
Comment ID: #617

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

     Response: 

G.2-1435



Comment ID: #618
618 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
 

     Response: 

G.2-1436



Comment ID: #619
619 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
 

     Response: 

G.2-1437



Comment ID: #620
620 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
 

     Response: 

G.2-1438



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
July 1, 2014 

 
 
Joseph Ludovici 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy  
Infrastructure, Strategy and Analysis 
201 12th Street South 
Suite 701E Room A 
Arlington, VA 22202 
 
Joint Guam Program Office Forward 
P.O. 153246  
Santa Rita, Guam 96915 
 
Subject:     EPA comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the 

Guam and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) Relocation (2012 
Roadmap Adjustments), Guam (CEQ# 20140118) 

 
Dear Mr. Ludovici: 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document 
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act.  EPA is a cooperating agency on the project EIS and has worked closely with the Department of 
Defense (DoD) to review and comment on the project since 2007.  On February 17, 2010, EPA rated the 
original Draft EIS for the military relocation “Environmentally Unsatisfactory – Inadequate” (EU-3), 
based, in part, on the projected unsatisfactory impacts to Guam's existing substandard drinking water 
and wastewater infrastructure, and the associated potentially significant adverse impacts to public health. 
Since then, the scale of the proposed military relocation has been reduced. On November 12, 2013, we 
provided comments to DoD on the Preliminary DSEIS.  We appreciate the changes made to the 
document to address some of our comments. 
 
Based on our review of the DSEIS, we have rated the preferred alternatives as Environmental Concerns, 
Insufficient Information (EC-2) (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions”).  Although the 
reduction in size of the military buildup has substantially reduced the project’s expected impacts to 
water and wastewater utilities, the reduced project would still significantly impact one aquifer sub-basin 
and contribute wastewater flows to Guam Waterworks Authority (GWA) wastewater treatment plants 
that are currently operating in non-compliance with their existing Clean Water Act discharge permits. 
GWA’s Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant (NDWWTP) would receive a 53% increase in 
average baseline flows as a result of the project.  
 
The DSEIS indicates that funding to upgrade civilian water and wastewater utilities impacted by the 
project has been appropriated (specifically, the appropriation of $106,400,000 from the FY2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act) and that impacts, including those to the NDWWTP, are mitigable.   

  
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 

 

Comment ID: #621

621:A

621:A – Thank you for your comment. Responses tied to specific impacts on water, wastewater, 
solid wastes, etc., are largely addressed in the subsequent pages. With respect to recommending 
that the DON seek additional ways to avoid impacts to vegetation (specifically limestone 
forest), it should be noted that we have identified a new preferred alternative combination that 
places the family housing on Andersen AFB instead of at Finegayan. This change from the 
Draft SEIS would mean approximately 240 fewer acres of limestone forest would be impacted 
at Finegayan. This new alternative is qualitatively within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed 
in the Draft SEIS and, consistent with guidance published by the Council on Environmental 
Quality as adopted by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, does not require the preparation of 
another supplemental draft. 

     Response: 

G.2-1439
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We greatly appreciate the efforts that DoD has made to obtain this funding, as it is crucial to ensure the 
significant impacts to the NDWWTP are addressed.  Our rating of EC-2 is based on the expected 
availability of this or equivalent funding for the needed upgrades to the NDWWTP.  EPA would 
consider it unacceptable for DoD to place the burden of addressing project-related increases in 
wastewater on GWA.  If adequate funding is not made available for this purpose and the project’s 
impact burden would fall on GWA alone, EPA would have objections to the proposed action, and may  
find it environmentally unsatisfactory (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions”).  GWA is ill-
equipped financially to accommodate the additional project flows while currently pursuing compliance 
with its discharge permits.  Adding a substantial flow to any of GWA’s existing wastewater treatment 
systems would exacerbate an already significant water quality problem caused by inadequate treatment 
of sewage, and increase the potential human health and environmental risk associated with those 
facilities operating in noncompliance.  We will continue to work with DoD and the other stakeholders 
on these issues and to provide technical assistance, where needed.  Our enclosed comments request 
additional information regarding impacts to the wastewater collection system. 
 
Our EC-2 rating also reflects our concerns regarding the potential impacts to the Northern Guam Lens 
Aquifer (NGLA) drinking water supply and the future management of the NGLA.  The DSEIS 
acknowledges significant impacts to one aquifer sub-basin from seawater intrusion, and proposes 
mitigation that relies on clear, coordinated, and sufficiently funded, multi-party NGLA management.  
The DSEIS does not describe such an organized and funded management scenario, and the multiple 
deficiencies identified in GWA’s drinking water system further complicate the situation.  Climate 
change effects also could contribute to increased salinity in the aquifer over time.  To address these 
uncertainties and the significant impact to the aquifer sub-basin, DoD should prepare an adaptive 
management strategy to provide guidance for managing the aquifer and addressing impacts that future 
monitoring might reveal once project groundwater pumping begins.  We recommend that DoD 
contribute funding for the needed additions to the monitoring network and provide technical and 
financial assistance to the Guam Environmental Protection Agency to ensure the multi-party NGLA 
management stakeholders group is prepared and has the necessary leadership and organizational 
capability to collectively manage the aquifer.       
 
Finally, the preferred alternatives for the main cantonment and live-fire training range (LFTR) would 
result in substantial deforestation and significant impacts to terrestrial biological resources, which have 
already experienced a serious decline in health on Guam.  We encourage DoD to seek out additional 
ways to avoid loss of limestone forest, which is vital for Guam’s federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species and the health of the NGLA.  Because of the magnitude of these impacts, and the 
fact that some of the project footprint would remove areas serving as mitigation for previous DoD 
impacts elsewhere, we believe that a more substantial mitigation proposal is warranted, and urge DoD to 
continue to work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service towards this end.  The proposed large-scale 
deforestation would also require a more developed system to manage the large quantities of green waste 
than is presented in the DSEIS. 
 
We appreciate DoD’s continued good faith efforts to work closely with EPA on the modified buildup 
and we look forward to our continued coordination with DoD, the Government of Guam, and other  
 
 
 

621:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 
 
This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
level of concern with a proposed action.  The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of 
the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 
 

“LO” (Lack of Objections) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal.  The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

 
“EC” (Environmental Concerns) 

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental impact.  EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
impacts. 

“EO” (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment.  Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new 
alternative).  EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

 
“EU” (Environmentally Unsatisfactory) 

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality.  EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS 
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

 
ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
Category “1” (Adequate) 

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of 
the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the 
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

 
Category “2” (Insufficient Information) 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental 
impacts of the action.  The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the 
final EIS. 

Category “3” (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action, 
or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternatives 
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental 
impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude 
that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the 
purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public 
comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal 
could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, 
GUAM AND CNMI MILITARY RELOCATION, GUAM, JULY 1, 2014 
 
 
Wastewater 
 
Impacts to the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant  
The DSEIS notes that the proposed action would result in an estimated 53% increase in the average 
baseline flows to the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant (NDWWTP) by 2028 (p. 4-108).  It 
adequately characterizes the state of noncompliance of this facility, and the fact that contributing 
additional flows to this facility would be a significant impact until Guam Waterworks Authority (GWA) 
achieves compliance with the secondary treatment standards stipulated under its National Pollutant 
Discharge Eliminate System (NPDES) permit.  The DSEIS also discloses the less substantial increased 
flows to the other wastewater treatment plants that would occur as a result of civilian population growth 
associated with the buildup and that those facilities are also out of compliance with their NPDES 
permits. 
 
To mitigate the significant impact to the NDWWTP, the DSEIS states that DoD would assist GWA in 
locating funding from federal agencies and others, and references the Economic Adjustment Committee 
(EAC) set up by the Secretary of Defense to address assistance to support public infrastructure 
requirements.  In addition, the Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated over $106M for civilian 
water and wastewater improvements on Guam (p. 4-108).  This funding is crucial to ensure that the 
impacts to the NDWWTP from the buildup are addressed.  If this funding is unavailable for NDWWTP 
upgrades, then the significant impacts from the additional wastewater flows that would occur as a result 
of the project would be unmitigated.  Given the financial and resource constraints that exist for Guam, it 
is unrealistic to anticipate that GWA could, on its own, accommodate the increased project flows in a 
manner compliant with environmental standards. 
 
The DSEIS discloses the increased indirect wastewater flows to the Agana WWTP that would be 
generated by the temporary construction workforce and induced civilian population, and concludes that 
the impacts would be less than significant since the additional flows would be minor.  However, the 
impact assessment criteria in the DSEIS include: “if a utility would operate within the design and 
capacity of its systems with the additional estimated demands of the proposed action, but is expected to 
be operating in violation of its regulatory requirements when the proposed action would occur, there 
would be a determination of significant adverse impact”. (p. 3-97).  We are aware that DoD has 
requested additional funding to support other wastewater infrastructure improvements, and appreciate 
DoD’s efforts to support the necessary upgrades to avoid significant impacts to public health and water 
resources from the project.   
 

Recommendation:  The FSEIS should identify measures DoD would take to ensure GWA’s 
NDWWTP would meet the requirements of its current NPDES permits before it receives 
additional flows from the project.  Include any updates regarding the status of the requested 
additional funding, as well as the use of the $106M for NDWWTP, in the FSEIS.   
 
Consistent with the impact assessment criteria identified in the DSEIS, identify the increase in 
flows to Agana WWTP as significant.   

 
 

621:B

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)

621:B – As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Waterworks Authority in locating 
funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, the 
Department of the Interior, and others. As discussed in Section 2.9.1, 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.

The SEIS has been revised to provide clarification on the wastewater contributions from the 
proposed action to the Agaña Wastewater Treatment Plant and rationale on the less than 
significant impact determination in Draft SEIS. The Agaña Wastewater Treatment Plant was 
upgraded to primary treatment upgrades (being implemented as required by the 2011 Court 
Order) and secondary treatment upgrades are required by the 2013 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System permit. As stated in the Draft SEIS, the impacts from the proposed action to 
an utility would be determined to be significant adverse impact that if a utility would operate 
within the design and capacity of its systems with the additional estimated demands of the 
proposed action, but is expected to be operating in violation of its regulatory requirements when 
the proposed action would occur. Additionally, as stated in the Draft SEIS, in a situation where 
a utility is currently operating in violation of regulatory requirements and the proposed action 
would utilize this utility above a negligible amount, there would be a determination of 
significant adverse impact as well. Under the preferred alternative, the increase wastewater 
flows from the proposed action would be from indirect sources, from induced civilian growth 
(0.04 million gallons per day), less than one percent of the total projected flow. Therefore, 
consistent with impact assessment criteria in the SEIS, less than significant impact to the waste 
water flow to Agaña Wastewater Treatment Plant is anticipated from the proposed action. It 
should be noted that the construction workforce would likely be located within the Northern 
District Wastewater Treatment Plant area under the preferred alternative. 

     Response: 

G.2-1443



The Final SEIS will continue to identify the impact of the proposed action to the Agaña 
Wastewater Treatment Plant as less than significant for both the duration of construction and for 
operations. The DON will include any updates on requested additional funding in the Final 
SEIS.  If available before Final SEIS publication, the DON will provide an update on the use of 
the $106M. 
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Impacts to the GWA wastewater collection system 
The DSEIS evaluates the capacity of the wastewater collection system to receive the additional flows 
from the Proposed Action and includes a new relief sewer to convey additional wastewater flow to the 
main GWA sewer along Route 3.  With this, it concludes that the GWA interceptor sewer along Routes 
3 and 9 would have adequate capacity to convey flows higher than those projected for the proposed 
action, and that off-base improvements to the GWA collection system are not required for the preferred 
alternative (p. 4-108).  This assessment does not indicate the basis for this statement nor identify 
documentation showing adequate condition of the GWA sewer lines.  In addition, the DSEIS does not 
evaluate other aspects of the collection system, including the condition of pump stations and manholes.   
 
The DSEIS also does not consider the environmental impacts of the additional flows to the GWA 
collection system.  It identifies the deficiencies of the GWA wastewater collection system, as revealed in 
EPA’s National Enforcement Investigations Center (NEIC) report, including the aged and deteriorated 
sewer pipes that are subject to excessive infiltration and inflow resulting in sewage spills and operational 
problems at the WWTPs, and the number of spills from GWA’s sewage collection system that greatly 
exceed spill rate norms for similar wastewater systems (p. 4-100).  While it states that GWA is 
proceeding with capital improvement projects to replace and rehabilitate the collection system, it 
acknowledges that improvements to the operation and maintenance of the existing GWA wastewater 
infrastructure are in the initial stages and require several years and significant funding to achieve full 
compliance.  Until this occurs, increases in flows could result in increases in sanitary sewer overflows.  
This pollutant source is not identified in the groundwater impact discussion.  
 

Recommendation:   Provide additional information in the FEIS regarding the condition 
assessment of the GWA sewer lines.  Discuss the condition of pump stations and manholes.  
Estimate the potential for increased SSOs from the increase in flows through the deficient GWA 
collection system.  Include the estimated timeline for improvements and how that correlates with 
the project schedule.  Impacts to groundwater quality from this source should be evaluated and 
disclosed.   

 
WWTP Capacities 
The WWTP capacity evaluation in the DSEIS concludes that both Northern District and Agana WWTPs 
have the ability to treat wastewater to primary treatment standards up to 9 MGD and 12 MGD 
respectively (p. 4-101 and 4-102).  No information or references are included to support these estimates.     
 
In addition, it appears there is an error in the comment regarding Table 4.1.14-1 where the DSEIS states, 
“About 36% of the estimated increase in wastewater flow from the baseline is attributable to direct and 
indirect effects from the proposed action.”  Based on the data in the table, we believe that this statement 
should be revised to say that “about 69% of estimated increase in wastewater flow from the baseline is 
attributable to direct and indirect effects from the proposed action.”1 
 

Recommendation:  Provide the basis for the conclusions regarding WWTP capacities in the FEIS 
or in an appendix.  Correct the statements regarding flow increases in relation to Table 4.1.14-1.   

 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 Estimated increase consists of Direct Flow (1.23), Indirect flow (0.61), Guam Civilian Growth (0.84) totaling 2.68.  Direct 
plus indirect: (1.23 +0.61 = 1.84) represents 69% of the total increase of 2.68. 

621:C

621:D

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)

621:C – 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 by Guam Waterworks Authority. It is DOD’s understanding that GovGuam received 
funding from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to conduct sewer system evaluation study 
in northern Guam but has not awarded the work. 

Also the final SEIS was revised to add available information regarding condition of other Guam 
Waterworks Authority sewer lines, pump stations and manholes. If information was available 
from Guam Waterworks Authority regarding the timelines for improvements and how that 
correlates with the implementation of the proposed plan was added.

Water Resources section in the Final SEIS has been revised to the include discussion of the 
potential impacts to groundwater quality from potential sanitary sewer overflows.

621:D – Primary treatment upgrades were completed at the Northern District Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and the Agana Wastewater Treatment Plant on December 2012 and June 2013, 
respectively. A capacity report for the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant has been 
referenced in the SEIS. A Preliminary Design Report for the Agana Wastewater Treatment 
Plant primary treatment upgrades has been referenced in the SEIS.

The sentence "About 36% of the estimated increase in wastewater flow from the baseline is 
attributable to direct and indirect effects from the proposed action." has been revised to "The 
estimated direct and indirect wastewater flows represent a 36% increase from the baseline."

     Response: 
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Drinking Water and the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer 
 
Management of the NGLA, the Drinking Water System, and Mitigation 
The Northern Guam Len Aquifer (NGLA) has been designated as a Sole Source Aquifer under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act.  The DEIS states that the impacts to the NGLA from the extraction of the  1.7 
million gallons per day (MGd) of potable water that would be needed for the preferred alternative would 
be less than significant for the overall NGLA, but would cause short-term, localized significant impacts 
to the Finegayan sub-basin (p. 4-20).  According to the U.S. Geological Survey Study2, increased 
withdrawal may result in higher levels of chloride concentrations in the Finegayan sub-basin, but the 
DSEIS states that, 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 (GWA) and DoD wells (emphasis ours).  The DSEIS identifies potential 
mitigation for the localized significant impacts:  DoD would, as appropriate, implement enhanced water 
conservation measures, improve existing water systems to reduce system leaks, adjust pumping rates at 
DoD wells, use existing wells, and/or increase the use of surface water from Fena Reservoir to reduce 
withdrawals from the NGLA. The DSEIS also states that DoD could provide additional water 
production capacity to GWA, if requested, to assist GWA in meeting the increased demand while GWA 
makes improvements to its system (p. 4-105).  We have the following questions and concerns: 
 
Roles and resources for agencies managing the NGLA 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) model has limitations due to uncertainties regarding the actual 
conditions within the aquifer; therefore, the actual capacity numbers could be very different from the 
model results.  The DSEIS states that DoD supports the USGS recommendations for rehabilitation and 
expansion of the hydrologic data collection network and monitoring, as well as identifying possible 
funding solutions and the role DoD would play in these processes. Because of the importance of 
additional data collection for managing the NGLA, EPA is concerned by the current lack of clarity 
regarding DoD’s role and definitive funding sources for the monitoring network.  Additionally, the roles 
of the various agencies tasked with managing the NGLA and potable water supply are unclear.  The 
DSEIS notes that the Guam Water Resource Development Group meets regularly to manage the aquifer, 
and consists of DoD, Guam Environmental Protection Agency, GWA, Consolidated Commission on 
Utilities, Guam Department of Public Works, and the University of Guam’s Water and Environmental 
Research Institute (WERI).  The DSEIS does not identify USGS as a member of this group, yet it states 
that the USGS and WERI would conduct periodic monitoring of the aquifer groundwater chemistry to 
optimize the system and adjust pumping rates if chloride levels show an increase (p. 4-106).  The 
decision-making roles of the agencies are poorly defined.  For example, it is unclear who would adjust 
pumping rates.  The 2012 National Enforcement Investigations Center (NEIC) inspection of the GWA 
public water system revealed a lack of understanding of the whole system by the operators, and a lack of 
standard operating procedures, among other deficiencies.  These deficiencies must be addressed for the 
type of coordinated management identified in the DSEIS to occur.  Additionally, despite the limitations 
and uncertainties identified, a clear adaptive management strategy is not presented.  
 
Shifting water among basins 
While GWA may be able to shift water around its distribution system on a small scale, depending on the 
extent of the increased chloride levels, it is not clear whether GWA has confirmed its ability to shift 
water across the island, if necessary, nor whether DoD would also have a role in shifting water.  The 
                                                 
2 USGS 2013c. The Effects of Withdrawals and Drought on Groundwater Availability in the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, 
Guam: U.S. Geological Survey Scientific Investigations Report 2013-5216. http://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2013/5216/.  

621:E

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:E – The Guam Water Resource Development Group will develop specific roles and 
responsibilities during future meetings.

The U.S. Geological Survey is a partner and technical resource to the University of Guam-
Water and Environmental Research Institute. The University of Guam-Water and 
Environmental Research Institute is one of the active stakeholders and can invite the U.S. 
Geological Survey to participate. 

The DON endorses the establishment of additional monitoring wells in accordance with the 
U.S. Geological Survey proposal for rehabilitation and expansion of the hydrologic data 
collection network and monitoring in Northern Guam Lens Aquifer as part of an overall 
strategy within the Guam Water Resource Development Group. 

DoD would assist the GovGuam in locating funding for the rehabilitation and expansion of the 
hydrologic data collection network (i.e. deep monitoring wells) and monitoring of Northern 
Guam Lens Aquifer. 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.” Section 8102 of the Fiscal Year 2014 
Consolidated Appropriations Act appropriated $106.4 million to the Secretary of Defense acting 
through the Office of Economic Adjustment for civilian water and wastewater improvements on 
Guam. These funds will remain available until expended. As appropriate, the Economic 
Adjustment Committee process will support the identification of specific projects utilizing
appropriate and authorized DoD funds via the Office of Economic Adjustment to support public 
infrastructure requirements, and would address the requirement for installation of deep 
monitoring wells and monitoring of Northern Guam Lens Aquifer. 
DoD has connection points within DoD water system where it can supply water to Guam 
Waterworks Authority, if requested. Some of the connections serving residential/commercial 
areas are closed because Guam Waterworks Authority is currently producing enough water in 
those areas. The Guam Water Resources Development Group will coordinate sharing of water 
between DON and Guam Waterworks Authority and other water management strategies. 

The Guam Water Resources Development Group will discuss appropriate adjustments to 
pumping rates of Guam Waterworks Authority and DoD wells to resolve any water quantity and 
quality issues.

     Response: 
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DSEIS does not discuss the likely impacts that shifting water across the island, if it is possible to do so, 
would have on the sub-basins supplying the water.  
 
Potential mitigation 
The predicted amount of groundwater (1.7 MGd) to be extracted is less than that predicted in the 
Preliminary DSEIS (2.1 MGd), which EPA reviewed in late 2013.  It is not clear whether water 
conservation or other mitigation measures identified above to conserve water have already been factored 
into this latest estimate.  Regarding the provision of additional water production to GWA if requested, 
the mechanism for doing this is not identified, nor is it clear at what cost this could be accomplished.  
We are aware that GWA is trying to reduce purchases of DoD water because it’s much more expensive 
than producing its own water.   
  

Recommendations:   Identify the roles of the member agencies in the Guam Water Resource 
Development Group, including that of DoD, and explain how rehabilitation and expansion of the 
monitoring network could be funded, including the likelihood of this occurring.  Prepare an 
adaptive management strategy that anticipates potential outcomes and provides guidance for 
managing the aquifer once project pumping has begun and should monitoring reveal greater 
impacts than predicted.  This should include potential actions that could be taken if salinities 
cannot be reduced.  Discuss probable effectiveness of the shared management scenario and how 
identified deficiencies in the public water system could influence this effectiveness.  We 
recommend that DoD contribute funding for the needed additions to the monitoring network and 
provide technical and financial assistance to the Guam Environmental Protection Agency to 
ensure the multi-party NGLA management stakeholders group is prepared and has the necessary 
leadership and organizational capability to collectively manage the aquifer.       
 
Discuss logistics of shifting water and the potential impacts to other basins, should this be 
necessary.  Identify the mechanism for providing GWA with water and whether there would be a 
cost.  Clarify the reduced potable water consumption estimate and whether water conservation, 
leak detection measures, etc., have already been implemented. 
 
Consider combining all monitoring and management plans (monitoring, adaptive management, 
wellhead protection, Low Impact Development) into a single groundwater management plan that 
would not only cover pumping rates and chloride levels, but the entire suite of groundwater 
protection mitigation measures and BMPs to ensure their continuing operation, maintenance, 
monitoring, and effectiveness in protecting the aquifer.  This plan should include a reporting 
mechanism so post-construction impacts can be disclosed to interested parties. 

 
Wellhead Protection Zones  
The preferred main cantonment alternative is proximate to the wellhead protection area of seven existing 
production wells at Finegayan.  The DSEIS states that some of these wells may need to be relocated or 
abandoned, or their continued use negotiated with GEPA due to the potential for groundwater 
contamination, and that these actions would be done in accordance with GEPA regulations (p. 4-14).     
  

Recommendation:  The FSEIS should identify which wells would likely need to be abandoned or 
relocated.  We recommend that development in wellhead protection zones be avoided and that 
DoD pursue avoidance by increasing density and adjusting the project footprint as necessary.  
Include additional discussion of the impacts associated with potential development in wellhead 

621:E
Cont.

621:F

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:F – After a preliminary discussion of wellhead protection Best Management Practices with 
Guam Environmental Protection Agency, it appears feasible to keep the DON Finegayan wells 
in service. This will minimize the need for installation of replacement wells. The DON also 
discussed the necessity to develop within wellhead protection areas and received general 
guidance from Guam Environmental Protection Agency that development in the wellhead 
protection areas could be allowable with the implementation of appropriate structural Best 
Management Practices.
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protection zones and how groundwater would be protected if this occurred.  All mitigation 
should be included in a project-specific Wellhead Protection Plan.  

 
Potential contamination of groundwater from munitions at the Live Fire Training Range (LFTR) 
In our comments on the Preliminary DSEIS, we expressed concerns regarding potential contamination 
from munitions use at the firing ranges for the preferred alternative 5, which locates the live-firing 
ranges above the NGLA.  We recommended that the “periodic Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessments” (REVA) be preceded by baseline monitoring, especially considering that the proposed 
Multi-purpose Machine Gun range location includes an active contaminated Military Munitions 
Response Program site (Site 52-UXO 4A MRA254 Burn and Dump Site -AOC-94) and it would be 
important to capture any groundwater contamination from this site for baseline inputs to the REVA.   
 
