america's day begins.
Thank you.
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Comment ID:

#481

Name:

Kelly Marsh

481 – Thank you for your comment. The analysis of potential impacts to wildlife and specialstatus 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

noise level significant adverse impact to Litekyan (Ritidian)

Comment:
The same types of responses to noise noted on page 3-22 for humans, that of having “adverse effects on physical
and psychological health, affect workplace productivity, and degrade quality of life” can essentially be applied to
the wildlife that live within the proposed LFTRC. This is an especially important consideration in that the LFTRC
noise will occur in one of our few areas of primary forest which is home to varying wildlife populations. The noise
levels will cause detrimental changes to the wildlife populations there which directly and significantly impacts one
of the ways in which the community’s strongly values Litekyan (Ritidian). Litekyan serves as a window to
environments that ancestors lived and thrived in which Chamorros and many others do not appreciate for
“recreational” reasons but as a means to deeply connect with the past, with ancestors, and with ancestral ways
which informs Chamorro cultural identity first-hand in a way that textbooks, educational facilities, and other venues
or devices cannot. The primary forest there hits many senses, it looks different, feels different, smells different, and
sounds different than other areas on Guam that are comprised much more so of secondary growth. Its forest is an
area where Chamorro ancestors once stepped on their way to the caves wherein they created pictographs, to their
homes within ancestral villages, and to the sea where they fished.
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Comment ID:

#482

Name:

Kelly Marsh

482 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

brown tree snake impact

Comment:
What is noted in the DSEIS as a “major factor in the current occurrence and distribution of all wildlife…is the
presence of the brown treesnake” (p. 3-45) must be a guiding consideration in not selecting Litekyan (Ritidian),
referred to in the DSEIS as the Northwest Field alternative. As the report clearly states, “It should be noted that the
presence of the brown treesnake effectively eliminates much of the existing undeveloped areas on Guam as
suitable habitat for native wildlife species, particularly special-status species.” Any wildlife displaced from Litekyan
causes them to re-establish themselves in harms way as other areas on island have not been part of intensive
snake eradication programs. And as the DSEIS notes in other areas of the report, many species are already
endangered. The military already is widely understood to have brought the brown treesnake to the island, the
military should not want the additional reputation that they also were responsible for placing more of our waning
wildlife further into harms way.
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G.2-1241

Response:

Comment ID:

#483

483 – Thank you for your comment. Analysis in Section 4.4.2 of Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) presents impacts in terms of additional key staff
that would be required to meet demands associated with additional population. Additional
information on costs, in dollar terms, has been added to the SEIS.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Guam Comprehensive Cancer
Control Coalition
Email Address:
Topic:

For location of H-2B worker housing, coordination with the Guam Department of Labor Alien
Labor Certification Division may aid in locating cases (this division is responsible for
monitoring H-2B worker housing conditions).

Guam 2014 Draft SEIS

Comment:
COMMENTS ON THE 2014 DRAFT SEIS FOR GUAM
JULY 2, 2014
FROM: GUAM COMPREHENSIVE CANCER CONTROL COALITION
Guam’s Cancer Coalition and Non-Communicable Disease Consortium, both funded in part by federal grants to the
Dept. of Public Health & Social Services (DPHSS), and more recently through the “Healthy Futures Fund”
(supported by local tobacco taxes) have worked hard to promote healthy lifestyles and a healthy environment for
Guam. Thus, we feel it is our public duty to comment on the planned Military Buildup, which will have significant
impacts on both our people’s lifestyles and environment.
Thank-you for the opportunity to do so.
Guam Comprehensive Cancer Control Coalition (GCCCC) envisions that: “The people of Guam will be cancer free,
embracing a healthy lifestyle and living in a healthy environment.”
How will the planned Military Buildup on Guam affect GCCCC’s Vision for Guam and its mission to reduce the
burden of cancer in our community?
As cancer is and has been the second leading cause of death on Guam, it remains a top public health priority. The
GCCCC strongly supports the concerns and comments given by DPHSS’s Director Gillan – specifically his
following points:
Online Reference http://www.oneguam.com/images/seis/dphss_comment.pdf
• The 2014 Draft SEIS underestimates the real costs of additional health staff needed on Guam to deal with
increased health services needed due to the increase in population. Director Gillan estimated real costs totaling
more than $2M for physicians, nurses and other allied health workers as well as medicines and supplies.
• The 2014 Draft SEIS, unlike the previous 2010 EIS, lacks a provision for a commitment from Contractors to
assume health costs for their H2 workers (or pay a health bond for such expenses), putting Guam’s already
overburdened health system at risk.
• Scattered housing for H2 workers, as is the practice these days, will make case-finding and case-control difficult
in the event of a medical illness outbreak.
The GCCCC agrees with Director Gillan’s recommendations for mitigation of the above.
GCCCC ADDITIONAL CONCERNS & RECOMMENDATIONS:
2014 Draft SEIS Executive Summary Fact Sheet, page 5
“The population change due to the relocation would be significant during the construction and operational periods
and is estimated to be 5.6% higher than without the proposed action. At a steady state the population increase
would be at 4.1%.”
Socioeconomic Impacts Fact Sheet, page 4
“The employment component of the proposed action would increase the percentage of male population on Guam
and increase the average age of the Guam population.”
1) Population Increase: Military service members, their families & H2 Workers will require health services, and a
certain percentage of them will contract cancer while on Guam or undergo medical treatment for previous or
recurring cancer conditions. Studies show
Organization:

While it is anticipated that most health services for military and military dependents would
receive medical services from DON facilities, analysis of Guam public health services does
include additional military population in the service population for these Guam Agencies.
Interviews with public health providers on Guam did indicate that some military use public
facilities and therefore that impact is accounted for.
Please note that the provision for a commitment from contractors to assume health costs for H2B workers is incorporated into the SEIS by reference to the 2010 Final EIS. As such that
commitment remains valid for the SEIS.
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G.2-1242

Response:

Comment ID: #484

Comment ID:

484 – 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.

#484

Name:
SEIS User Name:Encho
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
Not true. Guam Dept. of Education to lose teachers to DoDea. I understand recruited teachers mostly come from
mil. dependents such as teacher spouses.
Not true. Dept of Corrections to increase inmates due to buildup. I understand the military usually takes jurisdiction
under UCMJ. In the mil. they have brigs. as their holding cells. But if the crime is a civil matter, then local courts
take precedence.
Not true. Public schools will experience population increase. Mil. students fall under the Dodea system.
Not true. Fishing on the eastern coast of Guam will be impacted due to firing range. They are berms to catch stray
bullets if any.
Not true. Roads will be congested. Federal monies may be available to improve roads.
Not true. GMH needs additional 500 beds. A private hospital will be completed next year to address that
concern. Besides, there is now a new mil. hospital to handle more mil. personnel.
Not true. Cultural artifacts and native species habitats will be forever destroyed at Ritidian. Specie relocations are a
viable option if necessary. Navy will take all steps to preserve artifacts in its natural environment.
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Comment ID: #485

485 – Thank you for your comment. Your comment was received via email and is included as
Comment ID: #875 on Pages G.2-1901 – G.2-1902.
Comment ID:

#485

Name:
SEIS User Name:Bobbie
Email Address:
Topic:

Opposition to Building of a Live Fire Training Range on Guam and the
Proposed Military Build-Up

Comment:
I am not having any success with submitting my comments online on the SEIS document in its entirety, (although it
is a count of 742 words and within the characters limit), nor does it allow the stated option for successful uploading
a PDF file.
So, I have officially submitted my comments via email to the JGPO and others and asked ask for an
acknowledgement of receipt and its inclusion on Record for the Draft SEIS.
Organization:
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Comment ID:

#486

Name:
SEIS User Name:JSantos
Email Address:
Topic:

Multiple concerns

Comment:
See attached PDF file.
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Comment ID: #486 (Cont.)