We are pleased that the DSEIS states that, prior to the construction of the range, a site survey would be 
conducted, including installation of four wells; groundwater sampling would occur to provide actual 
data on the depth, flow direction(s) and quality of water present; and this information would be provided 
to the REVA program (p. 5-314).  For active training ranges, in general, we have observed that DoD 
does not typically verify its REVA model results with actual sampling and monitoring, even when the 
results of the model exceed the REVA trigger levels.  Because of the importance of the NGLA and the 
permeability of soils overlaying it, this practice would not be acceptable for this site. 
 
The DSEIS discloses that lead ammunition would be used and that lead and other heavy metals, 
including nickel, chromium, cadmium, and copper, tend to accumulate in soils at training ranges, but are 
not very soluble (p. 5-83).  The DSEIS mentions other munitions constituents, but does not identify 
these compounds nor discuss their solubility or threat to drinking water in the NGLA.   
   
The DSEIS states that site-specific data will be used to determine the frequency of monitoring and range 
clearance, and that programmatic guidance recommends monitoring and clearance every 5 years.   
 

Recommendations:  We strongly recommend, in addition to baseline monitoring, that fate and 
transport modeling be conducted, using a model that is created for the site-specific soil and 
permeability parameters present at the firing range site, and that regular 
contaminant/groundwater monitoring be conducted at the ranges to update the model.   
 
Discuss, in the FEIS, the munitions constituents that would be associated with the munitions 
used at the LFTR and the solubility and leaching potential of each in onsite soils.  Identify which 
constituents would be modeled, sampled and monitored during the operations phase.  
 
Regarding range clearance, DoD should consider the vulnerability of the sole-source aquifer, 
including pathways to groundwater that exist from the karst geology and the presence of 
sinkholes at the site of the preferred LFTR alternative, and develop a robust plan to conduct 
range cleaning at a greater frequency than generally occurs at mainland training ranges (5 years).  
In addition, DoD should implement BMP effectiveness monitoring to ensure that BMPs are 
operating as intended and are not leaching pollutants.  Because of the vulnerability of the NGLA,  
additional BMPs that could limit migration of contaminants should be explored, such as Passive 
Reactive Berm technology3 and the use of sorbents and biostimulants4. 

                                                 
3 http://www.serdp.org/Program-Areas/Environmental-Restoration/Contaminants-on-Ranges/Protecting-Groundwater-
Resources/ER-200406  
4 http://www.serdp.org/Program-Areas/Environmental-Restoration/Contaminants-on-Ranges/Protecting-Groundwater-

621:F
Cont.

621:G

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:G –Site inspection and design/construction information, data from the site survey 
(preceded by installation of four wells at the Northwest Field LFTRC with associated 
groundwater sampling and aquifer testing as needed), as well as actual munitions loading data 
will be provided to the U.S. Marine Corps Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and 
Operational Range Clearance programs. The purpose of the Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessment program is to identify whether there is a release or substantial threat of a release of 
munitions constituents from the operational range or range complex areas to off-range areas. 
These programs will use that site specific data to determine the frequency of monitoring and 
range clearance, and will include consideration of past and present conditions/usage of areas 
within the range boundary. In particular, the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment
program uses site-specific available data and actual munitions loading data to determine further 
assessments regarding the potential for an identified receptor to be impacted by potential 
munition constituent migration through an identified pathway.

The Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program is intended to address DoD 
policy requirements to ensure range operations are not harming or creating an unacceptable risk 
to human health and/or the environment. For the proposed action on Guam, data from the 
Northwest Field LFTRC monitoring wells will be used to determine the need for further 
assessments, including the need to verify the results of site-specific Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment model. 

In addition to lead, which is the indicator munition for small arms ranges, the Final SEIS has 
been revised to include a discussion of munitions constituents specific to the Hand Grenade 
Range where explosives are used. The Final SEIS has been revised to include the proposed 
baseline monitoring and fate and transport modeling of trinitrotoluene (TNT), 
cyclotetramethylene tetranitramine (High Melting Explosive, HMX), and hexahydro-
trinitrotriazine (Royal Demolition Explosive, RDX), and perchlorate at the Hand Grenade 
Range in Andersen South, as part of the site-specific implementation of the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range Clearance programs on Guam. 
The Final SEIS has also been revised to include a discussion of the chemical properties that 
affect the fate and transport mechanisms for explosives-derived indicator constituents, but will 
not be able to verify site-specific migration potential for any munition constituent until the 
Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range Clearance programs are 
implemented.

The DON would normally only consider site-specific and comprehensive data collection after 
the conceptual Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment model-based triggers/criteria 
have been exceeded (i.e. screening-level modeling). In consideration of the vulnerability of the 
sole-source aquifer and Guam’s unique geologic features, the DON proposes a site-specific 
implementation of Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range 
Clearance programs that is more stringent than required under existing policy. 

As required by the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range 
Clearance programs, subsequent fate and transport modeling will use site-specific data collected 

     Response: 
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under baseline monitoring (which do include collection of site-specific soil and permeability 
parameters at the firing range site). The DON would appropriately conduct further assessment 
of the site-specific model, further evaluation of Best Management Practices, and/or 
consideration of follow-up groundwater sampling/aquifer testing when triggers/criteria are 
exceeded.

The Final SEIS states that quarterly inspections of the range Best Management Practices will be 
performed. Inspections will lead to identifying if Best Management Practices are still in place or 
if maintenance is required. Any deficiencies that cannot be immediately addressed will be 
reported to the Public Works Department for corrective action. Additionally, the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program will also evaluate Best Management Practice
effectiveness and recommend adjustments as needed.

The DON will investigate additional technologies that could assist with range design and 
minimizing potential impacts (specific technologies or brands were not mentioned to ensure the 
full range of Best Management Practices are considered). Prior to the construction of the range, 
the DON will perform a site survey/inspection to inform range design activities, to include 
evaluating the optimal site grading and any necessary soil amendments to minimize range 
constituent migration. Appropriate Best Management Practices will be evaluated and 
incorporated into the design and construction of the range to minimize the off-site migration of 
stormwater runoff and reduce the infiltration of munitions constituents (e.g. vegetation buffers, 
pH adjustment of soil and water quality/quantity Best Management Practices).
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Stormwater 
 
Stormwater Pollution and Management 
We appreciate the information in the DSEIS regarding the Low Impact Development (LID) plans for the 
project’s main cantonment, which includes references to LID studies, appendices with conceptual 
designs, and a listing of LID goals (p. 4-16).  It also includes DoD’s commitment to follow EPA’s 
“Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater Runoff Requirements for Federal Projects under 
Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act” (p. 4-16).  Because of the karst environment 
at the main cantonment site, monitoring the effectiveness of LID features is critical.  The DSEIS states 
that, ultimately, a field monitoring program for pollutant removal efficiency would be implemented 
under the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program and Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) to 
measure the success of meeting pollutant removal requirements and to modify water quality treatment 
strategies and BMPs, as necessary (p. 4-18).  While the Best Management Practices in the DSEIS 
identify the LID Plan, a SWMP is not listed.   
 

Recommendation:  We recommend the development and implementation of an LID Monitoring 
Effectiveness Plan.  The purpose of the plan would be to make certain the appropriate LID measures 
are designed/sited, maintained, monitored, and effective during the operations phase.  As 
recommended above in our groundwater comment, this plan could be part of a larger more 
comprehensive groundwater management plan.     
 
On page 4-17, the DSEIS assumes that detention basins would be present to control flow rates for 
discharges exceeding the retention capacity of LID features included in the project design.  The 
DSEIS may be referring to detention basins described further down on page 4-17, but this should be 
clarified.  In addition, Table 2.8-1 should include a summary of the operation and capacity of the 
LID features and accompanying detention basins that are included in the proposed action. 
 

Ensuring Compliance with the Stormwater Construction General Permit (CGP) 
We appreciate that that the DSEIS acknowledges there may be stormwater discharges to the ocean and 
that CGP coverage would be required and obtained.  The statement in the DSEIS that the notice of intent 
(NOI) is not a permit application (p. 4-13) is incorrect, however, as an NOI is considered to be a permit 
application for a general permit. 
 
Preparing documents such as the SWPPP and obtaining coverage under the CGP are important; but, in 
order to protect water resources, their implementation must be ensured throughout the construction 
phase. The original DEIS committed to various BMPs and compliance with local sediment and erosion 
control regulations and the CGP, and stated that impacts to surface water would be less than significant. 
In response to EPA’s comments on the original DEIS, DoD asserted that “enforcement of adequate 
erosion and sediment control measures and site specific BMPs would be aggressively maintained 
throughout construction”, and “For construction projects at Apra Harbor or near water bodies, extra 
BMP measures would be provided along the site perimeter near the water (i.e. two lines of defense for 
sediment & erosion control instead of one sediment control BMP).”  Despite these commitments and 
assurances, EPA observed a large discharge of sediment from multiple storm water filtration systems, 
leaking cement wash-out containers, and inadequate sediment control BMPs in place during a Clean 
Water Act construction stormwater inspection in July 2013 while some of these projects, approved 
                                                 
Resources/ER-200434 and http://www.serdp.org/Program-Areas/Environmental-Restoration/Contaminants-on-
Ranges/Protecting-Groundwater-Resources/ER-1229  

621:H

621:I

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:H – There is no current Guam requirement to monitor Low Impact Development 
effectiveness post-construction. However, the DON will develop and implement a "Low Impact 
Development Best Management Practice Operation and Maintenance Inspection Checklist" 
consistent with the 2006 CNMI Guam Stormwater Management Manual to ensure the 
effectiveness of Low Impact Development features. Any deficiencies will reported to and 
addressed by the future Public Works Department of the Marine Corps Base Guam.

The following text has been added to chapter 4.1 and also an appropriate Best Management 
Practice to Table 2.8-1: “Low Impact Development effectiveness in areas of karst geology is of 
special concern. While there is no current Guam requirement to monitor Low Impact 
Development effectiveness post-construction, The DON would develop and implement a "Low 
Impact Development Best Management Practice Operation and Maintenance Inspection 
Checklist" consistent with the 2006 CNMI Guam Stormwater Management Manual to monitor 
and ensure the effectiveness of Low Impact Development features during operation. Any 
deficiencies would be reported to and addressed by the future Public Works Department of the 
Marine Corps Base Guam.

As indicated in the text, "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."

Text has been added to clarify that "As part of the initial design, the project area was delineated 
into sub-basins with stormwater conveyance systems to route discharges to appropriately sized 
detention basins within each sub-basin." Table 2.8-1 lists Low Impact Development features; 
operation and capacity is site-specific and would be determined during the final design phase 
and, therefore, are not listed in Table 2.8-1.

621:I – Thank you for your comment. The following text has been added to Section 4.1.2 to 
address this comment: "A comprehensive Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would 
be updated for Proposed Action. The Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan provides 
an integrated, comprehensive approach to stormwater management for all construction projects 
associated with the Guam military relocation. In addition to procedures and practices to prevent 
discharge of pollutants from construction sites and water resources in Guam, the Program 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan provides roles and responsibilities of various DON 
organizations as well as contractors/subcontractors, regular monitoring and Best Management 
Practice inspection, evaluation, training, and reporting procedures. Submittal of Best 
Management Practice inspection reports and discussion of stormwater non-compliance at 
weekly Quality Control/construction progress meetings would be required. The Program 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan addresses compliance inspections during wet weather 
(weekly during dry periods and daily, along with pre- and post-storm during storm/rain events), 
details of inspection procedures, and documentation requirements. Details of the non-
compliance or discharge reporting to the DON organizations and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Region 9 are included in Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, as well as 
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stormwater compliance enforcement procedures, which include discovery of non-conformance, 
reporting potential non-compliance, and contractual enforcement."
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under the original ROD, were under construction.  
 

Recommendation:   Establish an enforcement framework and chain of accountability for the 
construction phase of the main cantonment.  This is especially important, given that this project 
is much larger than those under construction during EPA’s 2013 inspection.  The FEIS should 
include an outline of the framework, including, at minimum, whom would be accountable, 
inspection schedules, and requirements for documentation of inspections and compliance 
actions.      

 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) Requirements under the CGP 
In our comments on the Preliminary DSEIS, EPA noted that discharge authorization under EPA’s CGP 
for construction projects associated with the relocation would require a demonstration of compliance 
with the ESA before discharge authorization is granted.  The DSEIS (p. 3-5) states that discharge 
authorization would be sought under Criterion E as described in Appendix D of the CGP and that the 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is ongoing.  Consultation will need to be concluded 
before CGP coverage is granted, and DoD will need to comply with any necessary mitigation measures 
identified from the consultation. 
 
We also requested additional information concerning plans for consultation with the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding species under its jurisdiction.  The DSEIS acknowledges NMFS’ 
recent proposed listing of numerous coral species, some of which are present in Guam coastal waters 
and may be affected by sediment from construction-related stormwater discharges, but continues to lack 
information regarding plans for consultation with NMFS. 
 

Recommendation:    The FSEIS should discuss any plans for consultation regarding the coral 
species that have been proposed for listing and any other potentially affected species under the 
jurisdiction of NMFS to ensure compliance with the ESA. 

 
Solid Waste 
 
Green waste 
The clearing of over 1,000 acres of secondary limestone forest and 140 acres of other vegetation for the 
preferred main cantonment alternative will result in the need to manage very large volumes of green 
waste.  The DSEIS states that green waste generated during the buildup would be handled by the utilities 
and site improvements contractors at the designated laydown area located in the northeast corner of 
Finegayan near the Tactical Vehicle Gate and the Main Gate.  The utilities and site improvements 
contractor would be required to divert all the green waste, with trees and stumps mulched and smaller-
sized green waste composted (p. 4-110).  The DSEIS also states that a proposed green waste processing 
facility at Naval Base Guam Landfill may also be used to process green waste generated during 
construction.  The DoD will seek permit authorization from Guam EPA for the proposed green waste 
processing facility. 
 
We are concerned that DoD is transferring too much responsibility to the utilities and site improvements 
contractor, and that sufficient pre-planning for the large amount of green waste has not yet occurred.  In 
addition, processing green waste at the Navy landfill would involve transportation from Finegayan to 
Navy Base Guam, which would add traffic and air quality impacts that were not evaluated.  We also 
stress the need for sufficient oversight of this operation.  As noted in our stormwater comments, the 

621:I
Cont.

621:J

621:K

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:J – Comments received regarding the Construction General Permit requirements have been 
noted.  The DON will comply fully with the any legal requirements set forth in the Biological 
Opinion which will be issued at the conclusion of consultation under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act.

621:K – The DON updated the Final Comprehensive Construction and Demolition and Solid 
Waste Management Plan for Guam Military Relocation, including the green waste management 
sections. The Utilities and Site Improvement contractor will be required to process/compost 
green waste on-site. As part of construction waste management, contractors will be required to 
submit a green waste processing/composting plan to Navy and obtain required solid waste 
permits for green waste processing and composting from Guam Environmental Protection 
Agency. The DON will review the contractors’ project-specific waste management plans prior 
to their submittal to Guam Environmental Protection Agency and will provide oversight during 
the construction.
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preparation of planning documents and commitments does not guarantee compliance in the field; 
effective oversight is essential. 
 

Recommendation:  The FSEIS should confirm the plan and logistics for managing the volume of 
green waste.  It should describe how DoD, as the owner of the prospective green waste facilities, 
would ensure sufficient planning by the utilities and site improvements contractor, and include 
mechanisms for ensuring compliance and oversight of green waste management and for 
development of permit technical documents in support of a permit application.  DoD should 
ensure sufficient lead time for obtaining permits from Guam EPA and for constructing and 
operating compost or green waste facilities, since they appear critical for the management of the 
significant amount of green waste anticipated. 

 
Use of DoD Landfills 
The DSEIS indicates that the Navy landfill would be used to dispose/manage waste not accepted at 
Layon municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF).  In our comments on the Preliminary DSEIS, EPA 
inquired about the operating and permit status of the Navy landfill facilities, and about the Navy’s prior 
plans for closure of those facilities.  We appreciate that the DSEIS states that the proposed action would 
be consistent with any prospective permit terms and conditions, and that the Navy is coordinating with 
Guam EPA to ensure compliance of its landfill facilities.  The DSEIS also references the continued use 
of the Anderson Air Force Base (AAFB) landfill facilities for solid waste not accepted at the Layon 
MSWLF.  Please note that the operating and permit status of AAFB landfill facilities is not clear and 
should also involve coordination with Guam EPA to ensure that the proposed action would be consistent 
with the operating status of the landfill facilities and any prospective permit terms and conditions.  EPA 
will continue to work with DoD and Guam EPA to provide technical and regulatory assistance on the 
Navy and Anderson landfill facilities, as needed and appropriate. 
 

Recommendation:  Provide an update in the FSEIS regarding the status of the coordination with 
Guam EPA regarding the DoD landfill facilities and the timing for a new green waste processing 
facility at the Navy landfill.   

 
Guam Zero Waste Plan 
The DoD Office of Economic Adjustment funded the development of a comprehensive Guam Zero 
Waste Plan (http://www.one.guam.gov/zero-waste/plan.html) to plan for and mitigate solid waste 
impacts of the buildup through 2025; however, this information is not reflected in the DSEIS.   
 

Recommendation:  Incorporate or reference the Zero Waste Plan and its recommendations in the 
FSEIS and confirm DoD’s support for its implementation, in collaboration with GovGuam and 
Guam EPA.   

    
Biological Resources 
 
Mitigation for Significant Impacts 
The preferred main cantonment alternative would clear over 1,000 acres of secondary limestone forest 
and over 140 acres of other vegetation from the Guam Overlay Refuge (p. 4-50).  The DSEIS recognizes 
that limestone forests are important on Guam because they retain the functional ecological components 
of native forest that provide habitat for the majority of Guam’s native species, including Guam- and 
federally-listed threatened and endangered species, as well as maintain water quality and reduce fire risk 
(p. 5-339).  Nevertheless, approximately 977 acres of recovery habitat for the endangered Mariana fruit 

621:K
Cont.

621:L

621:M

621:N

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:L – The permit status of the Navy Base Guam Apra Harbor is currently being discussed
with the Guam Environmental Protection Agency. Andersen AFB Landfill is not proposed for 
any use for the proposed action, implementation or operations phase. Updates to the regulatory 
status of these two landfills has been added in the final SEIS.

621:M – GovGuam's Zero Waste Plan and DoD's Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan 
(Stormwater Management Plan) are mentioned in the Final SEIS. DoD supports 
recommendations in GovGuam's Zero Waste Plan that are consistent with 1) DoD's Integrated 
Solid Waste Management Plan; 2) are not legally prohibited; and 3) are cost- effective. DoD's 
waste reduction, reuse, and recycling efforts supports and complements GovGuam's 
implementation of its Zero Waste Plan. 

621:N – The DON will work closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during the 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation process to ensure impacts on protected species 
and their habitat are addressed. The results of the consultation will be included in the Record of 
Decision. 

As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone forest would 
be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The proposed forest 
enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone forest on other 
areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will address stressors 
and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem. 

As stated in the Draft SEIS, the DoN proposes to expand the existing Orote Ecological Reserve 
Area and designate a new Ecological Reserve Area at the NAVMAG. Both of these areas would 
not be subject to future DoD development.

The primary purpose of military properties is to support the military mission. However, the 
DoD, in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service has identified a dual purpose of most 
undeveloped lands on Guam military bases, which is as a Refuge overlay for wildlife. However, 
the cooperative agreement between the Fish and Wildlife Service and the DoD clearly states 
that the primary purpose of the lands proposed to support military relocation is to meet the 
military mission. Though the loss of habitat would occur if the proposed action is implemented, 
extensive mitigation and conservation measures are proposed as part of the action.
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bat would be removed under the preferred main cantonment alternative (p. 4-55) as well as 978 acres of 
recovery habitat for the extirpated Mariana crow, the Micronesian kingfisher, and the Guam rail (which 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) plans to reintroduce), thus reducing the total populations of 
these species the island can support (p. 4-57).   
 
In addition to the main cantonment, the impacts to terrestrial biological resources from the preferred 
LFTR alternative would also be significant (p. 5-340), removing over 200 acres of limestone forest, 
including over 90 acres of valuable primary limestone forest (p. 5-339).  Because the LFTR would 
impact the Guam National Wildlife Refuge managed by the FWS, in addition to the DoD-managed 
Overlay Refuge, impacts include removal of 12 acres of “critical habitat” for several endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act, with impacts to an additional 200+ acres of critical habitat that 
would become inaccessible and possibly impacted by noise.          
         
The DSEIS states that removal of this vegetation for the main cantonment and LFTR would be 
significant but mitigable.  Mitigation includes forest enhancements on approximately 1,200 acres of 
limestone forest to include ungulate fencing, removal of non-native vegetation, and planting native 
species (p. 4-52, 5-340).  To mitigate for the loss of the overlay refuge conservation areas, DoD would 
designate 553 acres of forest in the NAVMAG as an Ecological Research Area and expand the Orote 
ERA by 32 acres (p. 4-54).    
 
While we defer to the FWS for determination as to whether the proposed mitigation is sufficient for 
impacts of such magnitude, we are concerned that mitigation proposed on DoD land would be subject to 
future development impacts.  The project proposes to develop the LFTR in areas that have been set aside 
to mitigate previous project impacts; for example, the LFTR would remove the ungulate enclosure being 
constructed as mitigation for previous Air Force actions on AAFB in accordance with a FWS Biological 
Opinion (p. 5-329).  In addition, the LFTR largely occurs in a conservation area from previous FWS 
consultations (Figure 5.5.8-2).  The mitigation proposed does not appear to replace these mitigation 
areas in addition to providing mitigation for this project’s impacts.  The cumulative impacts analysis for 
terrestrial biological resources indicates a serious decline of terrestrial biological health on Guam (p. 7-
78).  The significant impacts from the proposed projects, in addition to the loss of areas serving as 
mitigation for other projects’ impacts, warrants a robust mitigation proposal that would restore or 
conserve resources in perpetuity. 
     

Recommendation:  Continue to work with FWS to develop a more substantial mitigation 
proposal.  We recommend establishing conservation areas on lands that would not be subject to 
future DoD development.  Identify a mechanism where this could occur, such as the transfer of 
DoD property to a third party for conservation purposes or the purchase of private property and 
transfer to a conservation organization or agency for preservation in perpetuity.  We note that 
Barrigada includes almost 100 acres of primary limestone forest and some wetlands that are 
valuable resources for protection.      

   
Alternative B, D are environmentally preferable 
EPA continues to strongly recommend that DoD consider the use of South Finegayan for family 
housing, as represented in main cantonment Alternative B, in order to reduce significant impacts to 
terrestrial biological resources.  Alternative B would redevelop existing unutilized housing in South 
Finegayan and would save almost 200 acres of secondary limestone forest that would be removed under 
Alternative A (p. 4-38, p. 4-157).  In addition, Alternative B would reduce new impervious surface by 
100 acres over Alternative A and would be located further from nearshore environments and Haputo 

621:N
Cont.

621:O

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:O – The DON has added an alternative combination to the SEIS and changed the preferred 
alternative as a result of its continued analysis of reasonable alternatives and feedback from the 
public and local and federal agencies during the Draft SEIS public comment period. The new 
alternative combination moves the preferred family housing location from Finegayan to 
Andersen AFB, while maintaining the main cantonment at Finegayan. This new alternative 
combination is essentially a combination of cantonment and housing alternatives already 
analyzed in the Draft SEIS. It also moves the preferred housing location from an undeveloped 
area that was part of the Overlay Refuge to an area that is already developed for family housing, 
thus avoiding the impacts to the recovery habitat present in the southern portion of Finegayan. 

The DON stresses that the preferred alternative may change as we continue the SEIS process, 
and that a final decision will not be made until all alternatives are analyzed and the Final SEIS 
has been completed.
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Beach, offering a larger buffer.  Preserving forest also helps protect the groundwater in the NGLA and 
preserves the carbon sequestration that would otherwise be lost from the deforestation.  
 
Locating the main cantonment at Barrigada (Alternative D) would spare 757 acres of limestone forest 
over the preferred alternative. This would go a long way towards reducing impacts.   
 

Recommendation:  Consider the serious decline of terrestrial biological health on Guam and 
select an alternative that would reduce impacts while also meeting the purpose and need of the 
project.  Alternative D should be considered for the main cantonment.  At a minimum, 
Alternative B should be selected over the preferred alternative since it is very similar but with 
fewer impacts.          

 
Impacts to the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area (ERA) 
The family housing under Alternative A would be located on the cliff at an elevation of 360 feet and 0.1 
mile from Haputo Beach.  We appreciate that the project proposes a 100 foot vegetated buffer from 
Haputo plus a 200 foot landscape buffer, however we believe a larger buffer with natural vegetation 
would be more protective.  The DSEIS acknowledges that the plant cover at Finegayan protects the thin 
soils from erosion (p. 4-5).  Preserving the natural vegetation is more protective and reduces the risk of 
introducing fertilizers or pesticides to the near-shore environment.  The DSEIS states that avoiding 
pesticides and fertilizers would be considered to protect water quality (p. 4-16); however this would be 
difficult to enforce. 
   