486:A – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study identifies impacts to Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center. It is anticipated than
a maximum of 5 additional mental health professionals would be required to meet the additional
demand for services generated by the proposed action.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments) Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) Comment
As a licensed Individual Marriage and Family Therapist, I submit my comments primarily from
the perspective of someone who serves people that are already marginalized, and who I believe
will be further disenfranchised should this military buildup continue to materialize. As a Filipina
born and raised on Guam, I also have concerns regarding the overall impact to the environment,
people and culture.
Public Services Agencies
Table 4.6-1 (p. 4-421) indicates that the impact on staffing requirements of Guam’s public service
agencies due to the increase of Guam’s population is anticipated to be significant. Additionally, p.
4-120 cites that there are 39 critical positions at the Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center
(GBHWC) that remain unfilled. As a psychiatric social worker (PSW) in an agency that is already
struggling to meet the demands of our current population of children/adolescents and adults with
behavioral health issues, an increase in the population will guarantee an increase in individuals
with behavioral health issues. Already, military-affiliated individuals who opt to receive services
outside of the base are utilizing our services. We are also seeing individuals come through our
doors who relocated to Guam from other countries/states in the hopes that the military build-up
would bring the promise of a (financially) successful life. A reasonable caseload for PSW’s is 35,
at the most. Currently, with a staff of 7 PSW’s, caseloads are as high as 50-60. Quality of care for
patients and health and well-being of staff is already compromised.
Impact on Minority, Low-Income, and Children
On p. 4-172, it is suggested that minority, low-income, and children populations will be
disproportionately affected by the proposed action.
The document states:

486:A

486:B

Lower-income people are more likely to slip into poverty under economic distress. Lowincome people are more financially vulnerable because they have fewer resources to
support them in difficult economic times. The possible combination of higher costs of
goods and services with higher housing costs would likely affect low-income people while
those with many resources may thrive economically due to enhanced business
opportunities. Stressful economic circumstances may push people on the verge of poverty
into poverty or even homelessness.
When I think about the families I work with currently, and with whom I have worked in the past,
the statement above is alarming. Already, there are hundreds of children who require intensive
psychotherapeutic intervention, in addition to the chronic need for case management, juvenile
justice (legal), medical, and special education services. Many of these children are already living
under economic distress. What will happen to them with the proposed action?
Environmental Destruction
Operation of the main cantonment/family housing facilities under Alternative A would result in a
significant impact to groundwater in the form of a long-term increase in annual groundwater
production (withdrawal) of 1.7 million gallons per day, which could result in a localized
significant impact to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer (NGLA). Source: SEIS Executive Summary

486:C

G.2-1246

486: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. While the proposed action may not
improve the standard of living for everyone on Guam, 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.
486:C – The impact analysis in Chapter 4 accounts for changes to impervious area and how this
would affect recharge to the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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. 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. No specific changes to the SEIS are 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:

Comment ID: #486 (Cont.)
(pg. ES-23). The Guam Environmental Protection Agency submitted comments dated 6/19/14
stating that “A major, if not the single largest, impact on the agency will come by way of the water
and wastewater infrastructure…it is not nearly enough to accommodate the eventual surge in
capacity that thousands of additional people will create.”

486:C
Cont.

I believe that our lens aquifer should not be compromised as potable water is a resource that must
remain intact. We must ensure that future generations on this island do not suffer the
consequences of a contaminated water lens.
Impact on the Psyche of Guam’s Local People
As far as I know, the Draft SEIS does not discuss the impact that the proposed relocation will have
on the psyche of the local people. I can only speak for myself, and from the experience that I have
working and living among individuals who consider themselves natives of this land.

486:D

When a large and powerful institution such as the U.S. Military dictates what they want to do with
land that is considered sacred and valuable to the survival of the Chamorro culture, it is
disempowering.
When the U.S. Military says that they want to turn a once thriving Chamorro village such as Pagat
or Ritidian into a Live-Fire Training Range Complex, it says that such sacred sites and practices
are insignificant.
When the U.S. Military steals land from the native inhabitants, and then builds fences around and
enforces strict federal penalties to keep them out, it causes people to feel powerless.
Such data are not included in the DSEIS because they cannot be quantified.
I do not support the military buildup in any form.
I do not support an institution whose primary focus is to train for and utilize violence and war as a
solution for conflict.
I DO believe that our children should learn indigenous ways of protecting our land. This does not
involve weapons, destruction, or what we know today as “defense.”
I DO believe that our children should see that our leaders believe that protecting the island’s
wildlife and native inhabitant population is more important than using the land for practicing how
to shoot guns.
I DO believe that native inhabitants of this island (and lands everywhere), and their allies, have a
right to say that all land, ocean, and airspace is sacred and will be used to sustain, feed, nourish,
protect, heal, and connect her people.
Submitted by:
7/2/14

G.2-1247

486:D – Through the process of public involvement that has accompanied this proposed action,
the Chamorro people of Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the
traditional Chamorro culture, including dance, language and traditions, will be forgotten. While
population increases can highlight cultural differences, they also present unique opportunities
for cultural learning and sharing. As noted in the Final EIS, the DON plans for cultural
sensitivity orientation and awareness programs 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 that has created the culture that is Guam today. Finally, the DON plans to
increase military civilian joint activities in order to foster strong and mutually beneficial
military civilian relationships that include the sharing and understanding of culture.

Response:

Comment ID:

#487

Name:

Kelly Marsh

487 – Thank you for your comment. Section 5.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study presents information on the sociocultural impacts related to land acquisition. 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

public access to culturally important resources at Litekyan (Ritidian)

Comment:
What is noted in the DSEIS, that, “If public access to cultural sites is restricted, or project actions disturb the
characteristics of cultural property, then the proposed action would have an adverse impact on the community’s
cohesion” must be a guiding consideration in not selecting Litekyan (Ritidian), referred to in the DSEIS as the
Northwest Field alternative. Connecting with these sites in person, for some occasionally, for others several times
a year, adding up to visitation by youth and adults in the thousands each year, is imperative to maintaining
Chamorro cultural identity and other community members’ awareness and appreciation of the deep ancestral
heritage of Chamorros. To stop those that visit Litekyan from being able to do so for much of the year would be a
travesty not only to the culture and the fabric of the community but also to the long-term relations between the
island’s civilian population and the military presence on Guam.
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Comment ID:

#488

488 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:I Matatnga
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
It hurts to have to comment once again. It feels as if our people have already expressed time and time again the
same issues of land, resources, social issues, exaggerated economic benefits, etc. The hydra of militarization
continues to grow new heads as we cut them down.
What can we say or do to make our voices heard and not just go in one ear and out the other? Yes, we opposed
the taking of Pågat and now the alternative is Litekyan or Fena, etc? The overall message should be that
Chamorros do not need any more land taken for militaristic purposes. The details of the buildup are important, but
the overall message of building up the military in an island that is 1/3 occupied by the u.s. military seems incredibly
excessive. is 1/3 not enough?
Not one more acre to be taken, that is the message.
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G.2-1249
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Comment ID:

#489

Name:

Kelly Marsh

489 – Thank you for your comment. There would be no transfer of land use from Department of
Interior to DoD for the Northwest Field LFTRC. As described in Section 5.5.6.2, “Conservation
land uses would be allowed to continue within the Surface Danger Zones. There would be no
significant impact on the land use.”

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

the issue of taking land by transferring its usage

Comment:
While some may consider transferring usage of federal land from one branch of the federal government to another
as not taking, that would not be the case for Litekyan (Ritidian). The land at Litekyan was set aside amidst
controversy but said to be following the higher principal of ensuring protection and promotion of island wildlife for
this generation and succeeding generations, essentially, it is being held in trust for our children and children’s
children. To transfer the usage of that land, or impact the usage of that land limiting Chamorro and other people of
Guam’s ability to access ancestral sites, culturally important natural resources, and to carry out traditional practices
such as gathering traditional medicinal plants and edible fruits or fishing is ripping it out of the community’s hands.
For the federal government to not honor that higher principal would detract from the legitimacy of that prior
decision but also the current one as well.
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Comment ID:

#490

490 – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) identifies impacts to Guam's public services agencies. In
considering these impacts potential mitigation measures are proposed including: 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 of the SEIS for further
discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support would 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Minagåhet17
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
I have great concern because the SEIS does not address funding for the influx of migrants coming to the island.
Many workers and their families will be coming to Guam to build the needed infrastructure for the buildup. As a
result, their families will be utilizing the already overtaxed school systems as well as accessing healthcare facilities
and services that are already limited. There is no plan to address these disparities. The reality is that Guam
already has a hospital that is at capacity everyday and a private hospital that will be going up that is unaffordable
for most people in the island as it is. The schools are facing similar issues. Many schools in Guam are
overcrowded and teachers have no choice but to teach students well beyond the recommended teacher to student
classroom ratio. So how then can the people of Guam be expected to accommodate and prepare for such a
substantial growth in the island's population?
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Response:

491 – Thank you for your comment. Section 5.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) discusses impacts to the community in terms of reduced access
for cultural site and activity access. With respect to access to Ritidian Point, the majority of
currently publicly accessible areas and cultural properties at Ritidian Point would be outside
range 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.

G.2-1252

Response:

Comment ID:

#492

492 – 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:Skoogman
Email Address:
Topic:

The build up is good for all

Comment:
I have weighed carefully all positions and arguments regarding the modified buildup and must conclude that the
buildup is good for everyone concerned. For the most part, people voicing their opposition to the buildup fall into
two camps: (1) NIMBY people who don't want the buildup because it might be bad for them personally--regardless
of how it helps Guam and the US; (2) Local Zealots and Activists who are opposed to anything that doesn't
promote local culture and tradition. All outsiders ultimately are not welcome and reduction of non-Chamorros is a
plus, increase in outsider population and influence is bad.
Any generalization by definition is a simplification, but still contains some truth in the matter. Being an educator by
profession and speaking over ten years to literally thousands of young adults, most of whom are of local descent, I
have witnessed near complete embracing of the buildup. Here we are talking about college underclass people,
those who truly are the future of Guam, the clearer thinking and better informed of young Guamanians. In class
we have looked at arguments for and against the build up, and inevitably the anti-buildup arguments are not logical
but rather emotional arguments based on strong presuppositions about culture nationalism and territorial
protection.
No change is 100% position or negative, but as long as the overall change benefits more than harms by a
substantial margin, it should be embraced. Likewise, concerns about safety, public access to lands used by the
military, and respect for existing political and social institutions should be appreciated. As long as arrogance and
self-righteous is kept to a minimum, we can move forward in a win-win arrangement.
Ultimately, the buildup is inevitable if both parties wish to maximize their futures. Guam is the best location for the
marines linked to the Asian arena; the most stable place to reside is not on foreign soil but on US soil. Guam is in
a financially unstable condition and has been for the past two decades, so there is really no way out but to find an
addition source of financial income in addition to tourism. The presence of the increased military presence offers
the best solution to these perennial financial problems.
Do not be persuaded by a minor voice that leads the island away from doing what is right and beneficial to all
parties concerned. The Guam legislature is anything but the best and brightest of Guam; name recognition is the
primary and at times the only basis for getting elected into office. They seldom understand what is happening and
create policy with a preponderance of confusion and bias driving their actions and proposed legislation. Anyone
with any integrity and who has served in the Guam legislature remains there for more than a term or two. Why
pursue what is purposeless and completely frustrating. I based this on discussions with colleagues who were
elected perviously.
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Comment ID: #493

Comment ID:

#493

Name:

Kelly Marsh

493 – 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.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

avoiding the Serianthes tree at Litekyan (Ritidian)

Comment:
The Serianthis tree is endemic to Guam. We have just one mature seed-bearing tree on the island at Litekyan
(Ritidian). Providing a 100 foot buffer is not good enough. The buffer may offer some protection to that particular
tree for a particular period of time but does nothing to ensure that significant type of tree will be able to regenerate.
The, literally, surrounding activity and noise of a LFTRC will offer no benefits in that tree’s ability to regenerate. The
proposed LFTRC significantly changes the context its environment which, after talking to some biologists studying
such phenomenon, seems to be a key factor in its overall health, well-being, and ability to regenerate. Further
degradation or alteration of its environment is not be beneficial to protecting that tree and that species for the
people of Guam. Further, the artificially planted saplings have not necessarily done well and are not guaranteed
survival. This tree must absolutely be exempt from any DSEIS plans, not by 100 foot buffer zone but by not having
the LFRTC at Litekyan. In fact, that tree may be eligible for the Witness Tree program. That would be a worthwhile
exercise in that that tree and others of its kind that have existed there have seen significant moments in Guam
history.
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Comment ID:

#494

Name:

Kelly Marsh

494 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes and respects the significance of
cultural sites, especially those containing pictographs, located within this area. Should
Alternative 5 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. Access would be granted
consistent with Guam National Wildlife Refuge rules when the ranges are not in use. Additional
discussion of the pictographs at Ritidian has been added to the Final SEIS.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

keeping access to pictographs at Litekyan (Ritidian)

Comment:
Pictographs are not common occurrences throughout the entire Mariana Island archipelago. Each one is a
significant treasure for Chamorros and others not only because it is rare or archaeologically significant, but
because it is heritage left for them by their ancestors. Each pictograph is valued and there are several at Litekyan
in various caves. Some of the pictographs that have most captured people’s imaginations and are deeply
significant to Chamorros are at Litekyan (Ritidian). It is the site of what has infamously been called our “Star Cave”
and has other pictographs that have been referred to as “healing hands.” Limiting access to these extremely
significant cultural resources would adversely impact this aspect of Chamorro ability to inform their cultural identity
and connect with ancestral heritage.
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Comment ID:

#495

Name:

Kelly Marsh

495 – Thank you for your comment. Vegetation clearing would be limited to the individual
ranges. None of the ranges extend to the cliff line; therefore, there would be no clearing of the
trees that line the cliffside above the caves and there would be no impact to the visual aesthetics
of the site.

SEIS User Name:
Email Address:
Topic:

significant adverse affect to visual resources at Litekyan (Ritidian) must
be avoided

Comment:
Part of the visual resources at Litekyan are the trees that line the Cliffside above the caves. Any change to this
would change the entire context of that site which people comment continuously about and deeply connect to.
Changing the cliffline at Litekyan would be significant adverse affect to the visual aesthetics and spirituality of the
site, especially in that numerous of those trees are banyan trees which are, within the Chamorro and other Pacific
Island cultures, where ancestral spirits reside. Impact to these resources must be avoided.
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Terrestrial Biological Resources

Comment:
See attached letter.
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Comment ID: #496 (Cont.)

496:A – Thank you for your comment. 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.

     
   

July 2, 2014
To Whom It May Concern:
My comments primarily address the terrestrial biological impacts of the housing/cantonment and
the firing range areas. I am a tropical forest community ecologist at Rice University in Houston,
TX, and I have been studying the limestone forests of the Mariana Islands for the last 8 years.
Destruction of primary limestone forest is not mitigable. While most of the northern half of
Guam and some of southern Guam was originally covered with forest growing on a rocky karst
substrate, very little of this primary forest remains- I would estimate that less than 5% of the
original karst forest is intact. Some plant and animal species can live in secondary limestone
forest habitat (land that was previously cleared and then left to regenerate, but usually has a soil
substrate rather than karst), but the forest community will not be the same as that prior to the
destruction of the karst substrate. Primary limestone forest is particularly important for
supporting the Micronesian Kingfisher, Mariana Fruit Bat, and Serianthes nelsonii, and also
important for the Mariana Crow and the Guam Rail, as well as several plant species that are
potential candidates for listing as Threatened or Endangered species and Guam-listed species
such as Heritiera longipetiola. In addition, many plant species which are rare, but not yet
endangered, are found only in forests with intact karst substrate; this includes some plant species
that are important for listed species (e.g. Pisonia grandis, Maytenus thompsonii). Substantial
amounts of primary limestone forest habitat must be protected if listed species are to be
recovered.
Primary limestone forest cannot be replaced or recreated once destroyed because it depends on
the karst substrate, so care should be taken to avoid all destruction. In the draft SEIS, it was
stated that limestone forests “recover much more slowly due to the relative dry habitat and
shallow soils which when damaged are sometimes irreversible “ (3-40). This does not adequately
represent the irreplaceable nature of primary limestone forest- the karst substrate will not
recover, thus destruction is always irreversible. There is no adequate mitigation measure for the
loss of primary limestone forest. The LFTRC under Alternative 5 would destroy some of the
islands most unique limestone forest along the cliffline- I am strongly against the destruction of
this limestone forest, and urge the DON to choose an area that does not involve the loss of
primary forest. In addition, a significant portion of the undeveloped land proposed for the
housing area on Finegayan currently has intact karst substrate, although it is highly degraded by
deer and pig activity.
Destruction of secondary or degraded limestone forest can be mitigated by reducing the impact
of non-native species such as deer, cats, and snakes in primary forest elsewhere, as is described
under “forest enhancement”. Outplanting of rare native species will be helpful in both primary
and secondary limestone forest, but only in the near-term, as the forests still lack dispersers, and
thus populations of bird-dispersed species are likely to decline without any wildlife present to
disperse their seeds. Continued outplanting indefinitely would be needed to maintain
populations, but must be monitored carefully as very few seedlings actually survive to become
trees. As a result, a very large number of seedlings will need to be planted. In addition, Aglaia

496:A

496:B

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.
496: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.
496: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.

496:C

G.2-1258

Response:

Comment ID: #496 (Cont.)

496:D – Due to the nature and extent of proposed construction, it would difficult to leave large
trees within the proposed facility footprint. However, large native high-value trees would be
flagged and considered to be left in place.

     
   

mariannensis, Guamia mariana, and Morinda citrifolia are extremely common in primary
limestone forest and should only be planted in very degraded forest areas if it is to be a useful
mitigation measure. Replacement of overlay refuge land used for the firing range or the
cantonment/family housing with NAVMAG land that is essentially protected already is not
adequate mitigation, as the overall amount of habitat suitable for endangered species will
decrease.
If forest must be cleared, the best management practice should include leaving large trees of
native species (e.g. Heritiera longipetiolata, Pisonia grandis, Guettarda, Artocarpus
mariannensis, Ficus spp.). These serve as seed sources for nearby forest, and habitat for native
species. These cannot be translocated, but are ecologically valuable and should be maintained.
The placement of the range would limit or end existing research and conservation efforts. One of
the island’s two snake fences is at Ritidian NWR, and will be used for restoring populations of
endangered birds (rails). This fence requires frequent maintenance, which would be impossible
for the majority of the year with the preferred alternative range location. In addition, I have set
up and maintained a 60 x 60 m long-term forest research plot in the area directly affected by the
Surface Danger Zone, which would limit access to my research site for the majority of the year.
Since I need to do research at specific times during the year, this would make the use of my site
infeasible.
Overall, the preferred alternatives for this buildup will decrease the amount of habitat for
Guam’s native plant and animal species by a significant amount in an area that consists of
extensive sections of contiguous forest (both primary and secondary). This is likely to contribute
to the overall decline of the health of Guam’s natural resources. A greater emphasis on the
protection of primary limestone forest and mitigation measures that include fencing primary
forest, setting aside primary forest for long-term protection in ecological reserves, and
outplanting seedlings in primary forest would benefit Guam’s terrestrial biological resources.