Recommendation:  We strongly recommend that a larger vegetated buffer be used for the family 
housing area.  This could be accomplished by using the higher density of 6 housing units per acre 
(the DSEIS states that the density would be 4-6 units per acre).  We also continue to recommend 
the use of Finegayan South for housing, as it is disturbed land and would not involve 
development so close to the valuable coral resources at Haputo.   

 
Biosecurity 
Any additional movements of personnel or supplies increases the risk of further spread of the invasive 
brown tree snake; therefore, ensuring sufficient biosecurity must be a top priority.  The DSEIS states 
that the Navy will follow standard Navy biosecurity protocols regarding detection and management of 
non-native species and that the Navy agrees that it will fund the increase of current federally funded 
brown treesnake interdiction measures (in Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii) where the increase is related to 
direct, indirect and induced growth caused by the Marine Corps relocation to Guam (p. 4-55).   
 

Recommendation:  Continue to consult with FWS to ensure biosecurity is sufficient for the 
project.  Provide an update on this consultation in the FSEIS.   

 
Recreation 
The DSEIS is inconsistent in its evaluation of impacts to recreation from the LFTR.  On page 5-328 it 
states that there will be a less than significant impact on recreation from the preferred Alternative 5.  
Impacts include eliminating access to public hiking trails and accessible caves for 39 weeks of the year.  
The environmental justice analysis on p. 5-383 concludes that “the access restrictions resulting from 
implementation of Alternative 5 would result in significant impacts to recreational resources and the 
need to relocate the USFWS Nature Center.  In addition to access restrictions, there are potential indirect 
impacts from firing range noise, which could lessen visitor enjoyment of recreational resources in the 
area and affect uses by private landowners at Jinapsan Beach”.  Table 5.7-1 again lists a less than 

621:O
Cont.

621:P

621:Q

621:R

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)
621:P – The DON has added an alternative combination to the SEIS and changed the preferred 
alternative as a result of its continued analysis of reasonable alternatives and feedback from the 
public and local and federal agencies during the Draft SEIS public comment period. The new 
alternative combination moves the preferred family housing location from Finegayan to 
Andersen AFB, while maintaining the main cantonment at Finegayan. This new alternative 
moves the preferred housing location from an undeveloped area that was part of the Overlay 
Refuge to an area that is already developed for family housing, thus in effect accomplishing the 
goals inherent in your comment. The DON stresses that the preferred alternative may change as 
we continue the SEIS process, and that a final decision will not be made until all alternatives are 
analyzed and the Final SEIS has been completed.

621:Q – In accordance with the Endangered Species Act section 7 process, the DON has 
conducted section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding biosecurity 
issues. The Final SEIS will be updated based upon the consultation process and the preparation 
of the Biological Assessment. The Biological Assessment can be found in Appendix F.5 in the 
Final SEIS.

621:R – The inconsistencies mentioned have been corrected in the Final SEIS. The impacts to 
recreation are consistently identified as being significant in the Final SEIS.
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significant impact for the preferred Alternative 5.  
  

Recommendation:  Correct the discrepancies in the conclusions for impacts to recreational 
resources associated with the LFTR.  Based on the described access restrictions, it appears 
impacts would be significant.             

 

621:R
Cont.

Comment ID: #621 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1456



Comment ID: #622

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

     Response: 

G.2-1457



Comment ID: #623

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

     Response: 

G.2-1458



Comment ID: #624
624 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1459



Comment ID: #625

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

     Response: 

G.2-1460



Comment ID: #626
626 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1461



Comment ID: #627
627 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1462



Comment ID: #628
628 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1463



Comment ID: #629

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

     Response: 

G.2-1464



Comment ID: #630

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

     Response: 

G.2-1465



Comment ID: #631

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

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #632

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

     Response: 

G.2-1467



Comment ID: #633

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

     Response: 

G.2-1468



Comment ID: #634
634 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1469



Comment ID: #635

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

     Response: 

G.2-1470



Comment ID: #636
636 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1471



Comment ID: #637

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

     Response: 

G.2-1472



Comment ID: #638
638 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1473



Comment ID: #639

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

     Response: 

G.2-1474



Comment ID: #640

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

     Response: 

G.2-1475



Comment ID: #641
641 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1476



Comment ID: #642
642 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1477



Comment ID: #643
643 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1478



Comment ID: #644
644 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1479



Comment ID: #645

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

     Response: 

G.2-1480



Comment ID: #646
646 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1481



Comment ID: #647
647 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1482



Comment ID: #648
648 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1483



Comment ID: #649

649:A

649:A - Thank you for your summary of the project. Responses to your comments are provided 
on the following pages.

     Response: 

G.2-1484



649:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1485



649:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)
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649:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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649:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1488



649:B

649:C

649:D

649:E

649:F

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:B – 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 
and has also met with elected officials and community leaders.

649: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.

649: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.

649:E – 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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. 
Mitigation is proposed that would entail DoD supporting GovGuam Division of Aquatic and 
Wildlife Resources in their management of the Fish Aggregating Devices. Specific Fish
Aggregating Devices locations and level of support have not been determined. No additional 
mitigation is proposed.

649: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: 
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649:G

649:H

649:I

649:J

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649: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.

649:H – The infrequent occurrence of the Micronesian starling at Naval Computer and 
Telecommunications Area Master Station (i.e., Finegayan in the SEIS) is discussed in Section 
4.1.8.1 of the Draft SEIS. Section 4.1.8.2 of the Draft SEIS addresses potential impacts to 
Micronesian starlings and the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area.

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

649:J – Best Management Practices are included as part of the proposed action. No specific 
changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response to it. However, your 
comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1490



649:K

649:L

649:M

649:N

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:K – DoD understands and recognizes the significance of natural resources on Guam. To the 
degree possible, impacts to natural resources would be avoided or minimized during the 
planning process. 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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. 
Mitigation is proposed that would entail DoD supporting GovGuam Division of Aquatic and 
Wildlife Resources in their management of the Fish Aggregating Devices. Specific Fish 
Aggregating Devices locations and level of support have not been determined. No additional 
mitigation is proposed.

649:L – No comment was provided; therefore, there is no response.

649:M – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone 
forest would be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The 
proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone 
forest on other areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will 
address stressors and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem.

649:N – 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 

     Response: 
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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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. 
Mitigation is proposed that would entail DoD supporting GovGuam Division of Aquatic and 
Wildlife Resources in their management of the Fish Aggregating Devices. Specific Fish 
Aggregating Devices locations and level of support have not been determined. No additional 
mitigation is proposed.

     Response: 

G.2-1492



649:O

649:P

649:Q

649:R

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:O – No comment was provided; therefore, there is no response.

649:P – 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.

649:Q – As stated in Section 4.1.8.2 of the Draft SEIS, to mitigate for significant impacts to 
native habitat, the DON proposes to implement forest enhancement on a 1:1 ratio for acreage of 
impacted limestone forest. Forest enhancement would include but is not limited to the following 
actions:

• Ungulate management consisting of exclusion fencing and active control (i.e. trapping, 
snaring, shooting) with the goal of eradication within the fenced areas.

• Non-native, invasive vegetation removal. 
• 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).

The anticipated benefit of implementing these potential mitigation measures is improved habitat 
quality for native flora and fauna, including special-status species. Forest enhancement would 
also support natural regeneration and seed propagation, reduce erosion, and increase water 
retention (i.e., reduces fire risk).

649:R – Comment is restating the mitigation measures in the SEIS. Therefore, no response to 
the comment is required.

     Response: 
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649:S

649:T

649:U

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:S – 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.

649:T – No comment was provided; therefore, there is no response.

649:U – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone 
forest would be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The 
proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone 
forest on other areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will 
address stressors and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem.

     Response: 
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649:V

649:W

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:V – 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. 
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).

649:W – Practices to protect cultural resources are contained in the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement. Consistent with the Programmatic Agreement process, the parties to the 
Programmatic Agreement and the public will be consulted on specific projects and measures for 
identifying, avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating adverse effects to historic properties.

     Response: 
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649:X

649:Y

649:Z

649:AA

649:AB

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:X – As no LFTRC activities would physically occur on any beach that may be used by 
nesting sea turtles, and noise levels from LFTRC operations would not affect nesting sea turtles, 
there would be no impacts to nesting sea turtles due to LFTRC operations at Northwest Field. 

649:Y – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's natural resources of 
cultural importance. 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. This measure was developed in consultation with the Guam State 
Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Department of 
Chamorro Affairs, and the public. In addition, 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.

649:Z – The Surface Danger Zone encompasses nearshore and offshore waters. Access to these 
areas would be restricted during training operations. 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.

649:AA – 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.

649:AB – As stated in Section 4.1.8.2, the following measures may be implemented to mitigate 
potential direct, long-term impacts of proposed operational activities on cliffline habitat within 
the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area:

• Fencing of the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area access trail to control and manage 
access. 

• Development and installation of informational and educational signage. 
• Development of educational materials for military and civilian personnel on the sensitive 

biological resources within the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area.
• Monitoring of visitor use.

An Ecological Reserve Area is established to conserve and protect characteristic or outstanding 
botanical, ecological, geological, and scenic features or processes and where current natural 
conditions are maintained. These conditions are ordinarily achieved by allowing natural, 
physical, and biological processes to prevail without human intervention. Fencing to manage 
access would assist in maintaining the characteristics and integrity of the Haputo Ecological 
Reserve Area and would prevent overuse and potential damage to terrestrial biological 
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resources. These measures are consistent with the goals and objectives of the Haputo Ecological 
Reserve Area Management Plan (NAVFAC Marianas 2010).

     Response: 
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649:AC – In Section 4.3.8.2 of the Draft SEIS, potential impacts to the Mariana 
fruit bat are described. In addition, the DON proposes a number of Best 
Management Practices and mitigation measures that would be implemented to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate for the potential impacts.

649:AD – 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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on 
submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.

649:AE – Much of the currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian Unit and 
Guam National Wildlife Refuge 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%. Access to these areas would be consistent with established 
Refuge rules and regulations. For areas that fall within the Surface Danger Zones, 
access will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used for 
military training. 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. DoD looks forward to working 
with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that 
balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the continuing public use 
and enjoyment of these resources.
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649:AF – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see page 5-342), the construction of the 
proposed Northwest Field LFTRC would require the relocation of the ungulate 
exclosure fence that is currently being constructed in accordance with conservation 
measures identified during Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation for a 
previous Air Force action. The relocated ungulate exclosure fence would 
encompass a larger area and disturb a smaller acreage of limestone forest.

649:AG – Topics related to compensation for use of existing lands on 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.

649:AH – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred 
alternative that moves the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This 
change substantially reduces the impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, 
the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the 
DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment has been 
prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-
listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS 
specify conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid 
effects of the proposed action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological 
Opinion, which would be issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their 
review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final determination of impacts to 
Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in this SEIS.
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649:AI

649:AJ

649:AK

649:AL

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AI – As the only known Serianthes tree on Guam occurs on Andersen AFB within the 
vicinity of the proposed LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field, as stated in Section 5.5.8.2, a 
minimum buffer of 100 feet (30 meters) would be established around the tree and no activities 
would be permitted within this buffer to avoid and minimize potential impacts to this individual 
tree. In addition, the one remaining adult Serianthes tree at Northwest Field is in poor condition 
due to termites and rotting at the base. The tree is leaning which renders it more susceptible to 
snapping or toppling in the event of a catastrophic typhoon. Under the proposed action, guide 
wires would be installed to support the tree at Northwest Field thereby reducing the potential 
for its collapse. Table 2.8-1 has been revised to include these Best Management Practices for 
the Serianthes tree.

649:AJ – Refer to response of previous comment regarding the revision of Table 2.8-1 to 
include Serianthes. Table 2.8-1 is not meant to provide a complete list of all special-status 
species and any proposed Best Management Practices. Some Best Management Practices for 
other biological resource sections (e.g., vegetation) will benefit special-status species but are not 
specifically listed within this table. For example, many Best Management Practices listed under 
General Biological Resources are applicable to the special-status species listed in the comment. 
Best Management Practices are listed in the table for the Mariana fruit bat and cycads. The 
discussion of applicable Best Management Practices for all special-status species are provided 
in the associated Environmental Consequences sections for each cantonment/family housing 
and LFTRC alternative.

649:AK – As described in Table 2.8-1, appropriate or non-invasive species will be planted in all 
new landscapes. Additionally, all construction will occur within the limits of construction 
shown in the Contractor Plans and Specifications.

649:AL – No comment was provided; therefore, there is no response.
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649:AM

649:AN

649:AO

649:AP

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AM – In response to concerns by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Guam Division of 
Aquatic and Wildlife Resources, the DON is revising the single Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan for all lands under the authority of Joint Region Mariana to address those 
concerns. Potential mitigation measures proposed within the SEIS may be incorporated into the 
in-progress revision of the Joint Region Marianas Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan.

649:AN – Table 3.8.3-2 does not present the potential impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed 
species recovery habitat from the proposed action as assessed in the SEIS. Rather, the table is 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Opinion on the original 2010 Final EIS and 
summarizes the impacts to recovery habitat based on implementation of the original 2010 Guam 
Military Relocation action.

649:AO – 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.

649:AP – The DON agrees with your comment and the statement in the Draft SEIS is 
consistent with your information on brown treesnake suppression. The SEIS statement merely 
affirms that the brown treesnake is the major limiting factor in the recovery of extirpated 
species on Guam.
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649:AQ

649:AR

649:AS

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AQ – 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.

649:AR – 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.

649:AS – The proposed action at Northwest Field would not eliminate all limestone forest nor 
preclude the recovery of native species on Guam and thousands of acres of limestone forest and 
other native habitats would remain, on DoD, GovGuam, and private lands, after implementation 
of the preferred alternative. After implementation of any action alternative assessed in the SEIS, 
sufficient habitat would remain on Guam to support the recovery of native species.
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649:AT

649:AU

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AT – The DON agrees with your comment and the statement in the Draft SEIS is 
consistent with your information on brown treesnake suppression. The SEIS statement merely 
affirms that the brown treesnake is the major limiting factor in the recovery of extirpated 
species on Guam.

649:AU – Given the topography and distance from shore of the physical components of the 
proposed action and implementation of best practices to avoid and minimize any potential 
impacts, the significance of potential impacts from surface runoff and spent munitions was 
determined to be insignificant in accordance with the NEPA process and applicable regulations 
identified under Water Resources and Marine Biological Resources.
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649:AV

649:AW

649:AX

649:AY

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AV – A comprehensive Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared 
for the Proposed Action. The Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would provide an 
integrated, comprehensive approach to stormwater management for all construction projects 
associated with the Guam military relocation. In addition to procedures and practices to prevent 
discharge of pollutants from construction sites and water resources in Guam, the Program 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan provides roles and responsibilities of various DON 
organizations as well as contractors/subcontractors, regular monitoring and Best Management 
Practice inspection, evaluation, training, and reporting procedures. Submittal of Best 
Management Practice inspection reports and discussion of stormwater non-compliance at 
weekly Quality Control/construction progress meetings would be required. The Program 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would also address compliance inspections during wet 
weather (weekly during dry periods and daily, along with pre- and post-storm during storm/rain 
events), details of inspection procedures, and documentation requirements. Details of the non-
compliance or discharge reporting to the DON organizations and U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency Region 9 would also be included in Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, as 
well as stormwater compliance enforcement procedures, which include discovery of non-
conformance, reporting potential non-compliance, and contractual enforcement. This 
information has been added to Section 4.1.2.

649:AW – The potable water volume of the updated Guam utility studies includes estimated 
potable water demands from all sources, including forecast organic civilian growth. The 
construction period peak was considered as a special subset of the years through 2028 since the 
construction workers would be provided potable water from the Guam Waterworks Authority 
water system. Most increased demand for potable water from the Guam Waterworks Authority 
water system after the construction period would come from organic civilian growth, not from 
induced growth due to the proposed action. The three year-long U.S. Geological Survey aquifer 
study concluded that with proper management, the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer could supply 
adequate quantity and quality of water through the year 2028. Whether the Guam Waterworks 
Authority improves their system adequately to handle this increased demand is not the 
responsibility of the DoD. The proposed U.S. Marine Corps relocation would be provided 
required potable water from the proposed expansion of the DoD potable water system, 
estimated at 1.7 million gallons per day (Final SEIS section 2.2.4 Utilities) using a conservative 
approach and not considering LEED Silver and sustainability implementation of water saving 
features.

649:AX – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action.

649:AY – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel to 
access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July, 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
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developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.
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649:AZ

649:AAA

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AZ – In accordance with the goals and objectives of an Ecological Reserve Area when it is 
established, an Ecological Reserve Area is maintained in natural and near natural conditions and 
to have available such areas for research and scientific manipulation. All Ecological Reserve 
Areas would be accessible to Guam and federal resource agencies to conduct monitoring and 
recovery efforts of biological resources.

649:AAA – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans.
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649:AAB

649:AAC

649:AAD

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAB – As stated in the Draft SEIS in the Best Management Practice and mitigation 
sections for each cantonment/family housing and LFTRC alternative, native species would be 
used for forest enhancement. For example, on page 4-52: 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).

649:AAC – Pati Point on Andersen AFB is already a designated Natural Area. Access to the 
existing Pati Point Natural Area is highly restricted to protect the natural resources, and is 
allowed only with the permission of Andersen AFB. The natural area is managed in accordance 
with the Joint Region Marianas Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.

649:AAD – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans.
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649:AAE

649:AAF

649:AAG

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAE – 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).

649:AAF – Please refer to the beginning part of the Terrestrial Biological Resources portion of 
the table, Construction Impacts (page 4-397) where forest enhancement is proposed as a 
mitigation measure.

649:AAG – Implementation of the proposed action would not result in insufficient remaining 
recovery habitat for any Endangered Species Act-listed species such that it could not be 
reintroduced and potentially achieve proposed recovery goals as outlined in the respective 
recovery plans. For the original 2010 proposed action, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
prepared a summary table listing the existing recovery habitat, what would potentially be lost 
due to the 2010 proposed action, and what would remain (see Table 3.8.3-2). As the proposed 
action assessed in the SEIS would impact less acreage and therefore impact less recovery 
habitat, the proposed action would not result in insufficient recovery habitat for any species 
with identified recovery habitat.
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649:AAH

649:AAI

649:AAJ

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAH – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action. As stated in the Draft 
SEIS, all construction would occur within the limits of construction shown in the project figures 
and vegetation clearing would be the absolute minimum necessary. 

649:AAI – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action.

649:AAJ – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action. The tree snails are 
located below the plateau of Finegayan and below the cliff within the Haputo Ecological 
Reserve Area. There would be an approximate 150-foot wide area of vegetation between the 
project footprint and the cliffline above Haputo Ecological Reserve Area.
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649:AAK

649:AAL

649:AAM

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAK – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans. 

Regarding the rate of vegetation clearing at a project site. It would not be practicable to limit the 
rate of vegetation clearing by a construction contractor. In addition, even though it may seem 
reasonable to allow wildlife species such as skinks or geckos to seek refuge in vegetation, if the 
vegetation within a project area will eventually be cleared, allowing the species to move into 
that vegetation would not result in any benefits to the species. 

649:AAL – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see Section 2.8), pre-construction butterfly and host 
plant surveys would be conducted within the proposed construction footprint and host plants, 
larvae or eggs would be salvaged/relocated. In addition, high-value (both biologically and 
culturally) plant species such as T. rotensis and Heritiera could be salvaged during construction
activities and translocated to suitable habitat. 

649:AAM – Table 4.6-1 provides a summary of the potential impacts to terrestrial biological 
resources with implementation of the cantonment/family housing alternatives. While the table 
and associated text do indicate a No Impact conclusion for the white-throated ground dove, the 
impact conclusion for the Mariana fruit bat is Significant Impact - Mitigable (see page 4-398 of 
the Draft SEIS). The impact conclusion for the white-throated ground dove is based on the 
extremely infrequent occurrence of the species on Guam due to individual birds flying from 
Rota. Given the extreme rarity of the ground-dove on Guam, the proposed construction and 
operation of the proposed action is expected to have no impact on the species.
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649:AAN

649:AAO

649:AAP

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAN – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans. 
The DON has developed a biosecurity outreach and education program to inform the general 
public, DoD employees, military personnel, and their dependents regarding native vs. non-
native, invasive species, impacts of non-native, invasive species on native species and 
ecosystems, and what can be done to prevent and control nonnative, invasive species. Program 
materials include an educational brochure, a children’s activity booklet, and an associated 
poster that differentiates native from introduced species, defines invasive species, describes the 
known impacts of invasive species on native species and ecosystems, and what can be done to 
prevent and control invasive species. With implementation of Best Management Practices, 
including ongoing implementation of standard DON and commercial biosecurity protocols 
(e.g., Port of Guam, A.B. Won Pat International Airport) regarding detection and management 
of non-native species, and 1-year post-construction monitoring to evaluate effectiveness of 
Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point, the potential for the introduction of new or spread 
of existing non-native species on Guam during the operation of the proposed action is 
considered unlikely.

649:AAO – In accordance with the goals and objectives of an Ecological Reserve Area when it 
is established, an Ecological Reserve Area is maintained in natural and near natural conditions 
and to have available such areas for research and scientific manipulation. All Ecological 
Reserve Areas would be accessible to Guam and federal resource agencies to conduct 
monitoring and recovery efforts of biological resources. 

649:AAP – All military personnel and their dependents on Guam are provided educational 
materials regarding the unique environment of Guam and the presence of special-status species 
on Overlay Refuge lands, which essentially encompass the majority of DoD lands on Guam. 
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 Overlay Refuge lands.
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649:AAQ

649:AAR

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAQ – The SEIS addresses impacts associated with construction and operation of the 
proposed action. Potential impacts to special-status and migratory species from operations 
include those impacts associated with human activities. Refer to sections 4.1.8.2, 4.2.8.2, 
4.3.8.2, 4.4.8.2, 4.4.8.2, 5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2, 5.4.8.2, and 5.5.8.2. In addition, impacts to 
human activities are addressed in the Land Use and Submerged Land Use sections (see 4.1.6.2, 
4.2.6.2, 4.3.6.2, 4.4.6.2, 4.5.6.2, 5.1.6.2, 5.2.6.2, 5.3.6.2, 5.4.6.2, 5.5.6.2) and Recreational 
Resources sections (see 4.1.7.2, 4.2.7.2, 4.3.7.2, 4.4.7.2, 4.5.7.2, 5.1.7.2, 5.2.7.2, 5.3.7.2, 
5.4.7.2, 5.5.7.2) of the SEIS.

649:AAR – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see page 4-52), a number of Best Management 
Practices and mitigation measures would be implemented to address significant impacts to 
special-status species, particularly impacts to their habitat. These include using native regional 
plants for landscaping; prevent the introduction of invasive species; all construction would 
occur within the limits of construction shown in the project figures; non-native, invasive 
vegetation removal; 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). 
The anticipated benefit of implementing these potential mitigation measures is improved habitat 
quality for native flora and fauna, including special-status species. Forest enhancement would 
also support natural regeneration and seed propagation, reduce erosion, and increase water 
retention (i.e., reduces fire risk).
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649:AAS

649:AAT

649:AAU

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAS – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see page 4-62), a number of Best Management 
Practices and mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts to the 
eight-spot butterfly and its host plants (e.g., pre-construction butterfly and host plant surveys 
within the proposed construction footprint and salvage/relocation of host plants, larvae or eggs; 
see Section 2.8). In addition, proposed forest enhancement would also benefit the survival the 
eight-spot butterfly. In particular, the objectives of ungulate management, control/suppression 
of invasive plants, and outplanting of native species, including eight-spot butterfly host plants. 

649:AAT – As stated in the Draft SEIS, there would be no impacts to the one remaining mature 
Serianthes tree at Northwest Field or Serianthes recovery habitat due to operations associated 
with the cantonment/family housing and LFTRC. However, Best Management Practices and 
mitigation measures are proposed for potential impacts to the one remaining mature Serianthes
tree and Serianthes recovery habitat (see Section 4.1.8.2).

649:AAU – As stated in the Draft SEIS, Best Management Practices and mitigation measures 
are proposed for potential impacts to Guam-listed special-status species due to construction 
activities (see Table 4.6-1, page 4-400). The referenced section of Table 4.6-1 is pertaining to 
operational impacts.
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649:AAV

649:AAW

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAV – 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.

649:AAW – Best Management Practices are described in more detail within the impact analysis 
sections; primarily educational training for the construction workforce and DoD personnel and 
their dependents on the value of natural marine resources and how to avoid adversely impacting 
them while utilizing/enjoying them. Recreational areas likely to be impacted by the proposed 
action are also discussed in more detail within the impact analysis sections.
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649:AAX

649:AAY

649:AAZ

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AAX – 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 CNMI Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could 
supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative 
Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only 
those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study area. However, 
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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a 
significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.

649:AAY – Best Management Practices to prevent damage to the marine environment during 
recreational use are identified within the impacts analyses sections, and include educational 
training for the construction workforce and DoD personnel and their dependents on the value of 
natural marine resources and how to avoid adversely impacting them while utilizing/enjoying 
them.

649:AAZ – There is no in-water construction proposed; educational training for the 
construction workforce and DoD personnel and their dependents on the value of natural marine 
resources and how to avoid adversely impacting them while utilizing/enjoying them - including 
minimizing and avoiding adversely impacting special status coral species.
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649:ABA

649:ABB

649:ABC

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABA – The Haputo site has some access restrictions through its designation as an 
Ecological Reserve Area. Terrestrial access is through the discretion of the Commanding 
Officer of Naval Base Guam. Visitors must log in at the security office. Boat access is currently 
not regulated. Proposed mitigations associated with biological resources, section 4.1.8, include 
fencing of the access trail and monitoring of visitor use. Through cultural awareness programs 
highlighting the sensitivity of this site/potential Traditional Cultural Property, biological 
mitigation measures, and ongoing procedures for terrestrial access, the risk of inadvertent 
disturbance to the site would be minimized.

649:ABB – Measures to protect water resources from stormwater runoff are listed in Section 
2.8 and discussed in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the SEIS.

As noted in the Final SEIS, 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 and natural history of Guam. 
Through these programs, biological mitigation measures, and ongoing procedures for terrestrial 
access, the risk of inadvertent disturbance to natural resources would be minimized.

649:ABC – As noted in the Final SEIS, 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 and natural 
history of Guam. Through these programs, biological mitigation measures, and ongoing 
procedures for terrestrial access, the risk of inadvertent disturbance to natural resources would 
be minimized.

     Response: 

G.2-1516



649:ABD

649:ABE

649:ABF

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABD – Most off-roading occurs in known off-road use areas that are either on GovGuam
lands or private lands, and such areas are not located in sufficient proximity to either the coast 
or streams to result in impacts to marine resources from sedimentation or erosion. Also, 
sensitive areas on GovGuam lands would be managed accordingly and recreational activities 
would be regulated by GovGuam to avoid and minimize impacts to such areas. 

649:ABE – Through cultural awareness programs highlighting the sensitivity of Marine 
Protected Areas, biological mitigation measures, and ongoing procedures for terrestrial access, 
the risk of inadvertent disturbance to these sites would be minimized.

649:ABF – Most off-roading occurs in known off-road use areas that are either on GovGuam 
lands or private lands, and such areas are not located in sufficient proximity to either the coast 
or streams to result in impacts to marine resources from sedimentation or erosion. Also, 
sensitive areas on GovGuam lands would be managed accordingly and recreational activities 
would be regulated by GovGuam to avoid and minimize impacts to such areas.
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649:ABG

649:ABH

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABG – Most off-roading occurs in known off-road use areas that are either on GovGuam 
lands or private lands, and such areas are not located in sufficient proximity to either the coast 
or streams to result in impacts to marine resources from sedimentation or erosion. Also, 
sensitive areas on GovGuam lands would be managed accordingly and recreational activities 
would be regulated by GovGuam to avoid and minimize impacts to such areas. 

649:ABH – Most off-roading occurs in known off-road use areas that are either on GovGuam 
lands or private lands, and such areas are not located in sufficient proximity to either the coast 
or streams to result in impacts to marine resources from sedimentation or erosion. Also, 
sensitive areas on GovGuam lands would be managed accordingly and recreational activities 
would be regulated by GovGuam to avoid and minimize impacts to such areas.
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649:ABI

649:ABJ

649:ABK

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABI – Impacts to vegetation and applicable Best Management Practices are described in 
detail under Terrestrial Biological Resources. Expansion of DoD beaches is not a component of 
the proposed action.

649:ABJ – 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 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 purpose of the SEIS is to identify only impacts that would result from 
the proposed action and alternatives, and the DON is committed to implementing Best 
Management Practices and mitigation measures focused specifically on areas that would be 
affected by the proposed action to help limit such impacts.

649:ABK – 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 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 purpose of the SEIS is to identify only impacts that would result from 
the proposed action and alternatives, and the DON is committed to implementing Best 
Management Practices and mitigation measures focused specifically on areas that would be 
affected by the proposed action to help limit such impacts.
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649:ABL

649:ABM

649::ABN

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABL – As stated in Table 4.1.8-1 in the Draft SEIS, the Guam and fragile tree snails are 
known to occur within the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area adjacent to the Finegayan footprint. 
However, based on past surveys and surveys conducted for this SEIS and the 2010 EIS, there 
have been no observations of either species within the Finegayan footprint.

649:ABM – 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).

649:ABN – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the best 
management practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans. 
The DON proposes to implement forest enhancement for impacted limestone forest. Forest 
enhancement would include propagation (including seed collection on Guam), 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).
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649:ABO

649:ABP

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABO – Prior to and during construction of the proposed utilities, proper construction 
permits would be obtained from the Guam government. This would include coordination with 
Guam Department of Public Works and meeting all of their requirements for roadway 
restoration upon construction completion. It is our current understanding that this would require 
repaving, re-lining, and restoration of any signage or safety features for entire traffic lanes that 
are impacted by the trenching and installation of utilities. In addition, coordination of any 
required traffic re-routing and other methods to minimize traffic impacts during construction 
would occur in such a manner to preserve safe vehicle operations and be provided as part of the 
construction projects.

649:ABP – 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.
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649ABQ

649:ABR

649:ABS

649:ABT

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABQ – 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.

649:ABR – As discussed in section 5.1.10.2, there are no historic properties located in the 
proposed Hand Grenade Range at Andersen South. Therefore, no adverse effects to historic 
properties are anticipated due to construction of the Hand Grenade Range.

649:ABS – 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.

649:ABT – 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.
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649:ABU

649:ABV

649:ABW

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABU – As discussed in section 5.2.10.2, excavation and soil removal associated with the 
construction of Alternative 2 could create direct adverse effects to nine known historic 
properties. If this alternative were selected in the Record of Decision, consultation under the 
2011 Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties

649:ABV – As stated in the Draft SEIS, potential impacts to wetlands and wetland species, 
including MBTA-listed species, are addressed in Section 5.3.8, Terrestrial Biological 
Resources. 

649:ABW – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. If LFTRC Alternatives 2-4 are selected, the DoD would conduct jurisdictional 
delineations of wetlands and other waters of the U.S within the project area. A delineation 
report would be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for jurisdictional 
determination, a Section 404 permit would be obtained for unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands, and mitigation measures identified in the Section 404 permit would be implemented.
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649:ABX

649:ABY

649:ABZ

649:ACA

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ABX – 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.

649:ABY – 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.

649:ABZ – 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.

649:ACA – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. If LFTRC Alternatives 2-4 are selected, the DoD would conduct jurisdictional 
delineations of wetlands and other waters of the U.S within the project area. A delineation 
report would be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for jurisdictional 
determination, a Section 404 permit would be obtained for unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional 
wetlands, and mitigation measures identified in the Section 404 permit would be implemented.
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649:ACB

649:ACC

649:ACD

649:ACE

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACB – 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.

649:ACC – As discussed in section 5.4.10.2, excavation and soil removal associated with the 
construction of Alternative 4 could create direct adverse effects to 11 known historic properties. 
If this alternative were selected in the Record of Decision, consultation under the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to 
historic properties.

649:ACD – Proposed construction associated with the LFTRC alternative at Northwest Field 
would not occur within or in the vicinity of green sea turtle nesting areas.

649:ACE – 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.
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649:ACF – The analysis of potential impacts to special-status species due to noise 
associated with the operation of the LFTRC alternatives is provided in the Draft 
SEIS in sections 5.1.8.2, 5.2.8.2, 5.2.8.3, 5.2.8.4, and 5.2.8.5 (e.g., see pages 5-52, 
5-137, 5-205).

649:ACG – 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.

649:ACH – 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 
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SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.

 

     Response: 

G.2-1527



649:ACI

649:ACJ

649:ACK

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

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

649:ACJ – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the expansion of the Orote Ecological Reserve Area 
and establishment of an Ecological Reserve Area at NAVMAG have been proposed as 
mitigation measures (see Table 5.7-1, page 5-402). Pati Point on Andersen AFB is already a 
designated Natural Area. Access to the existing Pati Point Natural Area is highly restricted to 
protect the natural resources, and is allowed only with the permission of Andersen AFB. The 
natural area is managed in accordance with the Joint Region Marianas Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan.

649:ACK – As stated in the Draft SEIS, operational impacts associated with LFTRC operations 
(i.e., noise, lighting and human activity) would be similar for all alternatives. These impacts 
were previously assessed in the 2010 Final EIS for a similar proposed action and were found to 
be not significant.
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649:ACL

649:ACM

649:ACN

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACL – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect water resources from stormwater runoff are listed in Section 
2.8 and discussed in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the SEIS. Additionally, a comprehensive 
Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared for Proposed Action. The 
Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would provide an integrated, comprehensive 
approach to stormwater management for all construction projects associated with the Guam 
military relocation. In addition to procedures and practices to prevent discharge of pollutants 
from construction sites and water resources in Guam, the Program Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan provides roles and responsibilities of various DON organizations as well as 
contractors/subcontractors, regular monitoring and Best Management Practice inspection, 
evaluation, training, and reporting procedures. Submittal of Best Management Practice 
inspection reports and discussion of stormwater non-compliance at weekly Quality 
Control/construction progress meetings would be required. The Program Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan would also address compliance inspections during wet weather (weekly during 
dry periods and daily, along with pre- and post-storm during storm/rain events), details of 
inspection procedures, and documentation requirements. Details of the non-compliance or 
discharge reporting to the DON organizations and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 9 would also be included in Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, as well as 
stormwater compliance enforcement procedures, which include discovery of non-conformance, 
reporting potential non-compliance, and contractual enforcement.

649:ACM – 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, which would 
involve baseline monitoring, fate and transport modeling of munitions constituents (lead, 
trinitrotoluene, cyclotetramethylene tetranitramine, hexahydro-trinitro-triazine, and perchlorate) 
using site-specific parameters, and monitoring of munitions constituents during the operational 
phase. The programmatic guidance to conduct range monitoring and clearance every 5 years is 
given for reference; however, the appropriate frequency of monitoring and range clearance for 
the specific range would be determined through the Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessment program and refined, as necessary. In addition, the Range Manager and the 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.
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649:ACN – With the implementation of Best Management Practices, including outreach and 
awareness training for civilian and military workforce, impacts to groundwater and nearshore 
waters would be less than significant.
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649:ACO

649:ACP

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACO – 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, which would 
involve baseline monitoring, fate and transport modeling of munitions constituents (lead, 
trinitrotoluene, cyclotetramethylene tetranitramine, hexahydro-trinitro-triazine, and perchlorate) 
using site-specific parameters, and monitoring of munitions constituents during the operational 
phase. The programmatic guidance to conduct range monitoring and clearance every 5 years is 
given for reference; however the appropriate frequency of monitoring and range clearance for 
the specific range would be determined through the Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessment program and refined, as necessary. In addition, the Range Manager and the 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.

649:ACP – The following text has been added to Section 4.1.2 to address this comment: “A 
comprehensive Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared for Proposed 
Action. The Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan would provide an integrated, 
comprehensive approach to stormwater management for all construction projects associated 
with the Guam military relocation. In addition to procedures and practices to prevent discharge 
of pollutants from construction sites and water resources in Guam, the Program Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan provides roles and responsibilities of various DON organizations as 
well as contractors/subcontractors, regular monitoring and Best Management Practice 
inspection, evaluation, training, and reporting procedures. Submittal of Best Management 
Practice inspection reports and discussion of stormwater non-compliance at weekly Quality 
Control/construction progress meetings would be required. The Program Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan would also address compliance inspections during wet weather (weekly during 
dry periods and daily, along with pre- and post-storm during storm/rain events), details of 
inspection procedures, and documentation requirements. Details of the non-compliance or 
discharge reporting to the DON organizations and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 9 would also be included in Program Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, as well as 
stormwater compliance enforcement procedures, which include discovery of non-conformance, 
reporting potential non-compliance, and contractual enforcement.”
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649:ACQ

649:ACR

649:ACS

649:ACT

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACQ – 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, which would 
involve baseline monitoring, fate and transport modeling of munitions constituents (lead, 
trinitrotoluene, cyclotetramethylene tetranitramine, hexahydro-trinitro-triazine, and perchlorate) 
using site-specific parameters, and monitoring of munitions constituents during the operational 
phase. The programmatic guidance to conduct range monitoring and clearance every 5 years is 
given for reference; however the appropriate frequency of monitoring and range clearance for 
the specific range would be determined through the Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessment program and refined, as necessary. In addition, the Range Manager and the 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.

649:ACR – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action. As stated in the Draft 
SEIS, all construction would occur within the limits of construction shown in the project figures 
and vegetation clearing would be the absolute minimum necessary.

649:ACS – As stated in the Draft SEIS and listed in Table 2.8-1, a Dust Control Plan would be 
implemented as a Best Management Practice under the proposed action. As stated in the Draft 
SEIS, all construction would occur within the limits of construction shown in the project figures 
and vegetation clearing would be the absolute minimum necessary.

649:ACT – The analysis of potential impacts to special-status species (e.g., fruit bats) due to 
noise associated with the construction 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. The DON would plan to conduct 
construction activities, to the extent feasible, during daylight hours but there may be situations 
under which construction at night would be necessary.
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649:ACU

649:ACV

649:ACW

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACU – The analysis of potential impacts to special-status species (e.g., fruit bats) 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). As 
described in Section 2.2.3 of the SEIS, night training at the LFTRC (between 7:00 p.m. and 
10:00 p.m. or between 6:00 a.m. and 6:59 a.m.) would occur an estimated twice per week 
during qualification periods and would require consecutive firing days. This type of training is 
necessary to meet training requirements. Noise modeling conducted for Alternative 5 and 
reported in Section 5.5.4 of the SEIS indicates that range operations would not impact homes, 
residents, or sensitive receptors in the vicinity.

649:ACV – Your comment refers to the construction phase impacts on Land and Submerged 
Land Use. The methodology for this resource acknowledges that there would be a significant 
impact on this resource with the proposed action, and that the impacts would be initiated in the 
construction phase with the transfer of land management or ownership and continue through 
operations. To avoid the redundancy of describing the same impacts in both phases, the impacts 
are described under operations. As described in Section 3.6.3, “Similar to the 2010 Final EIS 
approach, all land and submerged land use impacts are considered long-term impacts and are
described under the operation phase”. We agree that it is confusing to call the construction 
phase No Impact, when in fact the SI is initiated in the construction phase. The text and 
summary tables are edited to remove the No Impact and acknowledge that the impacts of 
construction phase are captured and described under the operation phase.

649:ACW – As no LFTRC activities would physically occur on any beach that may be used by 
nesting sea turtles, and noise levels from LFTRC operations would not affect nesting sea turtles, 
there would be no impacts to nesting sea turtles due to LFTRC operations at Northwest Field. 
The analysis of potential impacts to special-status species (e.g., fruit bats) 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). With 
appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow 
research and monitoring of biological resources at the Ritidian National Wildlife Refuge by 
local, university, and federal researchers. As stated in the Draft SEIS (see page 5-342), the 
construction of the proposed Northwest Field LFTRC would require the relocation of the 
ungulate exclosure fence that is currently being constructed in accordance with conservation 
measures identified during Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation for a previous Air 
Force action. The relocated ungulate exclosure fence would encompass a larger area and disturb 
a smaller acreage of limestone forest.
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649:ACX

649:ACY

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ACX – As no LFTRC activities would physically occur on any beach that may be used by 
nesting sea turtles, and noise levels from LFTRC operations would not affect nesting sea turtles, 
there would be no impacts to nesting sea turtles due to LFTRC operations at Northwest Field. 
The analysis of potential impacts to special-status species (e.g., fruit bats) 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). With 
appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow 
research and monitoring of biological resources at the Ritidian National Wildlife Refuge by 
local, university, and federal researchers. As stated in the Draft SEIS (see page 5-342), the 
construction of the proposed Northwest Field LFTRC would require the relocation of the 
ungulate exclosure fence that is currently being constructed in accordance with conservation 
measures identified during Endangered Species Act section 7 consultation for a previous Air 
Force action. The relocated ungulate exclosure fence would encompass a larger area and disturb 
a smaller acreage of limestone forest.

649:ACY – Potential impacts to protected species and associated potential mitigation measures 
are addressed in the Terrestrial Biological Resources section for each alternative. The No 
Impact conclusion is based on the analysis of impacts to land use and is supported by the 
discussion in the Draft SEIS. As stated in the text for each alternative, the impact conclusion for 
operational impacts to special-status species is less than significant.
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649:ACZ – Based on previous biological surveys and surveys conducted in 
support of the SEIS, there are no records of Micronesian starlings or fruit bats at 
Andersen South. Given the current level of human activity at Andersen South and 
lack of suitable foraging and roosting habitat, the occurrence of fruit bats at 
Andersen South is considered highly unlikely.

649:ADA – The methodology for the Land and Submerged Land Use (Section 
3.6.3.2) impact analysis is based on land use compatibility. The site planning 
confirmed sufficient vacant land for the relocated U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
facilities and access. The new facilities would be a compatible land use at the new 
location; therefore, no significant impact was identified. 

649:ADB – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
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649:ADE – 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 is not included in the SEIS proposed action.

649:ADF – 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.

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 
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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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on 
submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed. 

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 CNMI 
Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of 
Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative Effects Section 7.5 
describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands Testing and 
Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects 
section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged 
land study area. 
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649:ADG

649:ADH

649:ADI

649:ADJ

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADG – The proposed hand grenade range at Andersen South would only impact 19 acres 
of limestone forest (see Table 5.1.8-2, page 5-42 in the Draft SEIS). The vegetation at Andersen 
South is highly disturbed due to past development and extensive damage by feral pigs, so it is 
unlikely that many rare plant species occur within Andersen South.
.
649:ADH – As the only known Serianthes tree on Guam occurs on Andersen AFB within the 
vicinity of the proposed LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field, as stated in Section 5.5.8.2, 
the to avoid and minimize potential impacts to this individual tree, a minimum buffer of 100 
feet (30 meters) would be established around the tree and no activities would be permitted 
within this buffer. In addition, the one remaining adult Serianthes tree at Northwest Field is in 
poor condition due to termites and rotting at the base. The tree is leaning which renders it more 
susceptible to snapping or toppling in the event of a catastrophic typhoon. Under the proposed 
action, guide wires would be installed to support the tree at Northwest Field thereby reducing 
the potential for its collapse.

649:ADI – Impacts to historic properties at Andersen South were presented in Section 5.1.10.2. 
No historic properties located in the proposed Hand Grenade Range at Andersen South would 
be affected. Other resources at Andersen South potentially affected by road realignment and 
range construction are assessed in section 5.1.10.2.

649:ADJ – As stated in the Draft SEIS, there would be no impacts to the one remaining mature 
Serianthes tree at Northwest Field or Serianthes recovery habitat due to operations associated 
with the cantonment/family housing and LFTRC. However, Best Management Practices and 
mitigation measures are proposed for potential impacts to the one remaining mature Serianthes 
tree and Serianthes recovery habitat (see Section 4.1.8.2, page 4-62). Pati Point on Andersen
AFB is already a designated Natural Area. Access to the existing Pati Point Natural Area is 
highly restricted to protect the natural resources, and is allowed only with the permission of 
Andersen AFB. The natural area is managed in accordance with the Joint Region Marianas 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.
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649:ADK

649:ADL

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADK – As the only known Serianthes tree on Guam occurs on Andersen AFB within the 
vicinity of the proposed LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field, as stated in Section 5.5.8.2, 
the to avoid and minimize potential impacts to this individual tree, a minimum buffer of 100 
feet (30 meters) would be established around the tree and no activities would be permitted 
within this buffer. In addition, the one remaining adult Serianthes tree at Northwest Field is in 
poor condition due to termites and rotting at the base. The tree is leaning which renders it more 
susceptible to snapping or toppling in the event of a catastrophic typhoon. Under the proposed 
action, guide wires would be installed to support the tree at Northwest Field, thereby reducing 
the potential for its collapse.

649:ADL – Refer to Section 5.5.8.2 for a discussion of the potential impacts to wildlife and 
proposed mitigation measures associated with LFTRC Alternative 5 (Northwest Field). Table 
2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best Management 
Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native invasive species 
from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer to the Contractor 
Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate Biosecurity Measures, 
and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans.
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649:ADM

649:ADN

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADM – 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.

649:ADN – Potential impacts to the Guam rail and its recovery habitat are provided in Section 
5.5.8.2 of the Draft SEIS. As stated in the Draft SEIS, the forest enhancement mitigation 
measure would include ungulate management consisting of exclusion fencing and active control 
(i.e. trapping, snaring, shooting) with the goal of eradication within the fenced areas. 

Pati Point on Andersen AFB is already a designated Natural Area. Access to the existing Pati 
Point Natural Area is highly restricted to protect the natural resources, and is allowed only with 
the permission of Andersen AFB. The natural area is managed in accordance with the Joint 
Region Marianas Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.
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649:ADO

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADO – As stated in the Draft SEIS, to document the effectiveness of the Hazard Analysis
and Critical Control Point implementation at construction sites, the DON has developed and 
implemented a long-term monitoring program for terrestrial vegetation, invertebrates, and 
vertebrates on Guam. For any clearing of vegetation that is adjacent to or contiguous with 
native habitat, the perimeter and 98 feet (30 meters) into the habitat would be surveyed to 
identify vegetation community, vertebrate, and invertebrate species composition.
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649:ADP

649:ADQ

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADP – As stated in the Draft SEIS, to document the effectiveness of the Hazard Analysis 
and Critical Control Point implementation at construction sites, the DON has developed and 
implemented a long-term monitoring program for terrestrial vegetation, invertebrates, and 
vertebrates on Guam. For any clearing of vegetation that is adjacent to or contiguous with 
native habitat, the perimeter and 98 feet (30 meters) into the habitat would be surveyed to 
identify vegetation community, vertebrate, and invertebrate species composition.

649:ADQ – As stated in the Draft SEIS, proposed forest enhancement would benefit native 
forests. In particular, the objectives of ungulate management, control/suppression of invasive 
plants, and outplanting of native species.
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649:ADR

649:ADS

649:ADT

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADR – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see Section 2.8), pre-construction plant surveys would 
be conducted within the proposed construction footprint and high-value (both biologically and 
culturally) plant species such as T. rotensis, cycads, and Heritiera could be salvaged during 
construction activities and translocated to suitable habitat.

649:ADS – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans. 
As stated in the Draft SEIS, all construction would occur within the limits of construction 
shown in the project figures and vegetation clearing would be the absolute minimum necessary. 

649:ADT – Potential impacts to recovery habitat for special-status species was addressed in 
Section 5.1.8.2 of the Draft SEIS.
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649:ADU

649:ADV

649:ADW

649:ADX

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADU – Potential mitigation measures that would be implemented as a result of potential 
impacts to special-status species were provided in the Draft SEIS in the Environmental 
Consequences section for each cantonment/family housing and LFTRC alternatives.

649:ADV – It is expected that due to proposed human activities prior to the beginning of live-
fire training activities, wildlife species would move away from the vicinity of the LFTRC.

649:ADW – It is expected that due to proposed human activities prior to the beginning of live-
fire training activities, wildlife species would move away from the vicinity of the LFTRC.

649:ADX – It is expected that due to proposed human activities prior to the beginning of live-
fire training activities, wildlife species would move away from the vicinity of the LFTRC.
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649:ADY

649:ADZ

649:AEA

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:ADY – The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has advised the DON that it is reasonably 
certain that the effects of the proposed action are likely to persist during the lifespan of the 
proposed action and overlap the period when reintroduction of special-status species is 
reasonably certain to occur and it is likely to be exposed to the effects of the action. There are 
currently neither projected dates for re-introduction of the crow, kingfisher or rail, nor 
successful suppression of the brown treesnake to a level which would support reintroduction. 
Until the species are successfully re-introduced and then have the potential to be exposed to 
construction and operational activities associated with the proposed action, impacts to 
extirpated species would be limited to recovery prospects. Potential impacts to special-status 
species and associated recovery habitat are provided in the Environmental Consequences 
sections of the Draft SEIS for each cantonment/family housing and LFTRC alternative. .

649:ADZ – The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has advised the DON that it is reasonably 
certain that the effects of the proposed action are likely to persist during the lifespan of the 
proposed action and overlap the period when reintroduction of special-status species is 
reasonably certain to occur and it is likely to be exposed to the effects of the action. There are 
currently neither projected dates for re-introduction of the crow, kingfisher or rail, nor 
successful suppression of the brown treesnake to a level which would support reintroduction. 
Until the species are successfully re-introduced and then have the potential to be exposed to 
construction and operational activities associated with the proposed action, impacts to 
extirpated species would be limited to recovery prospects. Potential impacts to special-status 
species and associated recovery habitat are provided in the Environmental Consequences 
sections of the Draft SEIS for each cantonment/family housing and LFTRC alternative.