496:E – With appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the
DON currently allows research and monitoring of biological resources by local, university, and
federal researchers on Refuge lands.

496:C
Cont.

496:D

496:E

496:F

Thank you for your consideration,

Huxley Fellow

G.2-1259

496:F – The proposed forest enhancement described in the Draft SEIS 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.
The proposed forest enhancement mitigation 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). 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.
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Comment ID: #498 (Cont.)

498:A – Thank you for your comment. DON recognizes and respects the significance of
traditional/medicinal plants located on DoD property in Guam. Recreational Resources Tables
4.3.7-1 and 5.5.7-1 have been updated to delete collecting of medicinal plants, and discussion of
potential impacts to the collection of these culturally important natural resources is included in
the Cultural Resources sections of the document.

Re: Guam and CNMI Military Relocation (2012 Roadmap Adjustments) Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) Comment Form
Comment 1 – Traditional/Medicinal Plants
“As part of the analysis, concerns relating to cultural resources that were mentioned by the
public, including regulatory stakeholders, during scoping meetings are addressed in Chapters 4
and 5 of this SEIS. These include:… Loss of access to traditional or medicinal plants (Ref: 3-76).”

498:A

(Ref: 4-252)

498:C – 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 of
the SEIS for further discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support
would 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.

(Ref: 5-327)
Table 4.3.7-1 refers to collecting medicinal plants used for traditional healing as one of several
Nature Activities. The same label is used in Table 5.5.7-1. Both items appear in tables that list
Recreational Resources and the types of public access granted.
The collection of medicinal plants for traditional healing is not for recreational use/purposes,
nor is this practice for horticulture. Any future discussion of access to these sites for its true
purpose must be corrected to reflect the proper nomenclature.
Comment 2 – Traditional/Medicinal Plants
In reference to granting access by Special Permit to traditional healers, what information does
one have to submit to be granted a special permit?

498:B

Will these special permits apply only at certain times and dates/days?
Elderly healers may need personal assistance, will these healers be able to choose their
accompanying companion(s)?
Comment 3 – Public Health and Safety
As presented, all proposed alternatives will have a Significant Impact on Public Health and
Safety (Ref: 4-433 – 4-435), and the proposed mitigation includes planning, lengthy processes of
analyses, and recommendations. How will DoD commit to providing financial assistance to
Guam in terms of funding the necessary resources to provide for the increase in population

498:B – 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. A
stipulation in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement requires the DON to coordinate with the State
Historic Preservation Officer and Concurring Parties to contact traditional practitioners and
provide them the opportunity to collect these resources, consistent with operational needs and
public safety concerns. More specific plans for access would be developed during the
coordination process.

498:C

G.2-1262

Response:

Comment ID: #498 (Cont.)

associated with the buildup? The $13 million that was appropriated for the specimen-testing
laboratory (public health regional laboratory) is designated for purposes other than providing
health care and medical attention.
Comment 4 – Socioeconomics and General Welfare
Guam is described as a community whereby all municipalities are considered low-income
population areas (Ref: 4-167). Yet, in Table 4.6-1, the only mitigation proposed to combat the
severe impact to low-income families for the socioeconomic impacts of this buildup is more
planning, analyses, and reporting. What other major steps are being taken for DoD to assist our
local government with providing the funds necessary to meet these needs?

498:C
Cont.

498:D

All alternatives will have an adverse effect on low-income families, yet DoD is careful to avoid
any financial commitments to support the needs of the community outside the military
installations.
Comment 5
There are too many variables to consider. Our island and our people are already faced with
numerous challenges in exploring ways to sustain and support our existing population, all while
under the duress of an overwhelmingly burdensome military occupation.

498:E

The act of giving only 60 days to comment on a 1,448 pages of words upon words that are
strategically organized (also giving reference to a 10,000-page document) is but a mere
example of why we, the undersigned, do not support any proposed alternative action
presented in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.

498:D – 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. The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work,
costs, and schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.
Additionally, the Fiscal Year 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (Public Law No. 113-76)
appropriated $13,000,000 for a regional public health laboratory on Guam.
498: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).
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Comment ID:

#499

499 – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.4.1 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) presents information on the number of additional students that
may attend Guam public schools. Additionally, mitigation has been proposed whereby 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 of the SEIS for further
discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support would 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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1. Because the Department of Defense has committed $0 in impact funding, more specific information is needed
on how much it will cost to fund direct and indirect impacts
a. Specifically, while the SEIS lists the # of teachers needed, it doesn’t address that the increase in student
population will occur in areas where schools are already overcrowded and so will likely require not only new
teachers to be hired but new facilities to be built to accommodate an increased student population in schools that
are already overcrowded
Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 9:56:59 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1264

Response:
Comment ID: #499 (Cont.)

8/  %680&$%!#%% $$ %%57!%
&- #$! #% $  (&%( $%% &
#%#%!%$
/ !*-(% $%$%6 %#$-% $1%
#$$%%%#$$%&%! !&% ( &##$(#
$ $##* '## ($ (*#"&# % *(
%#$% #&%(%$% &%%   %
#$$%&%! !&% $ $%%##* '## (
9/  %69 '# %*( &%$$% !#$#/
  $ %#$$%  -% #&%&#!%$%%
#$%#%$$&! #%%#( &'/ #$%&$#
% %# (*$%$( &%/  %
#$$(%# # %%$$! #%%# #$#% % 
$$3%$4
:/  %6:!# ! $## !)-(%#% - %* #
+%-( &&% '##$%%#'%%  &#(%#$&!!*3"&#4/
 $ %$%& (! # &$$% # ( &$ #(%'#
$2%$( &&!%# %## !)/ $
$#$  %$!% /  $ %#$$%%
#$$ ## !)/ $#%(0 ($$& 0
 %% %$  %#*##$-%( &$%% #
$%&$( &' &%% %#% %% '$
#$$% (%#$ &#$ '#! # &$$% '$$ / $#%#%
 $&# $'###$ #&% %'#$%%$
%$&## & &%$-%  $ % %%%!%$ #
%  !% #$%$$&$/
;/  %6;0 '#%!$%<*#$-% $ '#( &#$
 &%*(% '#97-777!$ !!#( #3 1$-$&!!%$-
 %$-!# #%#%$-%/4/ $ %#$$%
  -% #$ !%$$#$&% % &%*'% 
 %%#$ &#$% #$#-##$! % %$ 1$-
$!*% $%#% -$!*$ $%* (0  &%*
$$%%% /%#$ &#$#"&#* % '#%
$!#'%!#%$$ &$%&"&%/
</  %6<0% !# '$$'#%#%'$3"&*$
$&$%$%)%4 #%!# ! $##-% $ % $#
#$ %#%'$-  (( &%  %&##
 !)&-%/
=/  %6=0*-% % !# '$$%*% %! !&% $
%%( & $%!%. #%*! !&% $- (0 $-%/
 &$$%&%%$&% # !# $$ #(%
 % #%% &#$%/ $ &''&%!
&$$!&/ %$ &'$  $#%%*
!%! !&% $% #% $#%%*#$!*$%#&
% %#$' %% #8777?! &%%%
#"&#$ ( ##% 87-777?! &%=7*$/
>/  %6>0#&%&*- 1$&$%*%$( !# $$/ %$!%'-
$&%$## #$ #  #*$* &
 & (% &%&$#' %/ 1%(%%  %#($&%/



#+$-


G.2-1265

Response:

Comment ID:

#500

500: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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:CFM, SOS, EC
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
2. Comment #2 The SDZ over Litekyan would limit access to prime fishing area. The SEIS does not address the
economic, health or cultural impacts that restricting fishing in such an important area would have. More studies are
needed to determine how many families this would affect. The SEIS did not address whether or not this is an
important area for fisherman to be able to access (it is). Studies should examine whether or not this is a key area
for fishing.
3. Comment #3 The proposed firing range complex, whether at FENA, Litekyan or Pågat, would be built over areas
that are vital to our water supply (aquifer). The SEIS has not studied how porous limestone rock would absorb
whatever chemicals/metals would end up in the area of the firing range complex. Those chemicals are also not
specified in the SEIS. The SEIS does not address the health risks of a firing range complex. Considering the wellknown issue of lead-contamination in the soil of military firing ranges, it would seem that more studies would have
been conducted to determine the contamination levels and risks to water sources over porous limestone vs soil.
Considering the recent closure of several firing ranges in California due to the adverse health effects in the
surrounding communities, the SEIS does not look at the health impacts or the economic impact of increased health
issues.
4. Comment# 4 - Over the past 5 years, the DoD has overwhelmed our small community with over 20,000 pages of
paperwork (EIS’s, supplements, comments, programmatic agreements, etc.). The DoD has not addressed the
economic, health or social impacts as a result of the community having to allocate time and resources to research,
read and respond to these EIS’s, specifically the most recent SEIS, especially as a mostly low-income community
as stated in the SEIS. The time and resources required by both government offices and private parties should be
studied and quantified.
5. Comment #5 - While the SEIS provides several alternatives (all equally as disgusting as the next) for the
proposed firing range, it does not consider all reasonable alternatives, one of which would be to not build a firing
range complex in Guam, at all.

500:A

500:B

500:C

500:D

Organization:
Address:

Mailing List?

No

Attachment:

Yes

Don't Use Name: Yes

Prefer Email:

Yes

Prefer Mail:

No

Sensitive Info:

No

Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 9:58:16 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

500:B – The Best Management Practices listed in Section 2.8 and discussed under the Chapter 5
impact analysis for water resources and hazardous materials and wastes describe the measures
that will be taken to protect aquifer resources. Text in these sections has been revised for
consistency to reflect the approach that will be implemented. Specifically, the measures to
protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from impacts from range operations include the Range
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program. 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 offrange 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. In addition, the Range Manager and DON
environmental personnel will conduct quarterly inspections of the ranges to ensure that Best
Management Practices are still in place. The analysis also states that the DoD would investigate
additional technologies that could assist with range design and management to minimize
potential impacts, including those recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
500:C – The DoD has a legal responsibility to comply with NEPA and acknowledges that the
NEPA process is complex and lengthy. However, the purpose of the SEIS is to identify and
evaluate potential environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives, not the NEPA
process itself. Issues such as the impacts to the community from participation in the NEPA
process are beyond the scope of the SEIS.

G.2-1266

Response:
Comment ID: #500 (Cont.)

500:D – Establishment of the LFTRC is essential to maintaining training and readiness of
Marine Corps personnel on Guam.
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G.2-1267

Response:

Comment ID:

#501

501:A – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Name:
SEIS User Name:CFM, SOS, EC
Email Address:
Topic:
Comment:
6. Comment #6 - Finally, the SEIS failed to provide accessibility to the populations that would be most impacted:
minority populations, low-income families, etc. The SEIS uses technical language that is difficult for a college
professor with a doctorate to understand. The SEIS should have been made available in multiple languages and in
simplified language. It should have also considered the ability of impacted populations to read it considering that
many are simply struggling to feed their families and have no time to read a 1000+ page document that requires
knowledge of and reference to a 10,000+ page document in 60 days.
7. Comment #7 - Truthfully, I’m disgusted by this whole process. It is deceptive, insulting and as far from American
ideals of freedom and democracy as you could go without causing a revolt. I can't wait to file another lawsuit.

501:A

501:B

501: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.
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Yes

Prefer Mail:
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Date Recieved: 7/2/2014 9:58:54 AM
Comment Date: 7/2/2014 12:00:00 AM

G.2-1268

Response:
Comment ID: #501 (Cont.)
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G.2-1269

Response:

Comment ID: #502

502 – 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.

G.2-1270

Response:

Comment ID: #503

503 – 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.

G.2-1271

Response:

Comment ID: #504

504 – Thank you for your comment. In order to satisfy the U.S. Marine Corps Guiding
Principles for planning, the housing will be built on DoD property. The funding mechanism for
building that housing is beyond the scope of the SEIS and is not addressed in the Draft SEIS.
The viability of a Public-Private Venture arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate
offices in the future. More information will be provided as it becomes available.

G.2-1272

Response:

Comment ID: #505

505 – 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.

G.2-1273

Response:

Comment ID: #506

506 – 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.

G.2-1274

Response:

Comment ID: #507

507 – 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.

G.2-1275

Response:

Comment ID: #508

508 – 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.

G.2-1276

Response:

Comment ID: #509

509 – 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.

G.2-1277

Response:

Comment ID: #510

510 – 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.

G.2-1278

Response:

Comment ID: #511

511 – 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.

G.2-1279

Response:

512 – 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.

Comment ID: #512

G.2-1280

Response:

513 – 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.

Comment ID: #513

G.2-1281

Response:

Comment ID: #514

514 – 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.

G.2-1282

Response:

Comment ID: #515

515 – 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.

G.2-1283

Response:

Comment ID: #516

516:A – Thank you for your comment. It is the intent of DoD to maintain public access to these
lands that contain cultural and historical resources consistent with safety and operational
requirements. Access would be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being
used for military training. 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 cultural stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety
concerns and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites.
516:B – It is the intent of DoD to maintain public access to beaches and recreational areas
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access would be granted at approved times
such as when lands are not being used for military training. DoD 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 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.
516:C – 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.
516:D – There would be long-term, localized accumulation of ammunition debris in the
nearshore waters from the range operations; however, the amount of bullets that actually make
it to the marine environment from ricochets would be negligible. Therefore, there would be
minimal potential for contamination.

G.2-1284

Response:

516:E – As discussed in Chapter 5, Noise levels associated with alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5
would be within compatible use thresholds, and there is no requirement to reduce or mitigate
sound levels are within compatible use thresholds. 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.

G.2-1285

Response:

517 – Thank you for your comment. In order to satisfy the U.S. Marine Corps Guiding
Principles for planning, the housing will be built on DoD property. The funding mechanism for
building that housing is beyond the scope of the SEIS and is not addressed in the Draft SEIS.
The viability of a Public-Private Venture arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate
offices in the future. More information will be provided as it becomes available.

Comment ID: #517

G.2-1286

Response:

Comment ID: #518

518 – 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.

G.2-1287

Response:

Comment ID: #519

519 – 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.

G.2-1288

Response:

Comment ID: #520

520 – 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.

G.2-1289

Response:

Comment ID: #521

521 – 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.

G.2-1290

Response:

$PNNFOU*%

522: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.

"

G.2-1291

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

G.2-1292

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

G.2-1293

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522: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.
522:C – 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. 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.” The implementation plan will detail descriptions of work, costs,
and schedules for completion of construction, improvements, and repairs to Guam public
infrastructure affected by the realignment, including improvements and upgrades to the Guam
wastewater system and expansion/rehabilitation of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer monitoring
well network for sustainment of the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.

#

$

G.2-1294

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522: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.
522:E –Congress has restricted the DoD’s ability to implement the realignment until certain
conditions are met. One of these conditions requires the Secretary of Defense to submit master
plans for Guam and Hawaii. With the identification of the preferred alternative in the Draft
SEIS, an initial Guam Master Plan was developed and provided to Congress in July of 2014.
The SEIS process will continue to inform development of the Guam Master Plan that is
required by the Fiscal Year 14 National Defense Authorization Act and it will not be considered
final until the Record of Decision, expected in 2015. The DON will update Congress on the
status of the SEIS on a continuing basis at each milestone.

522:C
Cont.

%

&

G.2-1295

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:F – The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and evaluate potential environmental impacts of
the proposed action and alternatives so that decision makers have such information to factor
into their decisions. Delays in the preparation of a Guam Joint Military Master Plan, while
relevant to the planning of the relocation, are outside the scope of the SEIS.
522:E
Cont.

'

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.
Regarding Section 30 provisions, the DoD and Internal Revenue Service signed an agreement in
2012 that ensures Section 30 payments are collected from Marines rotating onto Guam
(Marianas Variety 2012).
Regarding access to properties in the Urunao and Jinapsan areas: any landowners who own
property and currently have access to their property will continue to have access. Under the
LFTRC preferred alternative, the DON does not foresee negative impacts to access any private
lands in the Urunao area. Portions of Route 3A are in a deteriorated condition. If the preferred
LFTRC alternative is selected portions of Route 3A would be improved to support LFTRC
traffic, resulting also in a benefit to Urunao landowners and the public.

G.2-1296

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:G – DoD feels this is a constructive suggestion and is willing to consider establishing a
working group with the Consolidated Commission on Utilities. However, this is a larger issue
than the Marine Corps relocation and not appropriate for the SEIS.

522:F
Cont.