649:AEA – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see Section 2.8), pre-construction plant surveys would 
be conducted within the proposed construction footprint and high-value (both biologically and 
culturally) plant species such as T. rotensis, cycads, and Heritiera could be salvaged during 
construction activities and translocated to suitable habitat.
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649:AEB

649:AEC

649:AED

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AEB – As stated in the Draft SEIS (see Section 2.8), pre-construction plant surveys would 
be conducted within the proposed construction footprint and high-value (both biologically and 
culturally) plant species such as T. rotensis, cycads, and Heritiera could be salvaged during 
construction activities and translocated to suitable habitat. As stated in the Draft SEIS, there 
have been no observations of the ground-dove or starling within the Northwest Field LFTRC 
project footprint and occurrences of either species at Northwest Field are considered very rare. 
The Pacific blue-tailed skink is not a special-status species and is considered relatively common 
in all habitats throughout Guam.

649:AEC – Best Management Practices are described in more detail within the impact analysis 
sections; primarily educational training for the construction workforce and DoD personnel and 
their dependents on the value of natural marine resources and how to avoid adversely impacting 
them while utilizing/enjoying them. Recreational areas likely to be impacted by the proposed 
action are also discussed in more detail within the impact analysis sections.

649:AED – DoD’s ability to fund actions is limited by Federal law. However, to mitigate 
adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation program, DoD would continue 
to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop 
recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing 
to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population 
growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing 
project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of 
shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and 
funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.
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649:AEE

649:AEF

649:AEG

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AEE – DoD’s ability to fund actions is limited by Federal law. However, to mitigate 
adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation program, DoD would continue 
to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop 
recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing 
to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population 
growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing 
project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of 
shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and 
funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.

649:AEF – Best Management Practices are described in more detail within the impact analysis 
sections; primarily educational training for the construction workforce and DoD personnel and 
their dependents on the value of natural marine resources and how to avoid adversely impacting 
them while utilizing/enjoying them. Recreational areas likely to be impacted by the proposed 
action are also discussed in more detail within the impact analysis sections.

649:AEG – Best Management Practices are described in more detail within the impact analysis 
sections; primarily educational training for the construction workforce and DoD personnel and 
their dependents on the value of natural marine resources and how to avoid adversely impacting 
them while utilizing/enjoying them. Recreational areas likely to be impacted by the proposed 
action are also discussed in more detail within the impact analysis sections.
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649:AEH – There would be long-term, localized accumulation of ammunition 
debris in the benthic habitat 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 ingestion or benthic 
contamination. Such potential impacts were discussed in more detail in the 2010 
Final EIS (Volume 2, Chapter 11: Marine Biological Resources).

649:AEI – There would be long-term, localized accumulation of ammunition 
debris in the benthic habitat 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 ingestion or benthic 
contamination. Such potential impacts were discussed in more detail in the 2010 
Final EIS (Volume 2, Chapter 11: Marine Biological Resources).

649:AEJ – As no LFTRC activities would physically occur on any beach that may 
be used by nesting sea turtles, and noise levels from LFTRC operations would not 
affect nesting sea turtles, there would be no impacts to nesting sea turtles due to 
LFTRC operations at Northwest Field. 

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 portions of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.
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649:AEK – Best Management Practices are described in more detail within the 
impact analysis sections; primarily educational training for the construction 
workforce and DoD personnel and their dependents on the value of natural marine 
resources and how to avoid adversely impacting them while utilizing/enjoying 
them. Recreational areas likely to be impacted by the proposed action are also 
discussed in more detail within the impact analysis sections.

649:AEL – 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 beach at Ritidian Point that is not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.

649:AEM – 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 
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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. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on 
submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.
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649:AEN – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the DON proposes to expand the existing 
Orote Ecological Reserve Area and designate a new Ecological Reserve Area at the 
NAVMAG.

649:AEO – Potential noise impacts to wildlife and special-status species are 
addressed in the Draft SEIS in the environmental consequences section within the 
terrestrial biological resources section for each cantonment/family housing and 
LFTRC alternative.

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

649:AEQ – The section in the Draft SEIS to which you refer pertains to the impacts 
to airspace as a resource and not the effects of low-level flights on population or 
wildlife. There is no aircraft activity proposed in the SEIS action and the 
environmental effects of other flight activities within Guam airspace have been 
addressed in other relevant NEPA documents (for example the 2010 Final EIS for 
the Marine Corps relocation). Therefore, the SEIS proposed action contributes no 
additional flight activity that is appropriate to analyze from a cumulative 
perspective. The effects of low-level flights over Guam are outside the scope of the 
SEIS.
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649:AER

649:AES

649:AET

649:AEU

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AER – The cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 7 of the SEIS does take into account 
some larger projects undertaken or proposed by private landowners for which information was 
readily available in public records (e.g., Projects G-7, G-8, N-2, N-10, N-28, N-29, N-35, N-36, 
N-41, C-2, and others). Many of these are identified as being intended for workforce housing.

649:AES – There are manmade and natural impacts to resources. Over time, the impacts of 
development have been subject to increasing levels of local and federal agency review and 
approval with the goal of balancing the benefits of development with the potential 
environmental impacts while minimizing the potential for overconsumption of resources. The 
DoD is committed to the protection and responsible stewardship of the environment.

649:AET – The proposed mitigation measures as provided in the Draft SEIS would address all 
impacts to special-status species due to the construction and operation of the proposed action. 
The Navy 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 Navy to 
analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species and 
critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological 
Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological 
Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 process, will be 
the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being 
evaluated in this SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation Recommendations 
that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed 
action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery plans, or to develop 
information. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects determinations” from the Biological 
Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. As site-specific plans for construction projects 
are developed. to the maximum extent practical, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss.

649:AEU – While impacts to public services and permitting agencies were not considered 
substantial, additional factors were considered in the finding of significant impact. Because 
there was a finding of significance, potential mitigation measures were identified that would 
help support Guam's public services to the extent that they may be affected by the proposed 
action.
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649:AEV

649:AEW

649:AEX

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AEV – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the DON proposes to expand the existing Orote 
Ecological Reserve Area and designate a new Ecological Reserve Area at the NAVMAG. Pati 
Point on Andersen AFB is already a designated Natural Area. Access to the existing Pati Point 
Natural Area is highly restricted to protect the natural resources, and is allowed only with the 
permission of Andersen AFB. The natural area is managed in accordance with the Joint Region 
Marianas Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.

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

As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone forest would 
be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The proposed forest 
enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone forest on other 
areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will address stressors 
and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem.

649:AEX – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans.

To mitigate this significant impact, DoD would assist the Division of Aquatic and Wildlife 
Resources in locating funding from federal agencies such as the DoD Office of Economic 
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Adjustment, the Department of the Interior, and others to regulate and monitor invasive species 
for new introductions and spread of existing invasive species include control and eradication 
efforts for existing non-native species in island. 
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649:AEY

Comment ID: #649 (Cont.)

649:AEY – Reforestation of Masso Reservoir is not a mitigation measure under the proposed 
action. As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone forest 
would be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The 
proposed forest enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone 
forest on other areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will 
address stressors and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem.
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Comment ID: #650

650:A

650:B

650:C

650:D

650:A – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to the political status of Guam, war 
experiences, war reparations, tax issues, fuel prices, local crime and veteran’s benefits are 
important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment.

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

650:C – 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.

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

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

650:G – Topics related to tax issues 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.

650:H – 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. 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. The suggested transfer of 
Route 3A title to the Government of Guam is not included in the proposed action.
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650:I

650:J

650:K

650:L

650:M

650:N

650:O

Comment ID: #650 (Cont.)
650:I – Topics such as voting rights 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.

650:J – Topics such as gas prices 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.

650:K – There are many reasons for power outages, generating plants are but one source. 
Maintenance, cables, local issues can all be a source of power outages. The research conducted 
did not reveal an unusual amount of generation outages for a power system.

650:L – Programs such as the Installation Restoration Program, the Military Munitions 
Response Program, and Formerly Used Defense Sites focus on cleaning up releases of 
hazardous substances and munitions that pose risks to the public and/or the environment at 
properties actively owned or used by the U.S. military, including the Navy and the Air Force. 
The Navy and Air Force are working to assess and clean up such sites on Guam under the 
appropriate program. In general, any such cleanup efforts are outside the scope of this SEIS. 
However, if the proposed project area contains or overlaps an assessment or cleanup site, the 
project would be designed to avoid the site if the site is still active (assessment/cleanup has not 
been completed and a decision of No Further Action Required has not been issued by regulatory 
agencies) and would comply with any land use restrictions assigned to the site. Page 4-154 of 
the Draft SEIS discusses procedures that would be followed should contaminated soil or 
groundwater be unexpectedly encountered during construction.

650:M – The topic of the comment 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.

650:N – Work-related safety concerns are the responsibility of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration.

650:O – 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 
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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.
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650:P

650:Q

650:R

650:S

650:T

Comment ID: #650 (Cont.)
650:P – 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).

650:Q – 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.

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

650:S – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, impacts to nearshore waters under the existing conditions on Guam are 
provided in the 2010 Final EIS and summarized in the SEIS. The impacts associated with 
increased waste water discharge under the proposed action are discussed in Chapter 4 and it has 
been determined that implementation of mitigation measures to upgrade the Northern District 
Wastewater Treatment Plant and/or Agana Wastewater Treatment Plant to secondary treatment 
would result in beneficial impacts to nearshore water quality. Indirect increases in wastewater to 
other Wastewater Treatment Plant would result in less than significant impacts.

650:T – 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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650:T
Cont.

650:U

650:V

650:W

Comment ID: #650 (Cont.)
650:U – Based on projected population increases on Guam, the analysis identified the need for 
approximately 29 additional public safety personnel to maintain the current level of service. The 
impact of this staffing need was considered less than significant.

650:V – Staffing of life guards on Guam beaches is the responsibility of the Department of 
Parks and Recreation. This department is currently looking into increased staffing as well as 
volunteer positions to monitor the beaches.

650:W – As documented in this SEIS, DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions 
of key public infrastructure systems and social services on Guam and the interest to have DoD 
fund improvements to these systems and services. DoD’s ability to fund actions is limited by 
Federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed military 
relocation program, DoD would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of 
construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and 
indirectly influence induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. 
Such support may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.
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650:X – The marine environment off Ritidian was described in the 2010 Final 
EIS, and in this SEIS. Surface runoff and potential impacts from spent munitions 
were evaluated in detail in the Water Resources section and summarized in the 
Marine Biological Resources sections. Given the topography and distance from 
shore of the physical components of the proposed action and implementation of 
best practices to avoid and minimize any potential impacts, the significance of 
potential impacts from surface runoff and spent munitions was determined to be 
insignificant in accordance with the NEPA process and applicable regulations 
identified under Water Resources and Marine Biological Resources.

650:Y – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement recognizes that the additional 
workload associated with the proposed action may exceed current capacity of the 
Guam State Historic Preservation Officer. Consistent with the Programmatic 
Agreement, the DON dedicates two full-time federal employees to assist with the 
coordination, communication, and document management associated with the 
relocation, in order to alleviate State Historic Preservation Officer workload.

650:Z – The anticipated noise impacts associated with each LFTRC alternative 
are described in Chapter 5.

650:AA – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of cultural and 
recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts 
associated with reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are 
acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. Final plans concerning access to sites 
potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been developed. The DON 
looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and 
the continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of 
currently publicly accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at 
Ritidian Unit would be outside of the LFTRC surface danger zones. Additionally, 
it should be noted that the public is currently restricted from accessing the majority 
of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 would increase 
the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The Final 
SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the 
remaining portion of the beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones. 
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650:AB

650:AC

650:AD

650:AE

Comment ID: #650 (Cont.)

650:AB – 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.

650:AC – 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.

650:AD – The SEIS analysis for potential increase in mental illness cases estimated 14 
additional cases per year based on population estimates; it was determined that this potential 
increase would result in less than significant impacts

650:AE – Based on projected population increases on Guam, the analysis identified the need 
for approximately 50 additional public Health and Human Services personnel to maintain the 
current level of service. The impact of this staffing need was considered less than significant.
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650:AF

650:AG

650:AH

650:AI

Comment ID: #650 (Cont.)

650:AF – 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 Government of Guam to ensure that 
the short term impacts of construction (e.g., increased traffic along Route 3) are managed 
effectively and that the long term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be 
good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The unacceptable level of service currently 
experienced along Route 3 is documented in the Draft SEIS. Based on the traffic operations 
analysis conducted by Federal Highway Administration and summarized in the SEIS and 
Appendix F, Route 3 currently operates at over capacity conditions, with unacceptable level of 
service in the southbound direction during the weekday AM peak hour. The intersection of 
Route 1/Route 3 currently operates at unacceptable levels of service with queue lengths that 
exceed available storage despite the 1,000 foot eastbound left-turn pocket. The SEIS concludes 
that the addition of traffic generated by the proposed action would result in significant impacts 
along Route 3. The increase in vehicular traffic generated by the proposed action may increase 
the potential for vehicular conflicts with bicyclists and pedestrians at residential areas and 
schools, such as Artero Drive and Okkodo High School. In the future, to mitigate the impact of 
the Proposed Action, the addition of a second through lane on Route 3 near the entrance to the 
high school would alleviate congestion on Route 3 at an existing bottleneck. The impacts of the 
proposed action would be mitigated to less than significant levels with the proposed widening 
of Route 3 by one lane in both directions.

650:AG – 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.

650:AH – As documented in this SEIS, DON acknowledges the existing substandard 
conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social services on Guam and the interest to 
have DON fund improvements to these systems and services. DON’s ability to fund actions is 
limited by Federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed 
military relocation program, DON would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of 
construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and 
indirectly influence induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. 
Such support may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.
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650:AI – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the 
proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate 
adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term 
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The 
DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public 
scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. 
The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government 
of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to 
engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process. 
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Comment ID: #651 651 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #652

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

     Response: 

G.2-1567



Comment ID: #653
653 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #654

654 – 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. 
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Comment ID: #655

655 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #656

656 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #657
657 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #658

658:A

658:B

658:A – Thank you for your comment. An analysis of impacts to Guam Behavioral Health and 
Wellness Center is presented in Section 4.1.15 of the SEIS and Section 4.4.2 of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). Impacts to Guam’s public 
service agencies were determined to be significant and mitigations have been proposed.

658:B – All references to Guam Department of Mental Health and Substance Abuse have been 
changed to Guam Behavioral Health and Wellness Center.
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658:C

Comment ID: #658 (Cont.)
658:C – The DON also looks forward to working with all parties concerned to determine how 
best to fund the impacts that have been identified. 
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Comment ID: #659

659 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #660

660:A

660:B

660:A – Thank you for your comment. It is true that construction vehicle traffic would add to 
the number of vehicles traveling on Guam roadways. Student safety would be maintained with 
the continued use of established bus stops as well as individual awareness of traffic on the 
roadways so that the individuals avoid potential incidents with traffic or construction vehicles. 
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.

660:B – 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. While these impacts were 
not determined to be significant in Section 4.1.15 of the SEIS, proposed mitigation may benefit 
public education as the DON would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of 
construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and 
indirectly influence induced population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. 
Such support may include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, 
participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the 
identification of federal programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address 
shortfalls.
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660:C

660:B
Cont.

Comment ID: #660 (Cont.)
660:C – Thank you for your comment. The DON looks forward to working collaboratively with 
Guam's public service providers through continued participation in the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council. 
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Comment ID: #661

661:A

661:A – Thank you for your comment. The NEPA process does work under some constraints 
and it was not feasible to include all departments of all agencies in the analysis of public 
services. 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.
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661:B

Comment ID: #661 (Cont.)
661: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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Comment ID: #661 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #662

662:A

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

662:C

662:D

662:E

Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)

662:B – The DoD looks forward to working with Guam Economic Development Authority, 
through the Civilian Military Coordination Council, to ensure that maximum benefits of the 
proposed action are conveyed to Guam.

662: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.

662:D – The DON relies upon Government of Guam to enforce its requirements for doing 
business on Guam, so while the DON can include local requirements for “doing business on 
Guam” in contract solicitations, it is not the DON’s responsibility to enforce these 
requirements.

662:E – Economic impacts associated with the proposed action are anticipated to be beneficial 
to Guam businesses. It is anticipated that Guam businesses would provide services related both 
to the construction and operations phase of the proposed action. The DON anticipates that it 
will have a continued relationship with the Guam business community, through collaborative 
efforts such as the Civilian Military Coordination Council, however, since impacts to Guam 
businesses would be beneficial, no mitigations to assist Guam businesses are proposed. 

The DoD fully complies with small business program requirements on Guam. The DoD will 
follow requirement of the U.S.-Japan agreement for expenditure of Japanese money within the 
program. This agreement requires full and open competition for contracting using Japanese 
money and there are no restrictions on the use of small business provided such firms are 
determined to be the best firm to perform the work.

Designation of a company as a franchise is not a factor in the federal contracting process and is 
not relevant to the analysis in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

There are no subsidies involved in federal government contracting for services. If transportation 
costs are applicable to the goods or services needed (whether wholesale or retail), such costs 
would be incorporated into a vendor's cost proposal and would be considered in the contracting 
process regardless of the vendor's location.

The special purpose entities were an element of the original 2006 Roadmap and are no longer 
included in the 2012 Roadmap Adjustments.

The DON is unaware of a requirement for a local preference system in federal contracting. The 
competitive selection process may be based on several factors (some of which may include cost 
considerations, qualifications, capacity to perform the work, past performance, etc.). All 
responding firms will be fairly considered relative to the criteria associated with a particular 
solicitation.
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)

662:F – Federal regulations require that Guam residents and other U.S. citizens receive 
preference in hiring decisions related to military construction projects. It is anticipated that 
Guam residents will take jobs associated with military construction projects, however, research 
indicates that the Guam construction labor workforce is not large enough to meet the 
requirements of the proposed action. As such, it is anticipated that some foreign H-2B visa 
workers from other nations would also work on construction projects. These workers would be 
required to leave Guam once the construction project they came to work on is completed; 
however, as you note, some foreign workers may stay. Issues related to stay-behind workers are 
incorporated into the SEIS by reference to the 2010 Final EIS (see Appendix F of the 2010 
Final EIS, the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, for more information on stay-behind 
workers).
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)

662:G – 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 to identify other Federal 
programs and funding sources that could benefit the people of Guam.

662:H – 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.

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 
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.

662:I – No mitigation is proposed with regard to the population analysis. 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 of the SEIS.
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)

662:J – Your comment contributes to the NEPA process, and the DON will take your views 
into account in related decision making. The DON recognizes and respects the significance of 
Guam's cultural sites. To the degree possible, adverse effects to historic properties and natural 
resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. 
Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement includes efforts to identify, avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties. Consistent with Stipulation 
VI.D.2. of the Programmatic Agreement, the DON has developed an Access Plan in 
consultation with the parties to the Programmatic Agreement and the public. The plan seeks to 
balance the public's ability to access important cultural sites with safety and operational 
requirements. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to implement the Access 
Plan.
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)
662:K – Information that was presented in the 2010 Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study 
(Appendix F to the 2010 Final EIS) is incorporated by reference into the SEIS and 
accompanying Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). Please see 
the 2010 Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study for more detailed information on impacts 
related to stay-behind workers.

662:L – The DON agrees that increasing resident labor participation throughout the build-up
would be beneficial to Guam's economy and looks forward to continuing participation in the 
Civilian Military Coordination Council to facilitate cooperation that can help in moving in that 
direction.

662:M – The 0.2 to 0.35 range of accompanying dependents was not applied to both H-2B 
workers and in-migrating regional workers, the range was, instead, an average. Since H-2B 
workers made up a large portion of the total number of projected construction workers, and H-
2B workers are estimated to bring no dependents, the average number of accompanying 
dependents is lower than the rate estimated for in-migrating regional workers (which was about 
one accompanying dependent per worker).

662:N – 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).
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)
662:O – In response to your comment, the projected government revenue baseline was 
reviewed and revisions have been made, which lowered the projection to be more in-line with 
projections made for Guam's gross domestic product.

662:P – 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.
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)

662:Q – The proposed action preferred alternative includes transmission line upgrades to the 
Guam Power Authority system between the Harmon Substation and the new Andersen AFB 
substation required to power the main cantonment at Finegayan. Since these upgrades would be 
part of the proposed action, they would be funded by the DoD and thus there would be no 
impacts to other customers for the direct impacts to the Guam Power Authority transmission 
system. Indirect impacts could require some transmission and/or distribution upgrades. Under 
federal laws, DoD cannot spend its budget for these potential items. However, the addition of 
U.S. Marine Corps as a major new customer should add to Guam Power Authority revenue and 
financial capability to make additional upgrades.

The transmission line upgrades discussed above would consist of underground transmission line 
from the Harmon Substation to the proposed new substation at Finegayan and above ground
transmission line upgrade from that proposed new substation at Finegayan to the new Andersen 
AFB Substation recently constructed. This underground portion would then be typhoon 
resistant. This upgrade would be scheduled for the beginning of construction for the proposed 
action and be coordinated through Guam Power Authority. 

Concerns about fair share investments for system upgrades will be addressed in the revised 
utility services contract between Guam Power Authority and DoD.

662:R – The DoD is committed to the eventual integration of the two Guam water systems; 
however, that is beyond the scope of this SEIS and proposed action. 

The number cited, 0.28 million gallons per day, is the estimated amount of additional potable 
water demand on the Guam Waterworks Authority water system that is attributable to the 
proposed action, not the total water demand for the Marine Corps relocation, which is mostly 
provided for by the proposed expansion of the DoD water system. This increased demand on
the Guam Waterworks Authority water system (the 0.28 million gallons per day number) comes 
from induced growth and does not include organic (or normally expected) civilian growth in the 
absence of the military relocation. The full impact from all sources on the Guam Waterworks 
Authority water system is also considered in the analysis. 

The estimated water demands are based on numerous items, including a per capita demand 
depending upon living situation (houses or bachelor quarters), industrial uses, firefighting 
requirements, and unaccounted for water. This is not as simple as multiplying a set number of 
new people times a per person allotment. During the construction peak, the estimated demand 
from the proposed action is 0.84 million gallons per day. Refurbishment of the Tumon-Maui 
Well has increased the water supply by a permitted amount of 1.3 million gallons per day and 
U.S. Geological Survey recommended pumping rate of 0.8 million gallons per day. The DoD is 
willing to provide excess water to Guam Waterworks Authority for these needs.
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Comment ID: #662 (Cont.)
662:S – The estimated total wastewater flow to the Northern District Wastewater Treatment 
Plant is 7.8 million gallons per day from all sources. The contribution from the proposed action 
is estimated as 1.2 million gallons per day from direct sources and 0.61 million gallons per day 
from indirect sources. For the Agana Wastewater Treatment Plant, the estimated flows are 6.2 
million gallons per day from all sources and zero from the proposed action direct sources and 
0.04 million gallons per day from indirect sources. These estimates are substantially less than 
stated in the comment. The fact remains that upgrades to secondary treatment at these 
wastewater plants are current requirements of their permits whether or not the military 
relocation happens. The military cannot fund improvements to civilian infrastructure that does 
not directly support their needs.

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.  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.662:T – The Guam Power Authority 
questionnaire response is included in Appendix A of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 
Study, on Page D-475. Analysis of impacts to Guam Power Authority’s permitting functions is 
presented in Section 4.4.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (see Table 4.4-53). 

DoD understands that a mutually agreeable approach to address aging power generation 
facilities is in the interests of both Guam Power Authority and the military. It is our 
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understanding that Guam Power Authority is moving toward liquefied natural gas as a fuel 
instead of fuel oil. This sounds promising from several vantage points: reduced costs, reduced 
air pollution, and increased longevity of generators. Having a new major customer in DoD 
should provide Guam Power Authority with added financial resources.
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May 30, 2014

To: 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:   Guam Fire Department Input / Comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) 

The following comments are provided for your review and consideration:

While the Guam Fire Department is able to meet the basic needs of our community, a 
population influx would strain existing resources.  As accurately indicated in the Draft 
SEIS, population growth will have a significant impact on public safety agencies.  
Additional resources and sources of funding are needed to meet the pending buildup for 
the following:

Personnel: The Draft SEIS 2014 cites in two different page numbers in reporting current 
staffing levels.  Page 4-121 reports 2013 staffing levels to be at 258 full-time sworn 
Firefighters/EMTs.  However, when calculating the Staffing Impacts Table 4.1.15-21 on 
Page 4-144, the Draft SEIS uses the number 224. The discrepancy in these numbers is 
not clarified, but I assume it is because the Guam Fire Department indicated that it has 34 
employees that are equipped to perform open water rescue. This calculation is inaccurate 
because it overlooks the services provided to the entire community when calculating the 
impact. Guam has experienced an increase in water-related responses.  Rough water 
conditions impact all residents, not just locals. Thus, calculations should be based off the 
258 as opposed to the 224 because the Guam Fire Department will provide services and 
support to the community as a whole. 