(

522:H – The DON, as part of coordinating information for the SEIS analysis, has been working
with the GovGuam (e.g. University of Guam-Water and Environmental Research Institute,
Guam Power Authority, and Guam Waterworks Authority) to reassess impacts to civilian
infrastructure and has sought and considered community input in determining the scope of
analysis and in response to public comments on the draft SEIS. The Joint Region Marianas has
established local partnerships with agencies and is working on issues such as sustainable aquifer
management. Although the updated utilities study shows that the requirements are less than
what was projected in the 2010 Final EIS, DoD will continue to engage with local stakeholders
through solicitation of feedback through forums such as the Joint Region Marianas/Guam
Waterworks Authority Memorandum of Understanding and the Economic Adjustment
Committee.
522:I – DoD recognizes the importance of managing efforts in 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.
With implementation of best management practices and work zone traffic management
strategies outlined in the SEIS, traffic and road safety risks would be minimized. Specifically,
to address highway safety issues involved with construction traffic along Route 3, construction
truck trips would be scheduled to avoid peak hours of school traffic.

)
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G.2-1297

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:J – Traffic impacts resulting from the transportation of personnel to the LFTRC training
sites are evaluated based on the projected frequency and the anticipated schedule of training
activities. The use of the frequency and schedule specific to the training activities for the
assessment of transportation impacts would allow the identification of the most likely impacts
and the most relevant time periods for their occurrence on public roadway facilities. Shuttle
buses have been proposed as a form of conveyance for training participants, while personalowned vehicles are expected to be utilized by training supervisory/coordination personnel.
Travel routes from the cantonment area to the LFTRC sites have been documented, which
generally follow regional roadways and major arterial roadways suitable for heavy vehicles,
thereby minimizing potential impacts to the public.

+

522:K – Impacts on public health are presented in Section 4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS) in terms of additional key staff required to meet
the additional demand for services that would be generated by the proposed action.
Additionally, in response to additional demand, some private medical and dental facilities may
be developed; this development is accounted for in terms of indirect economic impacts and in
terms of potential increased demands on Guam’s public permitting agencies (Section 4.4.5).
With regard to veterans’ access to facilities, the proposed action would have no effect on
veteran access.

,

-
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522:L – 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 ES3).
522:M – The preferred alternative does not require acquisition of non-federal land. 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.

G.2-1298

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:N – 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.

/

522:O – Thank you for your comment. The DON has initiated efforts to reduce the brown
treesnake population on Guam more cost-effectively and increase the efficacy of capturing
snakes in low-density situations.
In addition, the DON has established a comprehensive brown treesnake interdiction program to
ensure that military activities, including the transport of civilian and military personnel and
equipment to and from Guam, do not contribute to the spread of brown treesnake to other
islands or regions. Brown treesnake interdiction requirements are specified in DoD instructions.
Existing brown treesnake interdiction efforts and associated funding would continue. Any
additional interdiction efforts and associated funding required to address the proposed Marine
Corps relocation to Guam become part of the DON’s brown treesnake interdiction efforts under
authority of the Brown Tree Snake Control and Eradication Act.

522:O

G.2-1299

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:P – 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.
522:Q – 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.

522:P

522:Q

G.2-1300

Response:

Comment ID: #522 (Cont.)

522:Q
Cont.

G.2-1301

Response:

523 – 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.

Comment ID: #523

G.2-1302

Response:

Comment ID: #524

524 – 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.

G.2-1303

Response:

Comment ID: #525

525 – 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.

G.2-1304

Response:

Comment ID: #526

526 – 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.

G.2-1305

Response:

Comment ID: #527

527 – 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.

G.2-1306

Response:

Comment ID: #528

528 – 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.

G.2-1307

Response:

Comment ID: #529

529 – 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.

G.2-1308

Response:

530 – 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.

Comment ID: #530

G.2-1309

Response:

531 – 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.

Comment ID: #531

G.2-1310

Response:

Comment ID: #532

532 – 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.

G.2-1311

Response:

Comment ID: #533

533 – 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.

G.2-1312

Response:

Comment ID: #534

534 – 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.

G.2-1313

Response:

Comment ID: #535

535 – 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.

G.2-1314

Response:

Comment ID: #536

536 – 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.

G.2-1315

Response:

537 – 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.

Comment ID: #537

G.2-1316

Response:

Comment ID: #538

538 – 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.

G.2-1317

Response:

539 – 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.

Comment ID: #539

G.2-1318

Response:

540 – 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.

Comment ID: #540

G.2-1319

Response:

541 – Comment ID: #541 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #540. The response is provided
on Page G.2-1331.

Comment ID: #541

G.2-1320

Response:

Comment ID: #542

542 – 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.

G.2-1321

Response:

Comment ID: #543

543 – 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.

G.2-1322

Response:

544 – Thank you for your comment. 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.

Comment ID: #544

G.2-1323

Response:

$PNNFOU*%

545:A – Thank you for your comment. Please see the following responses to your comments.
545:B – The text in Appendix D has been edited to reflect your comment.
545:C – The text in Appendix D has been edited to reflect your comment.

"
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G.2-1324

Response:

Comment ID: #545 (Cont.)

545:D – The text in Appendix D has been edited to reflect your comment.

%

&

545:E – Assumptions that were used in the development of estimates of staffing impacts are
provided in Table 4.8-48 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study. Each of these
assumptions is based on data provided by the Guam Coastal Management program in response
to a questionnaire. This questionnaire is provided in Appendix A to the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study. Analysis sought to identify the number of key permit review staff (estimates
exclude support staff and staff that do not address permitting functions) based on direct military
development and indirect/induced development. Impacts to Guam public services agencies in
general have been determined to be significant and as mitigation 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.

'

545:F – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.

G.2-1325

Response:

Comment ID: #545 (Cont.)

545:G – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.
545:H – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.

(

)

G.2-1326

Response:

Comment ID: #545 (Cont.)

545:I – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.
545:H
Cont.

*
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G.2-1327

545:J – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.

Response:

Comment ID: #545 (Cont.)

545:K – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.
545:J
Cont.

545:L – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.

,
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G.2-1328

Response:

Comment ID: #545 (Cont.)

545:M – No changes are being made to Appendix A or B of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study as these were answers provided by the agency and were reviewed by the
agency prior to incorporation into the document. These appendices are considered a snapshot in
time. Your comment letter itself may serve as an addendum on the record.
545:L
Cont.

.
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G.2-1329

545:N – 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:
Comment ID: #546

546 – 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.

G.2-1330

Response:

Comment ID: #547

547 – 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.

G.2-1331

Response:

548 – 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.

Comment ID: #548

G.2-1332

Response:

Comment ID: #549

549 – 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.

G.2-1333

Response:

Comment ID: #550

550 – 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.

G.2-1334

Response:

Comment ID: #551

551 – 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.

G.2-1335

Response:

552 – 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.

Comment ID: #552

G.2-1336

Response:

553 – 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.

Comment ID: #553

G.2-1337

Response:

Comment ID: #554

554 – 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.

G.2-1338

Response:

Comment ID: #555

555 – 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.

G.2-1339

Response:

556 – 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.

Comment ID: #556

G.2-1340

Response:

557 – 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.

Comment ID: #557

G.2-1341

Response:

Comment ID: #558

558 – 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.

G.2-1342

Response:

Comment ID: #559

559 – 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.

G.2-1343

Response:

Comment ID: #560

560 – 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.

G.2-1344

Response:

Comment ID: #561
561 –

G.2-1345

Response:

Comment ID: #561 (Cont.)

G.2-1346

Response:

Comment ID: #562

562 – 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. Topics such as prior land acquisition and lease agreements 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.

G.2-1347

Response:

Comment ID: 562 (Cont.)

G.2-1348

Response:

563 – 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.

Comment ID: #563

G.2-1349

Response:

Comment ID: #564

564 – 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.

G.2-1350

Response:

Comment ID: #565

565 – 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.

G.2-1351

Response:

Comment ID: #566

566 – 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.

G.2-1352

Response:

Comment ID: #567

567 – 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.

G.2-1353

Response:

568 – Thank you for your comment. In order to satisfy the U.S. Marine Corps Guiding
Principles for planning, the housing will be built on DoD property. The funding mechanism for
building that housing is beyond the scope of the SEIS and is not addressed in the Draft SEIS.
The viability of a Public-Private Venture arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate
offices in the future. More information will be provided as it becomes available.

Comment ID: #568

G.2-1354

Response:

569 – 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.

Comment ID: #569

G.2-1355

Response:

Comment ID: #570

570 – 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.

G.2-1356

Response:

Comment ID: #571

571 – 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.

G.2-1357

Response:

Comment ID: #572

572 –

G.2-1358

Response:

$PNNFOU*%

573:A – Thank you for your comment. Additional information regarding potential impacts to
Customs and Quarantine have been added to the SEIS.
573: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.
573:C – Additional information regarding potential impacts to the Guam Customs and
Quarantine Agency (both air and sea ports) has been added to the SEIS. Additional information
regarding current staffing levels has been added to Section 4.1.15.1.

"
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573:C

G.2-1359

Response:

Comment ID: #573 (Cont.)

573:D – Additional information regarding potential impacts to the Guam Customs and
Quarantine Agency (both air and sea ports) has been added to the SEIS. Additional information
regarding current staffing levels has been added to Section 4.1.15.1.

573:C
Cont.

573:E – Additional information regarding potential impacts to the Guam Customs and
Quarantine Agency (both air and sea ports) has been added to the SEIS. Additional information
regarding current staffing levels has been added to Section 4.1.15.1.

%

573:E

G.2-1360

Response:

Comment ID: #573 (Cont.)

573: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.

573:E
Cont.

573:F

G.2-1361

Response:

574 – 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.

Comment ID: #574

G.2-1362

Response:

Comment ID: #575

575 – 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.

G.2-1363

Response:

Comment ID: #576

576 – 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.

G.2-1364

Response:

Comment ID: #577

577 – 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.

G.2-1365

Response:

578 – Thank you for your comment. In order to satisfy the U.S. Marine Corps Guiding
Principles for planning, the housing will be built on DoD property. The funding mechanism for
building that housing is beyond the scope of the SEIS and is not addressed in the Draft SEIS.
The viability of a Public-Private Venture arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate
offices in the future. More information will be provided as it becomes available.

Comment ID: #578

G.2-1366

Response:

579 – 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.

Comment ID: #579

G.2-1367

Response:

Comment ID: #580

580 – 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.

G.2-1368

Response:

Comment ID: #581

581 – 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.

G.2-1369

Response:

Comment ID: #582

582 – 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.

G.2-1370

Response:

583 –

Comment ID: #583

G.2-1371

Response:

584 – 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.

Comment ID: #584

G.2-1372

Response:

Comment ID: #585

585 – 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.

G.2-1373

Response:

586 – 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.

Comment ID: #586

G.2-1374

Response:

Comment ID: #587

587 – 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.

G.2-1375

Response:

Comment ID: #588

588 – 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.

G.2-1376

Response:

Comment ID: #589

589 – 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.

G.2-1377

Response:

Comment ID: #590

590 – 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.

G.2-1378

Response:

Comment ID: #591

591 – 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.

G.2-1379

Response:

Comment ID: #592

592 – 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.

G.2-1380

Response:

Comment ID: #593

593 – 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.

G.2-1381

Response:

Comment ID: #594

594 – 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.

G.2-1382

Response:

Comment ID: #595

595 – 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.

G.2-1383

Response:

596 – 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.

Comment ID: #596

G.2-1384

Response:

Comment ID: #597

597 – 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.

G.2-1385

Response:

598 – 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.

Comment ID: #598

G.2-1386

Response:

Comment ID: #599

599 – 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.

G.2-1387

Response:

$PNNFOU*%

600: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.
Benito “Ben” Servino

600:B – DON contractors are required to follow federal employment policies.

Eddie Baza Calvo

DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

Ray Tenorio
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

June 18, 2014
To:

DISID Ref. No. 1406-0820

Joint Guam Program Office Forward
P.O. 153246
Santa Rita, Guam 96915
Office of the Governor of Guam
Attn: Military Buildup Office (Mark Calvo)
Ricardo J. Bordallo Governor’s Complex
Adelup, Guam 96910

Subject: Department of Integrated Services for Individuals with Disabilities (DISID) Input /
Comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS)
I have reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and wish to provide
a summary of the impact to our Department based on the five socioeconomic categories analyzed
in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (SIAS).

"

POPULATION CHANGE:
No substantial impacts are projected for DISID under this particular category.
ECONOMIC ACTIVITY:
The economic impacts from the Military Relocation would be beneficial, leading to increased
employment opportunities especially for veterans and individuals with disabilities.

#

The U.S. Department of Labor’s Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP)
published Final Rules that makes changes to the regulations implementing the Vietnam Era
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act, as amended (VEVRAA) at 41 CFR Part 60-300 and
changes to the regulations implementing Section 503 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as
amended (Section 503) at 41 CFR Part 60-741.
VEVRAA requires employers doing business with the federal government to take affirmative
action to recruit, hire and promote categories of veterans covered by the law, including veterans
with disabilities and recently separated veterans (i.e., still within the three-year period beginning
from the date of discharge or release from active duty) as well as those who served during a war,
campaign or expedition for which a campaign badge is authorized.
Under VEVRAA, it is also illegal for these federal contractors and subcontractors to
discriminate against protected veterans when making employment decisions on hiring, firing,
pay, benefits, job assignments, promotions, layoffs, training and other employment related
activities.

238 Archbishop FC Flores St., DNA Building, Ste 702, Hagåtña, Guam 96910
Phone: 475-4646 · TDD: 477-9183 · Fax: 477-2892

G.2-1388

Response:

Comment ID: #600 (Cont.)

600:C – Information on potential impacts to the Department of Integrated Services for
Individuals with Disabilities are presented in Section 4.4.2 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS).
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The VEVRAA rule requires federal contractors to establish an annual hiring bench mark-based
on the national percentage of veterans in the civilian labor workforce (currently 7.2%) or based
on the best available data and factors unique to their establishments (It is recommended that
Contractors in Guam utilize Hawaii data).

600:D – 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.

600:B
Cont.

600:E – 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.

Section 503 prohibits federal contractors and subcontractors from discriminating in employment
against individuals with disabilities (IWDs), and requires these employers to take affirmative
action to recruit, hire, promote, and retain these individuals.
The new Section 503 regulations became effective on March 24, 2014 and established a
nationwide 7% utilization goal for the employment of qualified individuals with disabilities.
Contractors apply the goal to each of their job groups or to their entire workforce if the
contractor has 100 or fewer employees. Contractors must conduct an annual utilization analysis
and assessment of problem areas, and establish specific action-oriented programs to address any
identified problems.
PUBLIC SERVICES:
DISID’S Case Management, Information & Referral, and Counseling services may be
substantially impacted in terms of additional Social Workers and VR Counselors that are
required to meet the additional demand associated with the needs of the military dependents,
federal contractors and veterans.

$

SOCIOCULTURAL ISSUES:

%

No substantial impacts are projected for DISID under this particular category.
LAND ACQUISITION:
&

No substantial impacts are projected for DISID under this particular category.
If you have any questions regarding these comments,
benito.servino@disid.guam.gov (E-mail) or phone 671-475-4646.

please

contact

me

at

Benito S. Servino
Director, DISID

238 Archbishop FC Flores St., DNA Building, Ste 702, Hagåtña, Guam 96910
Phone: 475-4646 · TDD: 477-9183 · Fax: 477-2892

G.2-1389

Response:

Comment ID: #601

601 – 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.

G.2-1390

Response:

Comment ID: #602

G.2-1391

Response:

Comment ID: #602 (Cont.)

602:A – Thank you for your comment. Impacts to Guam Department of Land Management are
addressed in Section 4.1.15 of the SEIS and Section 4.4.5 of Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study.
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).

602:A

G.2-1392

Response:

Comment ID: #602 (Cont.)

602:A
Cont.

G.2-1393

Response:

Comment ID: #602 (Cont.)

602:A
Cont.

602:B

602:B – Impacts to Guam permitting agencies were determined to be significant and potential
mitigation measures were proposed. For instance, 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 of the SEIS for further discussion on
the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support would include providing projectrelated 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.
602:C – Impacts to Guam permitting agencies were determined to be significant and potential
mitigation measures were proposed. For instance, 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 of the SEIS for further discussion on
the Civilian Military Coordination Council. Such support would include providing projectrelated 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.

602:C

602:D – Some additional agency analysis has been added. The NEPA process does work under
some constraints, however, and it is not always feasible to expand the scope of analyses. As
noted, a significant impact to Guam public services has been identified in the SEIS. Proposed
mitigations related to public services, that would track deficiencies, would not be limited to
agencies that are analyzed in the SEIS.
602:E – Guam Department of Land Management was identified as an agency that would be
affected by development, rather than population. While every agency could, either directly or
indirectly, be affected by both population and development, Guam Department of Land
Management was analyzed as an agency affected by development because permitting functions
are more closely related to development (building/construction) activities than population
increases.

602:D

602:E

G.2-1394

Response:

Comment ID: #602 (Cont.)

602:F – More detailed information is provided in Section 4.4.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS).

602:F

G.2-1395

Response:

Comment ID: #603

603: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.

603:A

G.2-1396

Response:

Comment ID: #603 (Cont.)

603: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.

603:A
Cont.

603:B

G.2-1397

Response:

Comment ID: #603 (Cont.)

603:B
Cont.

G.2-1398

Response:

Comment ID: #603 (Cont.)