Aside from this difference, what is not captured is that the number of 258 
Firefighter/EMTs is well short of manning requirements to meet accepted National Fire 

Comment ID: #663

663 – Thank you for your comment. Analyses in the SEIS and Socioeconomic Impact 
Assessment Study have been revised in response to your comment. Baseline staffing was 
revised to include personnel equipped to perform open water rescues. Please note that year 2010 
staffing data are used in analysis; as such, baseline staffing includes information that the Guam 
Fire Department provided in its questionnaire response for year 2010 (See Appendix A of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study) that indicates 112 personnel in the northern district, 
112 personnel in the southern district, and 34 open water rescue personnel for a total of 258 
personnel applied as the staffing baseline.

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

The DON looks forward to working with all Guam public service agencies as part of the 
Civilian Military Coordination Council and would leave it to the Civilian Military Coordination 
Council to prioritize GovGuam programs between the various GovGuam agencies. 
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Protection Association (NFPA) and Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) standards as applied to our Fire Service mandates. While the GFD seeks to 
recruit an additional 90 (ninety) Firefighters over the next three years to meet NFPA and 
OSHA standards, staffing levels will continue to drop below NFPA and OSHA standards 
when trying to bring service back to appropriate levels.  In the interim, these are 
addressed primarily with increase in overtime expenditures but this increases negative 
impact to personnel morale and physical health due to longer and more frequent work 
shifts.

It is important to note that while GFD is able to serve the community with 258 FTEs, 
military deployments, attrition, and promotions will remain struggles for the department.  
The GFD requires about 300 Firefighters, 30 Emergency Medical Dispatchers and 12 
Administrative personnel to satisfy staffing requirements, including the GFD Permitting 
section as cited on page 4-147.

Equipment:  An increase in Guam’s population translates to an increase in the number of 
calls and responses completed by the GFD each year.  This impacts the workload on 
personnel, but also increased usage of equipment aggravates normal wear-and-tear of 
response vehicles. Through the commitment of the Administration, the GFD has received 
over 10 (ten) ambulances in its fleet and will soon receive 3 (three) Custom Structural 
Pumpers and 2 (two) Urban Interface Pumpers to bring our Fire Suppression capabilities 
to acceptable standards.   Rescue Utility Vehicles and Fire Rescue Boats are also in the 
process of procurement along with other miscellaneous emergency equipment.  These are 
all necessary to replace an aged fleet, but a continuous effort to ensure equipment 
inventories are adequate is necessary.   

Capabilities:  The GFD responds to approximately 25,000 calls a year where 75-80% are 
Medical emergencies.  GFD desires to respond to all calls within 4 to 6 minutes to 90% 
of 911 calls dispatched.  We currently have 13 Fire Houses and Rescue Stations located 
around the island with only 11 providing Fire Protection Services, 8 providing 
Ambulance Service, 3 providing Land and Sea Rescue Services, 2 with Advance Life 
Support Units, and 2 with Hazardous Materials Response capability.  Our Headquarters, 
Maintenance Division and Fire Prevention Bureau also have auxiliary response 
capabilities in support of Operations such as a Major Alarm Scene Support Unit, Code 
Enforcement Vehicles and a Public Outreach Unit.   The primary factors that prevent 
increases to services are the shortage of manpower, lack of Fire Facilities at strategic 
locations and Equipment.  Significant investment is needed to meet current and future 
demands for response to life safety and property protection.

A significant investment in this area would be the design, construction, equipping and 
manning of an additional Fire Station in the population impact area between the proposed 
Finagayan and Andersen Cantonment and Housing.  This would assist in the servicing of 
rapidly growing communities in our northern response jurisdictions.  This also would 
provide additional capabilities to respond to Mutual Aide requests on Military 
Installations.  

Comment ID: #663 (Cont.)
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Mutual Aide Agreements have been established along with a strengthen relationship over 
the past three years between Anderson Fire Department and Navy Federal Fire and 
Emergency Services.  This has been demonstratively valuable in response to incidents 
that exhaust resources both in and outside military installations.  Continuous 
collaboration of the Administration and Military Leaders in regards to Fire Protection and 
Emergency Medical Services is a critical piece to meet the demands of any future build-
up.

In conclusion, the expected increase in military personnel and the spike in construction 
due to the buildup will strain current capabilities to respond effectively to incidents of 
Life Safety and Property Protection above 3.6%, including the GFD permitting section.  
The GFD supports the potential mitigation measures bulleted on page 4-140 and 
recommends an additional bullet that prioritizes support of programs and grant 
instruments that fund the hiring and training of additional Firefighters/EMTs, Emergency 
Medical Dispatchers and essential non-uniform personnel.  With these mitigation 
measures, we are confident that the Administration’s commitment to the Guam Fire 
Department will address our shortfalls to meet any impacts the pending build-up will 
bring.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact the undersigned at 
joey.sannicolas@gfd.guam.gov or phone (671) 688-6533.

Saina Ma’ase.

/// ORIGINAL SIGNED///
JOEY C. SAN NICOLAS
Fire Chief

Comment ID: #663 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #664

664:A

664:B

664:C

664:D

664:E

664:F

664: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.

664: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.

664: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.

664:D – The SEIS documents the anticipated intersection improvement at Route 1/Route 3 as 
designed by the Guam Department of Public Works, as well as the widening of Route 3 to 
mitigate the effects of the projected increase in vehicle trips due to organic growth on Guam 
and the implementation of cantonment/housing alternatives at Finegayan, Andersen AFB, or 
Northwest Field. The SEIS also documents the projected impacts to the intersection of Route 
8/Route 16, and details mitigation measures to alleviate the effects of the implementation of 
cantonment/housing at Barrigada should that alternative be chosen.

664: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.

664:F – 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. 
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665:A

665:B

665:C

665 – Comment ID: #665 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #335. The response is provided 
on Pages G.2-912- G.2-914. 
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     Response: 

G.2-1596



665:G

Comment ID: #665 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1597



Comment ID: #666

666:A

666:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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666:C
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Comment ID: #666 (Cont.)
666:B – The DoD agrees that the planned and funded expansion (i.e., widening) of Route 10A 
and implementation of Phase 2 Tiyan Parkway will improve traffic circulation in Central Guam. 

Based on the traffic operations analysis conducted by Federal Highway Administration and 
summarized in the SEIS and Appendix F, Route 10A currently operates at acceptable level of 
service, with excess capacity, and would continue operate at acceptable levels of service with 
the proposed action (all alternatives). Additionally, East Sunset (Tiyan Parkway) currently 
operates at acceptable level of service, with excess capacity, and would continue operate at 
acceptable levels of service with the proposed action (all alternatives). DoD agrees that the 
completion of these roadway improvements in advance of the build-up will be beneficial, 
though not essential to maintain acceptable level of service on the study roadway segment or 
intersection.

666: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.

666: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.

666:E – Additional information regarding potential impacts to Customs and Quarantine have 
been added to the SEIS. 
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667 – 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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668 – 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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669 – Thank you for your comment. As documented in this SEIS, the DON acknowledges the 
existing substandard conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social services on 
Guam and the interest to have the DON fund improvements to these systems and services. The 
DON’s ability to fund actions is limited by federal law. However, to mitigate adverse impacts 
associated with the proposed military relocation program, the DON would continue to support 
the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop recommendations, as 
appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing to directly influence 
workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population growth before 
infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing project-related 
employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of shortfalls in Guam 
public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and funding sources that 
may help GovGuam to address shortfalls. 
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Comment ID: #670
670 – 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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671 – 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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672 – 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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673 – Comment ID: #673 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #356. The response is provided 
on Pages G.2-1003 – G.2-1005. 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1628



Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1631



Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #673 (Cont.)

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #674

674:A

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

     Response: 

G.2-1645



674:A
Cont.

674:B

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)

674:B – Information that was presented on page 4-121 indicates most recent data available 
(year 2012) while information on Page 4-144 may be older data. Since information on Page 4-
144 must be coupled with population data to establish service ratios, older (year 2010) data that 
syncs with population estimates was used. 

In response to your comment, the 146 figure has been revised to 307 (which was provided by 
Guam Police Department in its questionnaire response for year 2010, please see Appendix B to 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study). 

The 307 staffing number represented key professional personnel which in this case were sworn 
police officers. Analysis sought to identify additional requirements for full-time equivalent key 
professional personnel. While it is understood that additional personnel are typically required to 
support key personnel, analysis was limited to estimates of key personnel in order to allow for 
consistent analysis across various government agencies. 

To mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation program, DON 
would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to develop 
recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and sequencing 
to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced population 
growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include providing 
project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the identification of 
shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal programs and 
funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.

     Response: 
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674:C

674:D

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)

674:C – Qualitative information on Guam Police Department permitting functions has been 
added to the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study.

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

     Response: 

G.2-1647



674:D
Cont.

674:E

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)

674: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.
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674:E
Cont.

674:F

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)

674:F – No mitigation is proposed with regard to the population analysis. 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.

     Response: 
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674:F
Cont.

674:G

674:H

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)
674:G – Analysis of population is conducted on an island-wide basis. While it is generally 
anticipated that additional population would be located in proportion to current population 
centers, specific analysis cannot be conducted due to lack of data. For potential workforce 
housing locations see Figure 4.3-4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (which is 
Appendix D to the SEIS).

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

     Response: 

G.2-1650



674:H
Cont.

674:I

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)
674:I – Analysis identified the number of additional key personnel. In the case of Guam Police 
Department, key personnel were categorized as sworn uniformed officers. Additional support 
staff may also be required in association with key personnel. Revisions have been made based 
on comment 674:B.
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674:I
Cont.

674:J

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)
674:J – The 146 level was used as it was the response to the questionnaire that was provided to 
Guam Police Department (first question of Part B). Revision has been made to the reported 
2010 level of 307 sworn officers which was also provided in Guam Police Department's 
questionnaire response in Part B (2010 data is used to couple with 2010 population data from 
the census).

     Response: 

G.2-1652



674:J
Cont.

674:K

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)
674:K – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1653



674:K
Cont.

674:L

Comment ID: #674 (Cont.)
674:L – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process. 

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

     Response: 
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675:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #675 (Cont.)
675:B – Table 4.1.15-22 reflects year 2010 staffing levels. Impacts to the Guam Public Library 
System were determined to be significant, in part, based on existing deficiencies.

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

     Response: 
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676: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.

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

676:C – 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. Although the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant has adequate 
design capacity, the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requires 
upgrades to secondary treatment.

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.  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 
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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.

In reply to the solid waste comment, the Layon Landfill is a properly permitted Subtitle D, 
RCRA compliant landfill with sufficient capacity to meet all of Guam's long term needs. 
GovGuam is also planning to build a central transfer station at Harmon to better serve the 
residents of Guam.

     Response: 
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676:C
Cont.

676:H

Comment ID: #676 (Cont.)
676:D – The estimated volumes of cut (excavated) material for the proposed project (all 
cantonment/family housing and LFTRC alternatives are greater than the estimated fill volumes. 
Thus, it is anticipated that earthen materials needed for the proposed project will be supplied 
from within the project itself, and there will be no import of off-island fill material. However, in 
the event that there is a need to import off-island earthen materials, all Guam Environmental 
Protection Agency, Department of Agriculture, and local rules and regulations will be followed. 
Text in Table 2.8-1 revised to state “Should there be a need to import off-island earthen 
materials, all Guam Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Agriculture, and local 
rules and regulations will be followed.”

676:E – Text in Table 2.8-1 revised to state “Should there be a need to import off-island earthen 
fill materials, follow all Guam Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Agriculture, 
and local rules and regulations regarding import of off-island earth materials.”

676:F – The proposed mitigation measures of expanding the existing Orote Ecological Reserve 
Area and establishing a new Ecological Reserve Area on the NAVMAG would enhance special-
status species conservation and recovery as the species that occur or potentially occur within the 
footprint of the proposed action also occur within the existing and proposed Ecological Reserve 
Areas. While the exact plant species composition and other habitat features of the vegetation 
communities within the Ecological Reserve Areas may differ slightly from similar forest 
habitats in northern Guam (e.g., limestone forest), the forest community does and will support 
the same special-status species.

676:G – These requirements are noted.

676:H – The specific details related to the handling of green waste are contained in Volume V, 
Utility Study to Support Marine Corps Relocation, Guam, Guam and CNMI Roadmap 
Adjustments (NAVFAC Pacific, July 2013). The impacts outlined in Table ES-5 considered the 
impact of the green waste generation and determined the "LSI" designation. The Utilities and 
Site Improvement contractor would be responsible for the setting up and operating of the 
composting and mulching operation which would handle all green waste generated during the 
buildup. The DoD command on Guam would manage the Utilities and Site Improvement 
contractor to ensure that green waste is properly managed to prevent adverse impacts. The rhino 
beetle concern is currently being managed by the DoD command and would continue to be 
addressed during the proposed action. The Utilities and Site Improvement contractor would also 
be required to comply with the "Coconut Rhinoceros Beetle Management Procedures 
(NAVFAC Marianas April 2010)" document specifying procedures designed to control the 
invasive Coconut Rhinoceros Beetle species.
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676:H
Cont.

Comment ID: #676 (Cont.)
676:I – 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).

676:J – The recycling center and transfer station would be designed and sized in accordance 
with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and DoD guidelines governing such facilities. The 
projected municipal solid waste throughput would be the primary factor in planning the size and 
functional areas. Details of the planned functional areas are contained in Volume V, Solid 
Waste, Guam & CNMI Military Relocation Utility Study, 2012 Roadmap Adjustments (July 
2013).

676:K – The applicable sentence has been revised to read: “The Construction and Demolition 
debris and green wastes that cannot be recycled or reused, as well as wastes that are prohibited 
at Layon Landfill would be disposed at the Naval Base Guam Landfill, subject to approval of 
the required Construction and Demolition debris handling permit and permitted private hardfill 
facilities.” The three additional hardfill facilities have been identified as follows: “The 
Construction and Demolition waste not able to be diverted would be transported to the Naval 
Base Guam Landfill (subject to permit approval), or to one of five permitted private hardfill 
facilities (Eddie Cruz, and Primos Northern Hardfill, Smithbridge, UMS and Hemlani ).”

676:L – The requirement to submit the required permit documents regulating disposal of 
specialized waste, e.g. asbestos and Construction and Demolition is acknowledged and added to 
the final SEIS.
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Comment ID: #676 (Cont.)
676:M – The following items have been added to the applicable paragraph: 

The SEIS should include a waste characterization study of the existing DoD waste 
stream.
The SEIS should include a plan to address special waste not accepted by the Layon 
Landfill.
The SEIS should include a mandatory recycling plan.

The CVN is not part of the proposed action of this SEIS and subject to future NEPA review 
should it be pursued. Therefore, CVN (Carrier) waste has not been addressed.

676:N – Staffing data shown on Page 122 of Chapter 4 are for the year 2012 and represent a 
snapshot in time that allows for consistency of each GovGuam agency to have staffing numbers 
shown for the same year.

676:O – 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.” A description 
of the types of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes that would be generated and stored
can be found in Section 4.1.16.2 of the SEIS.

676:P – Text in the referenced Hazardous Materials section has been revised as follows: “To 
minimize this impact, radon resistant construction techniques and potential mitigation systems 
considered may be incorporated into the building/facility designs in accordance with the Navy’s 
Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program and OPNAVINST 5090.1D. Provisions 
implemented under Navy’s Radon Assessment and Mitigation Program include: Identification 
of buildings where U.S. Environmental Protection Agency actions levels of 4 pCi/L are 
exceeded; maintain a central data management system containing all the validated monitoring 
data results of Navy buildings (owned or leased); mitigate indoor radon levels in buildings to 
below 4 pCi/L; perform inspections and preventative maintenance of mitigation systems and 
periodic retesting at least every 2 years to ensure efficacy of mitigation systems. Final 
mitigation measures would be identified in the Record of Decision after resource agency 
consultations are complete.”

676:Q – Text within the SEIS has been added to clarify treatment of unexploded ordnance 
identified during construction. “unexploded ordnance identified during the construction of 
facilities that requires open detonation in-place would require an emergency permit from Guam 
Environmental Protection Agency. Unexploded ordnance that is safe to transport would be 
taken to the Andersen AFB Hazardous Waste Management Facility - Andersen AFB Explosive 
Ordnance Disposal Permitted Facility to be safely detonated.”
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676:R – The text in Section 6.1.1 and Table 6.1-1 addresses the impacts associated with the 
installation of IT/COMM lines. The IT/COMM lines would primarily be located in existing 
roadways and would not involve the installation of any new culverts. 

The following text has been added to analysis under Alternatives 2 (Sections 5.2.2) and also 
applies to Alternatives 3 and 4 (Sections 5.3.2 and 5.4.2): “All bridges and culverts would be 
designed and constructed so as not to negatively impact the hydrology of surface waters and 
wetlands.”
  

     Response: 
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676:R
Cont.

676:S

Comment ID: #676 (Cont.)
676:S – The description block has been revised to delete “construction, recycling and
composting”. The block now reads: “Development of a municipal integrated solid waste 
landfill.”

676:T – Details related to the calculation of Municipal Solid Waste generation, green waste and 
Construction and Demolition generation are contained in Volume V, Solid Waste, Guam and 
CNMI Military Relocation Utility Study, 2012 Roadmap Adjustments (NAVFAC Pacific, July 
2013).

676:U – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. If housing/cantonment Alternative D or LFTRC Alternatives 2-4 are selected, the 
DoD would conduct jurisdictional delineations of wetlands and other waters of the U.S. within 
the project area. A delineation report would be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for jurisdictional determination, a Section 404 permit would be obtained for unavoidable 
impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, and mitigation measures identified in the Section 404 permit 
would be implemented. 

In regards to Guam Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Guam Office staff shortages: as documented in this SEIS, the DON acknowledges the existing 
substandard conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social services on Guam and 
the interest to have the DON fund improvements to these systems and services. For additional 
information on anticipated impacts to Guam Environmental Protection Agency permits and 
required permitting staff please see the Section 4.4.5 and Table 4.4-51 of the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D of the SEIS). 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. Such support may include 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.

676:V – The study in Appendix F-2 was prepared to characterize the conditions at the proposed 
LFTRC Alternatives 2-4 and used wetlands data that was available at the time of preparation. 
Since then, non-jurisdictional wetland delineations were conducted in May and June 2012, and 
data from this more recent survey was used for the analysis presented in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, 
and 5.4.2 of this SEIS. If Alternatives 2, 3, or 4 are selected, a jurisdictional delineation would 
be performed, a jurisdictional determination would be made by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and any impacts would be determined along with appropriate mitigation. This 
information would reflect the most recent condition of wetland boundaries and wetland health.

676:W – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. The study in Appendix F-2 was prepared to provide a reconnaissance 
investigation on the conditions at the proposed LFTRC Alternatives 2-4. The term "close 
proximity" is used when wetlands are located down gradient from ranges and close enough to 
be potentially impacted by stormwater runoff from the ranges; there is no specific defined 
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distance (refer to the figures in Attachment B of this study in Appendix F-2 for the locations of 
these wetlands in relation to ranges). “Buffer wetlands” are wetlands that run along the length 
of a stream/river and offer a "buffer" between the stream/river and upland areas. BMPs that 
would be used to minimize impacts to surface waters and wetlands are listed in Section 2.8 and 
discussed in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the SEIS.
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676:X

676:W
Cont.

Comment ID: #676 (Cont.)
676:X – All site statuses have been updated. 
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677:A

677:A – Thank you for your comment. H.R. 4402 is distinct from and outside the scope of the 
SEIS. Irrespective of H.R. 4402, the DON will comply with requirements of NEPA, the 
Endangered Species Act, the National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act, and the National 
Historic Preservation Act, among other environmental statutes. The use of existing ranges, 
including 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 existing ranges did not satisfy the evaluation criteria and were not 
carried forward as feasible alternatives. 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 existing ranges were not feasible locations for the LFTRC.
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677:B

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.)
677:B – Significant adverse impacts to land use were identified in Section 5.5.6, Land and 
Submerged Land Use due to the new restrictions on public access to submerged lands under the 
Northwest Field LFTRC. The text of Section 3.6, Affected Environment and Figure 3.6.1-1 was 
edited to include fishing areas, including Fish Aggregating Devices . The recreational and 
sociocultural impacts of the new public access restrictions on fishing are described in Sections 
5.5.7 and 5.5.15, respectively. Specifically, there would be loss of access to areas relevant to 
recreational boaters and fishermen. Offshore fishing areas located within the LFTRC Surface 
Danger Zones would be inaccessible during associated range use. To provide awareness of 
times that the range is in use, the DON would provide the proposed training schedule to the 
U.S. Coast Guard, who would issue and broadcast a Notice to Mariners that would identify the 
location of the Surface Danger Zones and direct vessel operators to navigate clear of the active 
Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, boaters and fishermen would be able to contact range 
control via radio or phone to get real time updates of active ranges, which would minimize 
impacts. The use of the recreational resources would be restored in the Surface Danger Zones 
during non-training periods. Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on 
submerged lands access. No additional mitigation is proposed.
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677:B
Cont.

677:C

677:D

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.)
677: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
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.

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

677:F

677:G

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.) 677:E – 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.

677:F – The significant land use impacts identified for new restrictions on public access to 
submerged land use are applicable to all uses, including recreational.

677:G – The cumulative land use impacts on submerged land access is included in Chapter 7, 
Cumulative Effects, specifically Section 7.7.6.
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677:H

677:I

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.) 677:H – The potential impacts raised in your comment are addressed in the SEIS and the 
rationale for the impact determinations has been presented in accordance with NEPA. 

The SEIS analyses are based almost entirely on information directly pertaining to Guam. In 
addition to reviewing hundreds of published documents about Guam, subject matter experts 
involved in the preparation of the SEIS (and before that the 2010 Final 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 multi-year 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.

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 also 
had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam 
levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage 
with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.

The 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. No decision will be made until the end of the NEPA process when a Record Of 
Decision is prepared.

677:I – The use of existing ranges, including 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 existing ranges did not satisfy 
the evaluation criteria and were not carried forward as feasible alternatives. 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 existing ranges were not 
feasible locations for the LFTRC. Public access to the submerged lands within the Surface 
Danger Zones would be permitted when the ranges are not in use.
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Cont.

677:J

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.)
677:J – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the proposed 
military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural resources, and 
infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate adverse 
impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term impacts of 
construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military relocation 
reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The DON has kept 
the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public scoping meetings and 
public hearings and consideration of public comments on the SEIS. The DON has had ongoing 
discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government of Guam levels, has also 
met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to engage with affected 
stakeholders throughout the relocation process.
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Cont.

677:K

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.)
677:K – The study area for the direct and indirect impact analysis is limited to land and 
submerged lands of Guam and does not extend to the CNMI. The cumulative effects study is 
limited to Guam and specifically excludes the CNMI because there is no proposed action for the 
CNMI in this SEIS. The decision regarding the military's future use of Tinian for training 
(which is being evaluated in the CJMT EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of 
Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative Effects Section 7.5 describes other 
relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS 
and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex Airspace Environmental Assessment are 
addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam 
land and submerged land study area. 

The use of existing ranges, including 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 existing ranges did not satisfy the 
evaluation criteria and were not carried forward as feasible alternatives. 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 existing ranges were not 
feasible locations for the LFTRC. Public access to the submerged lands within the Surface 
Danger Zones would be permitted when the ranges are not in use.
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677:L

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.) 677:L – Topics related to the management of fisheries outside of the SEIS study area are 
important issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public 
engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned 
citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no 
specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. However, 
this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.
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677:M

677:N

Comment ID: #677 (Cont.) 677:M – Since the introduction of the brown treesnake and various rat species, seabird 
populations and nesting have declined significantly, particularly along the coastal areas of 
Finegayan and Andersen AFB. While seabirds may occur within the nearshore waters of 
Ritidian Point, impacts from LFTRC activities are expected to be less than significant. The 
Final SEIS has been updated to include a discussion of potential impacts to seabirds.

As no ground-disturbing activities would occur on Ritidian Point beaches, there would be no 
impacts to nesting sea turtles.

677:N – Section 7.7.6 identifies a significant cumulative impact on submerged lands access. No 
additional mitigation is proposed.
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678 – Comment ID: #678 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #366. The response is provided 
on Pages G.2-1081 – G.2-1085. 
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Comment ID: #679

679 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #680
680 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #681
681 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 
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Comment ID: #682

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

     Response: 

G.2-1685



Comment ID: #683
683 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #684 684 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #685
685 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #686
686 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #687

687 – 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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The Primary Issue

,

688:A – 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.
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China

Economic Impact and Inaccurate Modeling

a
quarter of a billion dollars per year 688:B

688:A
Cont.