603:C – The analysis of public services impacts seeks to address public concern about the
capacity of GovGuam to accommodate the new population associated with the proposed action.
While this concern affects all types of governmental functions, this Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study focuses on traditionally “social” public services. It is anticipated that
additional staff would be required at GovGuam agencies to meet the demands brought about by
the proposed action. It is not anticipated that all employment requirements would be met and
then decline immediately (i.e., hiring/firing responses would not likely be quick enough to
respond to demand). 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 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.

603:B
Cont.

603:C

G.2-1399

Response:

Comment ID: #603 (Cont.)

603: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.
603: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.

603:C
Cont.

603:D

603:E

G.2-1400

Response:

Comment ID: #603 (Cont.)

603: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.

603:E
Cont.

603:F

G.2-1401

Response:

Comment ID: #604

604:A – Thank you for your comment. While the DON cannot make up for existing
deficiencies, impacts that the proposed action would have on public safety agencies (including
Department of Corrections) were determined to be significant (See SEIS Section 4.1.15.2).As
part of the mitigations, 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 of the SEIS for further discussion on the Civilian Military Coordination
Council. Such support would 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.

604:A

G.2-1402

Response:

Comment ID: #604 (Cont.)

604:A
Cont.

G.2-1403

Response:

Comment ID: #604 (Cont.)

604:B – Additional analysis related to Customs and Quarantine has been added to the SEIS.
While analysis in the SEIS could not assess impacts on every Guam agency, impacts to public
service agencies were determined to be significant and potential mitigation measures would not
be limited to agencies analyzed in the SEIS.
604:C – Information that was presented on page 4-121 of the Draft SEIS indicates the most
recent data available (typically 2012 data) while information on Page 4-144 of the Draft SEIS
may be somewhat older data (usually 2008 or 2010 data). Since information used in analysis
(presented on Page 4-144) must be coupled with population data to establish service ratios for
the analysis, older data that is consistent with population estimates was used.

604:B

Results of analysis do not indicate the total number of additional personnel required for any
public service agency. The results of analysis are specific to key professional staff which, as
analyzed for Department of Corrections, are measured by “custody and security personnel”.
While the measure of custody and security personnel does not provide the total number of
employees that may be required, it is applied in order to allow for consistent analysis across
various government agencies.

604:C

G.2-1404

Impacts to public safety agencies were determined to be significant and mitigation has been
proposed. Even though analysis was limited to key professional staff, mitigation measures
would not have a similar limitation.

Response:

Comment ID: #604 (Cont.)

604:D – 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.
604:E – Please see Table 4.4-31 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D
to the SEIS) for information on assumptions made for the analysis. Results are based directly in
proportion to population increases (to include active duty personnel) and reflect a potential
increase in inmates held in jail or prison, or federal detainees (of which Department of
Corrections indicated in response to questionnaire that there were a total of 544 in 2010).

604:D

604:E

604:F

G.2-1405

604:F – Analysis indicates that the Guam Police Department and Department of Corrections
would require a greater number of additional key staff than Guam Public Library System and
Guam Department of Parks and Recreation. However, since the current number of Guam
Department of Parks and Recreation and Guam Public Library System employees is much
lower than Guam Police Department and Department of Corrections, and this is reflected in
current staffing to service population ratios, the percentage increase is somewhat larger for
Guam Public Library System and Guam Department of Parks and Recreation. Please note that
the analysis for Guam Police Department and Guam Fire Department has been revised to reflect
information provided in their comment.

Response:

Comment ID: #604 (Cont.)

G.2-1406

Response:

Comment ID: #605

605 – 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.

G.2-1407

Response:

Comment ID: #606

606: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.
606:B – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response
to it.

606:A

606:B

G.2-1408

Response:

Comment ID: #606 (Cont.)

606:C – As documented in the 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.
606:C

606:D – Regarding the anticipated increase in tuberculosis incidents, the analysis presented in
the 2010 Final EIS found no significant increase in tuberculosis cases. Because the Marine
relocation effort is smaller than analyzed in 2010, no significant increase in tuberculosis
incidents would still be anticipated; therefore, a detailed analysis/discussion of tuberculosis
incidents is not included in the SEIS.
606:E – The DON is unaware of any requirement to incorporate such measures in government
contracts to private firms and requiring contractors to report unconfirmed suspicions of illness
and the DON believes that doing so would violate the personal privacy of the affected
employee. Notifiable diseases are typically documented as patients seek treatment at medical
facilities on Guam. This accounting ensures that medical personnel have diagnosed the health
issue appropriately rather than a contractor "guessing" at a potential symptom and a potential
misdiagnosis.

606:D

606:E

G.2-1409

Response:

Comment ID: #606 (Cont.)

G.2-1410

Response:

Comment ID: #607

607:A – Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.15 addresses potential increase in required
staffing for the Department of Parks and Recreation.

607:A

G.2-1411

Response:

Comment ID: #607 (Cont.)

607:B

607: B – The potential impact would be minimal, or less than significant; therefore, no
mitigation would be required. Additionally, Section 30 revenues would cover the expense of
proper burial services even in the event that were to involve burial at a private cemetery.
However, it is expected that a minimal number of Marines would die while on Guam, and these
Marines would likely be transported stateside or to the Veteran's Cemetery at no cost to
GovGuam.
607:C – Impacts to recreational resources are discussed in the recreational resources section for
each alternative.

607:C

607:D

607:E

G.2-1412

607:D – Analysis of additional staff required does not account for needs associated with
potential retirements, only effects related to the proposed action are analyzed. Additionally, in
the 2011 Programmatic Agreement (Stipulation IX.A), DoD recognizes that the additional
workload associated with the undertaking and its effects may exceed current capacity of the
Guam State Historic Preservation Office. While DoD is restricted from funding the State
Historic Preservation Office directly, the 2011 Programmatic Agreement commits to work
cooperatively with Guam State Historic Preservation Office to reduce workload. For example,
2011 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation IX.A.1 commits DoD to designate a DoD-funded
Guam State Historic Preservation Office Liaison to serve as the principal point of contact and to
assist with coordination, communication, and documentation preparation and review during the
construction phase associated with the Undertaking for no less than 20 hours per week.
Additionally, 2011 Programmatic Agreement Stipulation VII.C.2 commits DoD to support
Guam State Historic Preservation Office's update of the current Guam Historic Preservation
Plan in accordance with Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Preservation
Planning as part of its five-year planning cycle and continue to do so every 5 years for the life
of this agreement. The hope is that providing a State Historic Preservation Office Liaison and
assisting Guam State Historic Preservation Office with their responsibility to update the Guam
Historic Preservation Plan during the life of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement will help reduce
overall Guam State Historic Preservation Office staff workload.
607:E – See Section 4.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the
SEIS) for more information on sociocultural impacts.

Response:

Comment ID: #607 (Cont.)

607: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%. 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.
607: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.

G.2-1413

Response:

Comment ID: #608

608:A – Thank you for your comment. 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).
608:B – Additional information on costs has been added to the SEIS. Impacts on Guam's public
services were determined to be significant and the DON has proposed mitigation. 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 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.

608:A

608:B

G.2-1414

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

608:B
Cont.

G.2-1415

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

G.2-1416

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

G.2-1417

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

G.2-1418

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

G.2-1419

Response:

Comment ID: #608 (Cont.)

G.2-1420

Response:

Comment ID: #609

609 – 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.

G.2-1421

Response:

Comment ID: #610

610 – 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.

G.2-1422

Response:

Comment ID: #611

611 – 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.

G.2-1423

Response:

Comment ID: #612

612 – 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.

G.2-1424

Response:

Comment ID: #613

613 – 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.

G.2-1425

Response:

Comment ID: #614

614 – 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.

G.2-1426

Response:

Comment ID: #615

615: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.

615:A

G.2-1427

Response:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)
615:A
Cont.

G.2-1428

Response:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)

615:A
Cont.

G.2-1429

Response:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)

615:B – The information you have provided will be documented as part of the SEIS. The DON
understands the important of the Guam Department of Youth Affairs, and all of Guam's public
service agencies. Analysis that was conducted for the SEIS was based on recent Guam
Department of Youth Affairs staffing and service population data (year 2010 key professional
staff (48), and a service population that included all children on Guam between the ages of 10
and 17 (22,625). The resulting ratio is representative of an actual ratio rather than an ideal ratio.
Analysis applied an actual ratio rather than an ideal one because the DON cannot make up for
existing deficits, only the impacts of its proposed action.
615:B

G.2-1430

Response:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)

615:C – The staffing to service population ratio that was used for analysis of impacts to Guam
Department of Youth Affairs does include military dependents (ages 10-17) as part of Guam
Department of Youth Affairs’ service population.

615:B
Cont.

615:C

G.2-1431

Response:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)

615:D

615:E

615:F

G.2-1432

615:D – 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.
615:E – 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 of the SEIS or 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.
615:F – 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 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:

Comment ID: #615 (Cont.)

G.2-1433

Response:

Comment ID: #616

616 – 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.

G.2-1434