Comment ID: #688 (Cont.)
688:B – The economic modeling that was conducted for the SEIS estimated the effects that the 
proposed action - construction and operations of military facilities - would have on the economy 
of Guam. While the results of modeling are presented at an island-wide level, and not broken-
out by industry, the detailed modeling results do indicate that establishments in Guam's tourism 
sector would be beneficially affected. Even though the modeling effort was focused on 
construction and operations of a military facility (and thus made no distinction between visitors' 
place of origin), establishments such as hotels and restraints would see increased sales as a 
result of the proposed action.
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Importance

Other Factors

Proposed Statement

Senseramente’,

688:B
Cont.

Comment ID: #688 (Cont.)
688:C – 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. The DON 
looks forward to continuing to work with the Civilian Military Coordination Council to address 
Guam Visitor’s Bureau concerns going forward.

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

688:E – 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.  
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June 30, 2014 

To: 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: The Guam Visitors Bureau’s Input / Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS) 

The following comments are provided for your review and consideration: 

Tourism is Guam’s leading industry, representing 60% of the Guam economy and one out of every three 
private sector jobs. The Guam Visitors Bureau (GVB) is the government agency tasked with overseeing 
the tourism industry.  

The Guam Visitors Bureau supports the U.S. military on Guam and supports the proposed buildup; 
however, we want to ensure that the buildup will not negatively impact the immediate and long-term 
potential of tourism on Guam, which is our economy’s lifeblood. In that respect, we have some specific 
concerns with some of the characterizations made in the Draft SEIS, with which we disagree. These 
concerns are articulated below. 

We believe that we can work together cooperatively with stakeholders to address any concerns that may 
exist. We firmly believe that tourism and the military can co-exist and thrive together on Guam. Included in 
this narrative is a brief explanation of the issues and specific proposed amended language for the final 
report.  

The Primary Issue

Our primary concern is with respect to statements made in Appendix D section 4.3.8 regarding the 
potential impact on Russian and Chinese visitor markets, particularly as related to visa waivers. In 
Appendix D section 4.3.8, entitled “Blocked Growth of Chinese and Russian Markets”, it states:  

“On November 23, 2011 the U.S. Department of Homeland Security granted visa parole authority 
for Russian citizens to visit Guam. The parole authority allows Russian tourists to enter Guam on 
a case-by case basis, without the need for a visa. Russian visitors tend to stay longer and spend 
more money per visit than visitors from Guam’s other tourism markets. While the increase in 
Russian visits has helped improve Guam’s tourism industry, Russian visits represent only a small 
portion of total visits and thus do
not provide a major contribution to the overall impact that the tourism industry has on Guam’s 
economy (SIAS Appendix B, GVB). It is unclear whether the implementation of the proposed 
action would bring an end to the eligibility of Russian citizens to visit Guam; if it did then there 
would be a small impact on the tourism industry. 

689 – Comment ID: #689 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #688. The response is provided 
on Pages G.2-1692 – G.2-1695. 

     Response: 

G.2-1695



Prior to the implementation of the proposed action, Chinese visitors are not eligible to visit Guam. 
Some growth in Guam’s tourism market would likely occur if eligibility rules were changed to allow 
Chinese visits. A continuation of ineligibility, for purposes specifically related to the proposed 
action, may inhibit potential growth in Guam’s tourism industry.” (2013 Guam SIAS, s. 4-37). 

While we recognize that the drafting of this document began some time ago, there are several recent 
developments and important factors related to the critical importance of these markets for Guam’s 
immediate and long-term future that were not sufficiently considered or recognized. 

Background

Japanese nationals represent about 70% of the island’s tourist arrivals. Unfortunately, given Japan’s 
aging population, this important market will experience significant decline over the coming decade. This 
year alone Guam has experienced a 10.6% decline in arrivals from Japan and fourteen (14) consecutive 
months of decline in our core source market. 

The spending by Japanese tourists is down significantly as well. Spending in retail and optional tours is 
down more than 50% compared to prior years. The retail spending per person from emerging markets, 
such as Russia and China is three times (3x) greater than from Japanese. 

Further, Guam is so reliant on Japanese visitors that any time Japan experiences a natural disaster or 
another national problem, our tourist arrivals and our economy plummets. Any time the U.S. embarks on 
a military operation oversees or becomes involved in a foreign conflict, the cautious Japanese hesitate to 
travel to the U.S. and arrivals plummet further. Guam’s reliance on a single foreign source market is not 
prudent from either an economic or geo-political perspective. 

Section 4.3.8 of Appendix D articulates the impacts that the buildup will have on Guam’s tourism 
economy, thereby supporting our position on the critical importance of economic security that will result 
from additional tourist markets—specifically, the Russian and the Chinese markets. 

As identified in the recently published Tourism 2020 plan produced by GVB, diversification of our source 
markets is critical to the future of Guam’s leading economic engine. Korean arrivals have experienced 
some growth, but compared to other Asian markets Koreans do not generally spend as much. It is clear 
that the future viability of Guam’s tourism industry will inextricably be linked to Guam’s ability to obtain 
visitors from Russia and China. The importance of these two markets on Guam’s future economic 
prosperity “outside the fence” cannot be overstated. 

Russia

The Russian market has opened up to Guam only recently, but has already experienced explosive 
growth. Russia accounted for only 632 arrivals just three years ago, even though Guam is only five hours 
away by direct air service. 

In November 2011, Russian nationals were granted visa-free entry to Guam via parole, and in January 
2012 direct service began. In two short years, there are already direct flights from five different Russian 
cities; and arrivals in the coming 12 months will exceed the 20,000 annual forecast that was projected in 
the Tourism 2020 plan for the year 2020. 

Russian tourists both stay for a long term and spend at a high level. Russian guests stay 14 to 21 days 
versus an average of 3.2 days for Japanese tourists. Each Russian visitor amounts to about six Japanese 
visitors in terms of hotel room nights and overall spending. Thus, in terms of their economic impact, 
20,000 Russian tourists equates to roughly 120,000 Japanese tourists. Contrary to what is suggested in 
the Draft SEIS, Russian tourists represent a major economic impact for Guam. Further, Russia is a brand 
new tourist market for Guam. It is now expected that Russian visitors will reach 50,000 arrivals within the 
near future, spending $75 million per year (based on current spending level of roughly $1,500 per person) 
with a direct economic impact several multiples above this number and well in excess of $100 million. 
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Thus, contrary to the statement in the draft SEIS, the potential loss of this market would have a significant 
and material impact on Guam’s economy, and would be detrimental to its tourism industry. 

China

Of even greater potential impact to Guam is the Chinese market, which is expected to have 200,000,000 
outbound travelers by 2020. The most important centers of China’s tourist market are located only five 
hours direct flight from Guam. Guam historically captures between 1% to 6% market share from its 
targeted source markets. If Guam is able to capture just .05% share of the outbound China travel, the 
Guam economy would more than double.  

Retail spending per person from Chinese travelers is the highest in the world. Guam’s leaders recognize 
the enormous potential impact of a visa-free travel to Guam by Chinese tourists, and Guam’s Governor 
and Congressional Representative have been working hard for many years trying to obtain a China visa 
waiver. Visa-free travel to the region by Chinese nationals would be in line with Congressional objective in 
the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008, which sought to promote region-wide tourism. While it is 
our understanding that Department of Defense does not object to our application for visa-free travel by 
Chinese tourists, yet the language contained in Section 4.3.8 of Appendix D might easily be interpreted 
as contrary to the DOD’s previously communicated position. We have recently been reassured that the 
concerns indicated in the Draft SEIS with regard to visa-free travel by such tourists did not originate from 
DOD. Thus, we would expect the draft to be amended to eliminate any impression that DOD is in favor of 
removing Russian visa-free travel or of blocking the future granting of visa-free travel by Chinese. We 
would hope that DOD would go even further and document its non-objection to visa-free travel by 
Chinese tourists to Guam, particularly in consideration of the fact that DOD is anticipating growing its 
military presence on the island, and a robust economy outside the fence would positively impact the 
morale and welfare of the U.S. servicemen and women stationed on Guam and their dependents. If 
instead DOD objected to Guam diversifying its tourism markets to Russia and China, the continuing 
support by the island’s majority for the buildup would likely be in jeopardy of quickly eroding. 

A comparison with our neighbor, CNMI, is revealing. Guam had only 11,225 Chinese visitors last year 
while CNMI had over 150,000 Chinese tourists arriving visa-free under parole authority. These visitors are 
essentially sustaining the CNMI’s economy, and ensuring its growth.  

The Tourism 2020 plan calls for 350,000 Chinese by the year 2020. The average spending of Chinese on 
neighboring Saipan (CNMI) is $600 per person. This spending is low by international standards, where 
Chinese sometimes spend in excess of $2,000 per person on retail alone. However, even using the 
projected 350,000 arrivals at this low spending level of $600 per person, the loss of direct spending on 
Guam would be over $200 million—before any multipliers and indirect benefits are considered. This is 
contrary to the impression of nominal impact created by the Draft SEIS statement that “some growth” 
would occur, and that continuing the ineligibility of visa-free travel for Chinese travelers “may inhibit 
potential growth” in Guam’s tourism industry. The economic impact from denying expansion into the 
Chinese market would unquestionably be very significant. For Guam to be placed at risk of losing the 
potential opportunity of these visitors through a regional tourism synergy and of doubling its economy is 
simply unacceptable. 

Economic Impact and Inaccurate Modeling

The direct spending loss and economic impact of losing Russia and Chinese visitors is projected to 
exceed a quarter of a billion dollars per year within the next 6 to 7 years. Any diminution of this amount 
will have a serious and damaging impact to the Guam economy.  

According to Draft SEIS Section 2.2.1, the economic model used a combination of: (a) data from Hawaii, 
and (b) dated information from Guam such as “Revised Guam Tourism Impact Preliminary Results from 
Global Insight 2007.” The report states, “Because there is no economic model specifically tailored for 
Guam, the IMPLAN model was fitted with year 2010 data for Honolulu County…” We think it should be 
obvious that the economic modeling used does not take account of the unique characteristics of Guam’s 
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tourism economy and that the economic findings are therefore not representative of the true economic 
impact of the buildup on Guam’s tourism industry. Hawaii’s tourism industry relies significantly on U.S. 
travelers, while Guam’s industry is almost exclusively Asian. The model used clearly lacks the capacity to 
even comprehend, much less predict, the devastating effects of any possible elimination or exclusion of 
visa waiver for the critical source markets of Russia and China. 

Importance

It is critically important that the Guam economy remain viable outside the fence. Tourism is Guam’s 
leading industry. Guam needs Russian and Chinese visitors in order to keep its economy vibrant. 
Respectfully, it is vitally important to Guam’s interests that DOD supports Guam’s initiative in this regard, 
particularly in light of its prior incorrect observation that the loss of these markets would not be of 
significant impact to Guam. 

Other Factors

GVB generally agrees that the other factors and concerns listed in Section 4.3.8 of Appendix D articulate 
the primary remaining concerns of the bureau. GVB recommends that care must be taken to ensure that 
all of these additional concerns are mitigated as well, particularly the potential and unacceptable loss of 
the Ritidian area as a future tourism zone, and the need to maintain and preserve the local culture—not 
only because it is the right thing to do for future generations, but also because it is the only unique 
competitive differentiator for Guam as a tourism market. If Guam becomes known as “a U.S. military 
base,” there will be significant damage to Guam’s image as a tourist destination; arrivals will be negatively 
impacted, as will Guam’s primary economic industry. 

Proposed Statement

GVB respectfully suggests the following amended position from DOD with respect to the impact of tourism 
resulting from the military buildup: 

The Department of Defense recognizes that the potential loss of Russian and/or Chinese visitors as a 
result of the buildup would have a significant adverse impact on Guam’s leading industry, tourism. In 
order to avoid this impact, DOD does not object to visa-free travel for Russian and Chinese tourists. 
Further, DOD recognizes other factors that could impact tourism as indicated in Table 4.3-27 but believes 
that through cooperative efforts with the local government and local industry these factors can be 
mitigated to the mutual satisfaction of all parties. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact the undersigned at 
karl.pangelinan@visitguam.org or phone (671) 646-5278. 

Senseramente’, 

KARL A. PANGELINAN 
General Manager 
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Good Water Always 
578 N. Marine Corps Drive, Tamuning, GU 96913-4111 

Phone: (671) 647-2603, Fax: (671) 646-2335 

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:

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.

690 – Comment ID: #690 is an exact duplicate of Comment ID: #377. The response is provided 
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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.

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.) 

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.

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 
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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:
The freshwater-lens system is recharged by rainfall infiltration.
Aquifer chloride levels in production areas need to be evaluated and managed.
The horizontal hydraulic conductivity in the aquifer is one to two orders of magnitude
greater than the vertical conductivity of the overburden matrix.
Vertical porosity in the overburden matrix is occluded due to post-depositional
changes in porosity by dissolution which connects secondary pathways.
Temporary storage of infiltrating water in the Vadose Zone is significant.
Infiltration is strongly dependent on the water content of the Vadose Zone.
Recharge is dependent on the timing of individual rainfall events and the role of the
unsaturated zone.
Rapid infiltration from large rainfall events does not contribute to aquifer storage.
Negligible recharge occurs during the dry season.

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.
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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.

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

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.

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 

690:S
Cont.

Comment ID: #690 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1703



Page 6 of 6. 

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. 

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.

New Comment and Recommendation 6 :  With the Senior Advisory Group (SAG) and 
Working Group (WG) in place, recommend that the group(s) 

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.
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
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.
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
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Comment ID: #691
691 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1705



Comment ID: #692
692 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1706



Comment ID: #693

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

     Response: 

G.2-1707



Comment ID: #694

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

     Response: 

G.2-1708



Comment ID: #695
695 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1709



Comment ID: #696
696 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements. 

     Response: 

G.2-1710



Comment ID: #697
697 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1711



Comment ID: #698

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

     Response: 

G.2-1712



Comment ID: #699

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

     Response: 

G.2-1713



Comment ID: #700

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

     Response: 

G.2-1714



Comment ID: #701

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

     Response: 

G.2-1715



Comment ID: #702

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

     Response: 

G.2-1716
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Comment ID: #703 (Cont.)

703: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.

703:B – 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.

     Response: 
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Comment ID: #703 (Cont.)
703: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.

     Response: 
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703:D

703:C
Cont.

Comment ID: #703 (Cont.)
703:D – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1720
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Comment ID: #703 (Cont.) 703:E – The DON looks forward to working with all Guam public service agencies as part of 
the Civilian Military Coordination Council and would leave it to the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council to prioritize GovGuam programs between the various GovGuam 
agencies. 

     Response: 

G.2-1723



Comment ID: #703 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1724



Comment ID: #704

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

     Response: 

G.2-1725



Comment ID: #705

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

     Response: 

G.2-1726



Comment ID: #706

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

     Response: 

G.2-1727



Comment ID: #707

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

     Response: 

G.2-1728



Comment ID: #708
708 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1729



Comment ID: #709

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

     Response: 

G.2-1730



Comment ID: #710

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

     Response: 

G.2-1731



Comment ID: #711

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

     Response: 

G.2-1732



Comment ID: #712

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

     Response: 

G.2-1733



Comment ID: #713
713 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements. 

     Response: 

G.2-1734



Comment ID: #714

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

     Response: 

G.2-1735



Comment ID: #715

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

     Response: 

G.2-1736



Comment ID: #716

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

     Response: 

G.2-1737



Comment ID: #717

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

     Response: 

G.2-1738



Comment ID: #718
718 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1739



Comment ID: #719 719 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1740



Comment ID: #720

720 – 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 PPV arrangement will be assessed by the appropriate offices in the future. 
More information will be provided as it becomes available. 

     Response: 

G.2-1741



Comment ID: #721
721 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1742



Comment ID: #722

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

     Response: 

G.2-1743



Comment ID: #723

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

     Response: 

G.2-1744



Comment ID: #724

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

     Response: 

G.2-1745



Comment ID: #725

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

     Response: 

G.2-1746



Comment ID: #726

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

     Response: 

G.2-1747



Comment ID: #727

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

     Response: 

G.2-1748



Comment ID: #728
728 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1749



Comment ID: #729

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

     Response: 

G.2-1750



Comment ID: #730
730 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1751



Comment ID: #731

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

     Response: 

G.2-1752



Comment ID: #732

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

     Response: 

G.2-1753



Comment ID: #733
733 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1754



Comment ID: #734
734 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1755



Comment ID: #735

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

     Response: 

G.2-1756



Comment ID: #736

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

     Response: 

G.2-1757



Comment ID: #737

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

     Response: 

G.2-1758



Comment ID: #738

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

     Response: 

G.2-1759



Comment ID: #739

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

     Response: 

G.2-1760



Comment ID: #740
740 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1761



Comment ID: #741

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

     Response: 

G.2-1762



Comment ID: #742

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

     Response: 

G.2-1763



Comment ID: #743

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

     Response: 

G.2-1764



Comment ID: #744
744 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1765



Comment ID: #745

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

     Response: 

G.2-1766



Comment ID: #746
746 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1767



Comment ID: #747
747 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1768



Comment ID: #748

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

     Response: 

G.2-1769



Comment ID: #749

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

     Response: 

G.2-1770



Comment ID: #750

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

     Response: 

G.2-1771



Comment ID: #751
751 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1772



Comment ID: #752

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

     Response: 

G.2-1773



Comment ID: #753

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

     Response: 

G.2-1774



Comment ID: #754

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

     Response: 

G.2-1775



Comment ID: #755

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

     Response: 

G.2-1776



Comment ID: #756

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

     Response: 

G.2-1777



Comment ID: #757

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

     Response: 

G.2-1778



Comment ID: #758
758 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1779



Comment ID: #759

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

     Response: 

G.2-1780



Comment ID: #760

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

     Response: 

G.2-1781



Comment ID: #761

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

     Response: 

G.2-1782



Comment ID: #762
762 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1783



Comment ID: #763
763 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1784



764 – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1785
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765 – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1786
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Comment ID: #766

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

     Response: 

G.2-1787



Comment ID: #767
767 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1788



Comment ID: #768

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

     Response: 

G.2-1789



Comment ID: #769

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

     Response: 

G.2-1790



Comment ID: #770
770 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1791



Comment ID: #771
771 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1792



Comment ID: #772
772 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1793



Comment ID: #773
773 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.

     Response: 

G.2-1794



Comment ID: #774

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

     Response: 

G.2-1795



Comment ID: #775

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

     Response: 

G.2-1796



Comment ID: #776

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

     Response: 

G.2-1797



Comment ID: #777
777 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1798



Comment ID: #778

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

     Response: 

G.2-1799



Comment ID: #779
779 – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1800



Comment ID: #780

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

     Response: 

G.2-1801



Comment ID: #781
781 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1802



Comment ID: #782

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

     Response: 

G.2-1803



Comment ID: #783
783 – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1804



Comment ID: #784
784 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.

     Response: 

G.2-1805



Comment ID: #785

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

     Response: 

G.2-1806



Comment ID: #786

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

     Response: 

G.2-1807



Comment ID: #787

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

     Response: 

G.2-1808



Comment ID: #788

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

     Response: 

G.2-1809



Comment ID: #789

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

     Response: 

G.2-1810



Comment ID: #790
790 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1811



Comment ID: #791

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

     Response: 

G.2-1812



Comment ID: #792

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

     Response: 

G.2-1813



Comment ID: #793
793 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1814



Comment ID: #794

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

     Response: 

G.2-1815



Comment ID: #795

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

     Response: 

G.2-1816



Comment ID: #796 796 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1817



Comment ID: #797
797 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1818



Comment ID: #798
798 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1819



Comment ID: #799
799 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1820



Comment ID: #800

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

     Response: 

G.2-1821



Comment ID: #801

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

     Response: 

G.2-1822



Comment ID: #802

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

     Response: 

G.2-1823



Comment ID: #803

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

     Response: 

G.2-1824



Comment ID: #804

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

     Response: 

G.2-1825



Comment ID: #805
805 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1826



806 – 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.

     Response: 

G.2-1827
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Comment ID: #807
807 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1828



Comment ID: #808

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

     Response: 

G.2-1829



Comment ID: #809

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

     Response: 

G.2-1830



Comment ID: #810
810 – Thank you for your comment. The LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field was designed 
(including the orientation of individual ranges and Surface Danger Zones) to minimize the area 
affected while still meeting Marine Corps range operational requirements.

     Response: 

G.2-1831



Comment ID: #811

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

     Response: 

G.2-1832



Comment ID: #812

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

     Response: 

G.2-1833



Comment ID: #813

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

     Response: 

G.2-1834



Comment ID: #814

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

     Response: 

G.2-1835



Comment ID: #815

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

     Response: 

G.2-1836



Comment ID: #816

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

     Response: 

G.2-1837



Comment ID: #817
817 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1838



Comment ID: #818
818 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.

     Response: 

G.2-1839



Comment ID: #819

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

     Response: 

G.2-1840



Comment ID: #820

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

     Response: 

G.2-1841



Comment ID: #821

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

     Response: 

G.2-1842



822 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural, biological, 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, conservation, 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 beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC 
surface danger zones.

     Response: 

G.2-1843



823 – Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that the proposed action would 
increase poverty on Guam. 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 
more Guam residents would have an improvement in their standard of living with the proposed 
action than without it.

In addition, 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 beach at Ritidian 
Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

     Response: 

G.2-1844



Comment ID: #824

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

     Response: 

G.2-1845



Comment ID: #825
825 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. With respect to impacts to limestone forest, it should be noted that we have 
identified a new preferred alternative combination that places the family housing on Andersen 
AFB instead of at Finegayan. This change from the Draft SEIS would mean approximately 240 
fewer acres of limestone forest would be impacted at Finegayan.

     Response: 

G.2-1846



Comment ID: #826

826 – 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: 

G.2-1847



Comment ID: #827 was marked as sensitive by the commenter and is therefore omitted. 
 
 

     Response: 

G.2-1848



Comment ID: #828

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

     Response: 

G.2-1849



Comment ID: #829

829 – 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. 

     Response: 

G.2-1850



Comment ID: #830
830 – 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 further 
avoid adverse effects. Final plans concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the 
proposed action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to 
develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety 
concerns and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources. 

     Response: 

G.2-1851



Comment ID: #831

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

     Response: 

G.2-1852



Comment ID: #832

832 – Thank you for your comment. Topics related to the political status of Guam are important 
issues but they are outside the scope of NEPA and this SEIS. The SEIS public engagement 
forums and the public comment period provided an indirect avenue for concerned citizens to 
inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on such issues but no specific changes 
to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this comment. 

     Response: 

G.2-1853



Comment ID: #833

833 – 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. 

 

     Response: 

G.2-1854



Comment ID: #834

834 – 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. 

     Response: 

G.2-1855



Comment ID: #835

835 – Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that the proposed action would 
increase poverty on Guam. 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 
more Guam residents would have an improvement in their standard of living with the proposed 
action than without it. 

     Response: 

G.2-1856



836 – Thank you for your comment. The DON understands and recognizes the significance of 
cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property on Guam. Restricting access to certain 
DON areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Impacts associated with 
reduced or restricted access to specific land areas are acknowledged and evaluated in the SEIS. 
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. The DON looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites. Note that the majority of currently publicly 
accessible areas of Ritidian unit and cultural properties at Ritidian Unit would be outside of the 
LFTRC Surface Danger Zones. Additionally, it should be noted that the public is currently 
restricted from accessing the majority of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife 
Refuge by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The addition of the LFTRC under Alternative 5 
would increase the amount of beach restricted to public access by approximately 10%. The 
Final SEIS has been amended to address the DON’s intent to coordinate with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for new beach access to ensure the public can access the remaining portion of 
beach at Ritidian Point not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

 

     Response: 

G.2-1857



Comment ID: #837

837 – Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that the proposed action would 
increase poverty on Guam. 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 
more Guam residents would have an improvement in their standard of living with the proposed 
action than without it. 

     Response: 

G.2-1858



Comment ID: #838

838 – 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. 

     Response: 

G.2-1859



Comment ID: #839

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

     Response: 

G.2-1860



Comment ID: #840

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

     Response: 

G.2-1861



Comment ID: #841

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

     Response: 

G.2-1862



842:A – Thank you for your comments. As indicated in the Final SEIS (Chapter 2, Section 
2.2.3), availability of the LFTRC for up to 39 weeks per year included assumptions for some 
other military and law enforcement use. 

a. Non-Marine Corps use of the LFTRC will be scheduled when the ranges are not in use 
for Marine Corps training requirements.

b. Army-specific training requirements were not considered as part of the proposed LFTRC, 
although Marine Corps range design requirements are anticipated to be sufficient to meet 
similar training needs for Army National Guard requirements.

c. The Marine Corps is responsible for the funding associated with construction of the 
proposed LFTRC.

d. The Marine Corps will have priority for use of the LFTRC. Use of other small arms 
ranges currently on Guam is the responsibility of Joint Region Marianas.

e. The existing small arms ranges at NCTS Finegayan are not expected to be encumbered 
by construction activities associated with any of the cantonment alternatives at NCTS 
Finegayan.

f. As indicated in Section 2.2.3 of the Final SEIS, the LFTRC will be designed for small 
arms training requirements for .50 caliber and below.

842:B –
a. Any need for interim support will be coordinated as necessary.
b. Marine Corps support for maintenance of Army National Guard equipment is not part of 

the proposed action.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1863



842:B
Cont.

Comment ID: #842 (Cont.)

842:C – Additional language has been added to Section 8.2 regarding potential impacts of 
Alternative D (Barrigada) on the Army National Guard’s plans for future development.
842:D –The information noted in your comment is not a plan to hire any certain amount of off-
island workers. Instead, the SEIS reports the results of a socioeconomic study, which assumed 
the need for a certain amount of off-island workers based on various factors. The actual hiring 
may or may not ultimately align with the assumptions or findings of this study. Federal hiring 
practices do include certain veteran's preferences that would apply to this project.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1864



Comment ID: #843

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

     Response: 

G.2-1865



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

     Response: 

G.2-1866



Comment ID: 844 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1867



Comment ID: 844 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1868



Comment ID: 844 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1869



Comment ID: #845

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

     Response: 

G.2-1870



Comment ID: #846

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

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

     Response: 

G.2-1871



Comment ID: #847

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

     Response: 

G.2-1872



Comment ID: #848
848 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1873



Comment ID: #849
849 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1874



Comment ID: #850
850 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1875



Comment ID: #851
851 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1876



Comment ID: #852
852 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1877



Comment ID: #853

853:A

853:B

853:A – Thank you for your comment. It is not anticipated that the proposed action would 
increase poverty on Guam. 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 
more Guam residents would have an improvement in their standard of living with the proposed 
action than without it.

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

     Response: 

G.2-1878



853:B
Cont.

Comment ID: #853 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1879



Comment ID: #854
854 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1880



Comment ID: #855

855 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of managing the 
implementation of the proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of 
Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process 
identifies ways to mitigate adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to 
ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-
term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible 
citizens on Guam. 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. 

     Response: 

G.2-1881



856 – 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.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1882

scheffelj
Typewritten Text
Comment ID: #856



Comment ID: #857
857 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1883



Comment ID: #858
858 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1884



Comment ID: #859
859 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1885



Comment ID: #860
860 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1886



Comment ID: #861

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

     Response: 

G.2-1887



Comment ID: #862

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

     Response: 

G.2-1888



Comment ID: #863
863 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1889



Comment ID: #864

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

     Response: 

G.2-1890



Comment ID: #865

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

     Response: 

G.2-1891



Comment ID: #866

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

     Response: 

G.2-1892



Comment ID: #867
867 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1893



Comment ID: #868

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

     Response: 

G.2-1894



Comment ID: #869

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

     Response: 

G.2-1895



Comment ID: #870

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

     Response: 

G.2-1896



Comment ID: #871

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

     Response: 

G.2-1897



Comment ID: #872 872 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1898



Comment ID: #873

873 – 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.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1899



Comment ID: #874

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

     Response: 

G.2-1900



SIES Comments by Barbara S.N. Benavente 

The U.S. Office of the Attorney General issued a Feb. 17, 2011 Memo to All Heads of Federal Agencies, 
General Counsels and Civil Rights Heads regarding the Federal Government’s Renewed Commitment to 
Language Access Obligations Under Executive Order 13166 (issued August 2000).  This EO directs each 
federal agency to develop and implement a system by which limited English Proficient (LEP) persons can 
meaningfully access the agency’s services.  It describes action items to include notifying the public 
through mechanisms that will reach the LEP communities served; and to identify LEP contact situations, 
determine primary language of LEP individuals, and effectively utilize available options to assist in 
interpersonal, electronic, print and other methods of communication between the agency and LEP 
individuals.  

The U.S. Department of the Navy has not complied with this EO in the planning and conduct of the three 
SEIS public hearings and in soliciting public comments from Guam residents whose primary language is 
not English. According to the Guam 2010 Census, Guam’s population is 159,358; of which the ethnic 
origin or race identified is 78,682 Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Islanders and 51,381 as Asians. Close 
to 7,000 possess a 9th grade or lower education; approximately 11,429 have no high school diploma.  
81,831 speak a Language Other Than English; 30,808 speak another language more frequently than 
English; 666 do not speak English.  25,827 speak Chamorro as a primary language; 30,720 speak 
languages of the Philippines, and 30,808 speak other Pacific Island languages. The lack of demonstrated 
cultural and linguistic competence in the SEIS public hearings and comment period puts the majority of 
Guam’s residents at a disadvantage for understanding and engaging in meaningful discussions that 
allows for true participation in this NEPA process.  This is a fact for members of my family and my 
community whose ethnic origin and race is Chamorro; and although I am able to read and converse in 
English, the SEIS document lends itself as incomprehensible.  

Guam's natural, environmental and cultural resources must be preserved and protected for present and 
future generations of the Chamorro people and other local residents of Guam. The establishment of a 
live-fire-training-range complex (LFTRC) on any of the proposed alternative sites like Northwest 
Field/Ritidian Point, along with the anticipated population increase of military personnel and their 
families, and off-island contract personnel is a threat to Guam's land and water resources and 
infrastructure.  The proposed military build-up and related activities will inevitably have a significant and 
sustained detrimental impact on our environment, our local culture and our valued way of life.  It is a 
threat to the fragile and irreplaceable remnants of ancient Chamorro life and culture.   

We, the Chamorro people, past and present, have the inherent right to fish the waters surrounding 
Guam and to farm the land.  We have the right to access and utilize our natural resources, to provide for 
our nuclear and extended families, and support reciprocally, our community members, as is our cultural 
practice.  The military buildup and establishment of a LFTRC will more than just interrupt our traditional 
practices; it will stop local fishermen from fishing year-round. It will add to the risks that all residents of 
Guam face daily with the already contaminated sites of Guam’s land and water resources (with heavy 
metals, industrial solvents, PCBs, fuels and pesticides) as a result of the military’s occupation and 

Comment ID: #875

875:A

875:B

875:C

875: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 and making the document as 
reader-friendly as possible.  This has included having subject matter experts available at all 
public meetings to answer questions; providing Chamorro translators at all public meetings and 
hearings; providing a public meeting handout translated into Chamorro; accepting and 
translating comments submitted in Chamorro; 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, impact summary tables, and “call 
out” summary boxes  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.

875:B – 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.

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

     Response: 

G.2-1901



activities, as have been documented and made public.  These documents describe how the military on 
Guam has and most likely will continue to compromise Guam’s land and fresh water sources.   

The SEIS-proposed military buildup along with the establishment of a LFTRC brings no assurances for a 
sustained positive impact and service benefits for the Chamorro people and other residents of Guam, 
currently and in the future. The U.S. Military must respect and respond favorably to the Petition to 
Protect Ritidian Point, now signed by 1,199 individuals, which has been officially submitted to the Joint 
Guam Program Office and officially on record for the Draft SEIS.  It is in the public’s interest to preserve 
Ritidian Point as a vital legacy of cultural, educational, aesthetic and inspirational benefit for the 
Chamorro people, other residents of Guam, and the people of the United States, for current and future 
generations.  

The U.S. Military must guarantee the preservation and protection of Ritidian Point and the Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge, otherwise the occupied land should and must be rightfully returned to the 
original land owners.    

  

875:C
Cont.

875:D

875:E

Comment ID: #875 (Cont.)
875:D – The Petition to Protect Ritidian Point is in reference to H.R. 4402, which 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.

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

     Response: 

G.2-1902



Comment ID: #876
876 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1903



Comment ID: #877 877 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1904



Comment ID: #878

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

     Response: 

G.2-1905



Comment ID: #879
879 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1906



Comment ID: #880
880 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1907



Comment ID: #881

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

     Response: 

G.2-1908



882:A

882:A – 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1909



882:B

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:B – With respect to impacts to limestone forest, it should be noted that we have identified 
a new preferred alternative combination that places the family housing on Andersen Air Force 
Base instead of at Finegayan.  This change from the Draft SEIS would mean approximately 240 
fewer acres of limestone forest would be impacted at Finegayan. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-1910



882:C

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:C – 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. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-1911



882:D

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1912



882:E

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:E – 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1913



882:F

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:F – 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 identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic 
properties that may result from projects associated with the action selected in the SEIS Record 
of Decision. 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 selected alternative.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1914



882:G

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:G – 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. It was also reported that the current 
landfill was sized in anticipation of a military buildup.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1915



882:H

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1916



882:I

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1917



882:J

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:J – Additional information on dollar costs associated with additional staff required has 
been added to the SEIS. To mitigate adverse impacts on public services 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1918



882:K

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:K – Please see Section 3.5.5 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D 
to the SEIS). This section describes Military-Civilian Social Issues on Okinawa that Affect 
Public Perception on Guam. 

Also, please see Sections 3.5.6 and 4.5 for more information on Crime, Vice and Social Order, 
and Sociocultural Impacts. The DON acknowledges that widely publicized instances of military 
crime in Okinawa have caused some Guam residents to be concerned about possible 
repercussions on the island brought about by the increase in military population on Guam. The 
DON has studied these issues and the results are presented in Appendix D of the SEIS 
(Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study). The DON service members are held to a high 
standard of conduct, and the DON will act promptly and rigorously to curtail any misconduct 
and enforce laws to protect the citizens of Guam.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1919



882:L

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:L – Additional information on minoritization is provided in Section 4.5.2 of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). It was not intended that 
these issues be considered less than significant. The SEIS does offer mitigations specific to 
sociocultural concerns.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1920



882:M

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:M – It is not anticipated that the proposed action would increase poverty on Guam. 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 more Guam residents would have an 
improvement in their standard of living with the proposed action than without it.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1921



882:N

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:N – Impacts to Guam's school system were identified; however, they were determined to be 
less than significant. While the effects were determined to be less than significant, mitigations 
that were identified in association with other Guam public services, for which significant 
impacts were identified, could potentially be applied to public education services. The DON 
would leave it to the Civilian Military Coordination Council to prioritize GovGuam programs 
between the various GovGuam agencies.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1922



882:O

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1923



882:P

Comment ID: #882 (Cont.)

882:P – Data is not available to make a quantified projection of the number of active duty 
military spouses that would teach at Guam DOE 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 DOE schools.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1924



883:A

883:A – 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. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-1925



 

     Response: 

G.2-1926

scheffelj
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Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)



883:C

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:C – The issue/impacts regarding the influx of H-2B workers from other countries was 
addressed in the 2010 EIS (see Sections 16.2.2.4 and 18.2.2.3). The 2010 EIS considered a large 
influx of H-2B workers. The current proposed action would require less construction; therefore, 
potential impacts would likely be reduced under the current development plan.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1927



883:D

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:D – It is not anticipated that all employment requirements would be met at maximum and 
then for employment levels to 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 mentioned in your comment 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1928



883:E

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:E – Please See Section 4.4 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study for detailed 
information on anticipated impacts to Guam's public service and permitting agencies. In many 
cases these impacts were identified as significant in the SEIS and Section 4.1.15 of the SEIS 
offers some potential mitigation measures in association with these impacts.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1929



883:F

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1930



883:G

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

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

     Response: 

G.2-1931



883:H

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:H – Text in referenced Geology section revised to state "As described in Section 4.1.2.2, 
the proposed wells would be sited and constructed in compliance with Guam Environmental 
Protection Agency regulations. Any boreholes not completed as production wells would be 
properly sealed and backfilled to prevent the boreholes from acting as potential routes of 
contamination to the aquifer, in compliance with Guam Environmental Protection Agency 
regulations. A mandated 1,000-foot (305-m) buffer identified as a wellhead protection zone 
would be established around the 11 new wells. Within this zone, future activities and 
development would be restricted to ensure contaminants are not introduced in these areas, thus 
protecting the integrity of the island’s freshwater aquifers".
  

     Response: 

G.2-1932



883:I

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:I – 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1933



883:J

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:J – 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1934



 

     Response: 

G.2-1935



Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-1936



883:L

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:L – 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 DOI, 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.  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.

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 
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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-1937



883:M

Comment ID: #883 (Cont.)

883:M – Under the preferred alternative, neither the cantonment area, family housing, nor the 
LFTRC will require acquisition of land. Easements will be required for the installation of some 
utilities and communications. 

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

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

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

     Response: 

G.2-1938



 
 

     Response: 

G.2-1939



Comment ID: #884
884 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1940



Comment ID: #885

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

     Response: 

G.2-1941



Comment ID: #886
886 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1942



Comment ID: #887

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

     Response: 

G.2-1943



Comment ID: #888

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

     Response: 

G.2-1944



Comment ID: #889

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

     Response: 

G.2-1945



Comment ID: #890

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

     Response: 

G.2-1946



Comment ID: #891

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

     Response: 

G.2-1947



Comment ID: #892

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

     Response: 

G.2-1948



Comment ID: #893

893 – 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 further 
avoid adverse effects. Final plans concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the 
proposed action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to 
develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety 
concerns and the continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1949



Comment ID: #894
894 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1950



Comment ID: #895

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

     Response: 

G.2-1951



Comment ID: #896

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

     Response: 

G.2-1952



Comment ID: #897
897 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1953



Comment ID: #898

898 – Thank you for your comment. The DON recognizes the importance of Guam's cultural 
sites and respects the views of the public. To the degree possible, impacts to historic properties 
and natural resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during the 
planning process. 

     Response: 

G.2-1954



Comment ID: #899

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

     Response: 

G.2-1955



Comment ID: #900 900 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1956



Comment ID: #901

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

     Response: 

G.2-1957



Comment ID: #902
902 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1958



Comment ID: #903
903 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1959



Comment ID: #904
904 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1960



Comment ID: #905
905 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1961



Comment ID: #906
906 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1962



Comment ID: #907
907 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1963



Comment ID: #908
908 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1964



Comment ID: #909
909 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1965



Comment ID: #910

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

     Response: 

G.2-1966



Comment ID: #911
911 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1967



Comment ID: #912
912 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1968



Comment ID: #913
913 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1969



Comment ID: #914
914 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1970



Comment ID: #915
915 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1971



Comment ID: #916
916 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1972



Comment ID: #917

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

     Response: 

G.2-1973



Comment ID: #918

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

     Response: 

G.2-1974



Comment ID: #919
919 – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-1975



920:A – 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 CNMI Joint Military Training 
EIS/Overseas EIS) could supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range 
projects. Cumulative Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The 
Mariana Islands Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training 
Range Complex Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects 
section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study 
area. 

920:B – 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 CNMI Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could 
supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative 
Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only 
those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study area.
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Comment ID: #920 (Cont.)
920:C – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and 
will be considered in the decision-making process.
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Comment ID: #921

921 – Thank you for your comment. With respect to looking at alternative locations other than 
Guam, the 2010 Final EIS considered several alternative locations throughout the Pacific 
region. Volume 1, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the 2010 Final EIS provided a Global Perspective 
Background, and explained the various international and military capability requirements that 
were considered for the relocation of military forces. This background continues to be relevant 
to the SEIS and, along with the rest of the 2010 Final EIS, is incorporated by reference in the 
SEIS. This background discussion describes how several locations were considered throughout 
the Pacific region for the military relocation based on (1) response times, (2) freedom of action 
(the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training facilities freely and without restriction at a 
particular locale), and (3) international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western 
Pacific allies. After analyzing the international and military capability requirements for other 
locations throughout the Pacific regions, Guam was the only location for the relocation that met 
all the criteria.
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COMMENTS BY SENATOR MICHAEL LIMTIACO1

2

MR. LIMTIACO:  Buenas and hafa adai.  3

My name is Michael Limtiaco.  I speak tonight 4

as a father of two -- okay.  Thank you.  I 5

speak tonight as a father of two young 6

children, concerned as much with the 7

preservation of our past as I am with the 8

future of our island and our children.  I’m not 9

here tonight to convince anyone of you that 10

there’s no impact that this military buildup 11

will bring.  But there’s also a positive impact 12

that it’ll bring as well.  13

Our island’s single largest contributor 14

to our economy is tourism.  We welcome over 1 15

million tourists every year.  Consider the 16

impact to our island.  Consider the impact to 17

our infrastructure.  What we welcome every year 18

is far more of an impact than what this 19

military buildup will bring as a strain on our 20

infrastructure, as a strain on our island.21

Now, consider the impact to our 22

economy.  Consider the impact in how many jobs 23

that industry provides to many of us, to many 24

of our working folks.  Now, consider the impact 25

Comment ID: #922
922 – 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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that those jobs have on our government revenues 1

and our ability to fund programs, public 2

safety, education, healthcare.  Or I should say 3

consider the impact that it falls short in 4

providing for funding for public safety, 5

healthcare, and education.  How often have you 6

criticized our government about their inability 7

to address these issues?  Many of these issues 8

rooted at the problem is the ability to fund it 9

properly.  Just consider the state of our 10

schools.  I’m sure most of you parents have 11

been there.12

This buildup will impact our island in 13

both ways.  There’s no doubt.  Most of which is 14

positive.  It will allow the necessary revenue 15

for our government to address so many 16

underfunded areas that our elected officials --17

I’m an elected official as well, that we have 18

failed or struggled to address every year and 19

will continue to struggle every year to address 20

-- consider the impact on our cultural programs 21

and where the funding for those cultural 22

programs come from to help preserve our past, 23

to help perpetuate our culture.  It comes from 24

the government funding.  25

Comment ID: #922 (Cont.)
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We should address the concerns that 1

many of you raised.  I don’t discount that at 2

all.  We need to work towards addressing them.  3

But we need to preserve our past precisely 4

because we want to pass it along to our future.  5

And our island needs a future.  Some of that 6

future is predicated in our economy and our 7

ability to provide our children with the 8

opportunities to call Guam home and not any 9

other place.  How else should we expect them to 10

perpetuate our culture?  Thank you.  11

12

13

14

Comment ID: #922 (Cont.)
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Comment ID: #923

923:A

923: A – Thank you for your comment. The purpose and need of the proposed action are 
presented in Chapter 1 of the SEIS and the DOD has undertaken numerous consultations with 
Guam stakeholders, both governmental and non-governmental. Additional information on 
Political and Chamorro Issues is presented in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study 
(Appendix D to the SEIS). 
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923:B

923:C

923:D

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:B – In response to concerns by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Guam Division of 
Aquatic and Wildlife Resources, the DON is revising the single Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan for all lands under the authority of Joint Region Mariana to address those 
concerns. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan process is separate from the 
NEPA process and the issues concerning the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
are not within the scope of the SEIS. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan was 
utilized in the preparation of the SEIS primarily as a source for baseline information regarding 
the natural resources on DoD lands; the role of the SEIS authors is not to review and evaluate 
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan. Potential mitigation measures proposed 
within the SEIS may be incorporated into the in-progress revision of the Joint Region Marianas 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, but the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan will not include the proposed action addressed in the SEIS as the assessment 
of the proposed action is beyond the scope or intent of the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan. Addressing the agency issues concerning the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan is not within the scope of the SEIS. The SEIS is prepared to assess the 
potential impacts of the proposed action on the existing environment of Guam.

923:C – 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 identify, avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic 
properties that may result from projects associated with the action selected in the SEIS Record 
of Decision.

923:D – As discussed in Section 3.10.2, certain types of information related to cultural 
resources are protected from general distribution, order to protect archaeological sites and other 
sensitive cultural resources. The National Historic Preservation Act and the Archaeological 
Resources Protection Act contain confidentiality restrictions that the DON must follow. For 
each alternative, lists of the archaeological sites and structures that could be affected by the 
action are discussed. As part of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement process, the documents are 
available to the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council for Historic 
Preservation, and other Programmatic Agreement parties, as appropriate.
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923:E

923:F

923:G

923:H

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:E – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel to 
access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

923:F – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel to 
access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

923:G – 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.

923:H – 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.

DON representatives made a concerted effort to encourage GovGuam agencies and the general 
public to comment on the Draft SEIS. These representatives coordinated directly with the 
Governor's office to reach out to GovGuam agencies. In addition, at the request of the 
Governor, the DON extended the public comment period by 15 days to provide additional 
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opportunity for agencies and the public to comment. NEPA regulations are clear about the 
public outreach requirements for an EIS and all such requirements were met for this SEIS.
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923:J

923:K

923:L

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:I – As discussed in Section 3.10.2, certain types of information related to cultural resources 
are protected from general distribution. The National Historic Preservation Act and the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act contain confidentiality restrictions to protect 
archaeological resources. For each alternative, lists of the archaeological sites and structures 
that could be affected by the action are discussed. As part of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement 
process, the documents are available to the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, the 
Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, and other consulting parties to assess the level of 
inventory and the eligibility of resources for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

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.

923:J – 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.

923:K – National Register eligibility under Criterion D of the National Register of Historic 
Places for these sites refers to their potential to provide information important in history or 
prehistory, consistent with 36 CFR 60.4. For this reason, potential adverse effects are subject to 
the alternate process established in the 2011 to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects 
consistent the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act. The DON recognizes and 
respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. To the degree possible, impacts to historic 
properties and natural resources of cultural importance would be avoided or minimized during 
the planning process. Project specific consultation under the 2011 PA would include sharing 
information with the public and address potential adverse effects.

923:L – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's natural resources of 
cultural importance. As noted in your comment, 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, 
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consistent with operational needs and public safety concerns. This measure was developed in 
consultation with the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer, the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, Department of Chamorro Affairs, and the public. Your recommendation 
that the DON consider additional mitigation measures is a valuable suggestion that can be 
considered during the consultation required in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, should this 
alternative be selected in the Record of Decision for the SEIS.
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923:N

923:O

923:P

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:M – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement is an alternative process for satisfying the 
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the proposed action. 
The 2011 Programmatic Agreement includes additional consultation to identify historic 
properties and to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. This process would apply to all 
projects associated with the action selected in the Record of Decision for the SEIS, and would 
include assessment of previously unevaluated sites or structures. Any sites or structures that are 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places would go through the 
same avoidance, minimization, and mitigation process as sites already evaluated in the SEIS.

923:N – As stated in Section 5.1.10, implementation of Alternative 1 as presented in the SEIS 
would not result in restricted access to the Pågat Site or trail. If Alternative 1 is selected in the 
Record of Decision, the DON will ensure that access to Pågat cave, village, and trail would not 
be encumbered by the surface danger zone for the LFTRC.

923:O – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement includes additional consultation to identify 
historic properties and to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects. 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.

923:P – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of Guam's cultural sites. To the 
degree possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural importance 
would be avoided or minimized during the planning process. 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. 
Consultation under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, which involves the Guam State Historic 
Preservation Officer, Consulting Parties, and the public, includes efforts to identify, avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties. 

     Response: 

G.2-1991



     Response: 

G.2-1992



 

     Response: 

G.2-1993



923:W

923:X

923:Y

923:Z

923:AA

923:AB

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:W – 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.

923:X – 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.

923:Y – 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.

923:Z – A Range Fire Management Plan, based on the DON’s Wildland Fire Management Plan 
(Nelson 2008), would be prepared as a Best Management Practice (see Section 2.8 of the SEIS) 
as part of the proposed action (all alternatives), to reduce fuel loads and fire potential on 
proposed ranges and thereby reduce the risk of a fire occurring as a result of range use. It is not 
a mitigation that would be established if there were an occurrence of a fire as suggested in your 
comment. The Range Fire Management Plan would include protocols for monitoring fire 
conditions and adjusting training as needed (e.g., certain types of training may be disallowed 
under certain fire conditions); location and management of fire breaks, fire-fighting roads, and a 
fire fighting water system. Units undergoing training would be briefed on requirements suitable 
to the conditions of the day and protocols should a fire occur (e.g., specifying how the range 
would shut down and how fire suppression action would be taken). The DON cannot 
definitively state that fire from range activities would not be possible, but Range Fire 
Management Plans are very successful at minimizing the risk of fires and providing for rapid 
response to extinguish a fire before it can spread off the range. The Terrestrial Biological 
Resources sections of the SEIS assess the potential for impacts from fire on biological resources 
as they relate to the proposed action and alternatives.

923:AA – 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.

923:AB – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone 
forest would be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. 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. 
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923:AD

923:AE

923:AF

923:AG

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AC – As stated in the Draft SEIS (e.g., sections 4.1.8.2, 4.2.8.2, 5.1.8.1, 5.2.8.2), the 
proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone forest would be forest enhancement of an 
equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The proposed forest enhancement would include 
the management of existing degraded limestone forest on other areas of Guam, including 
removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will address stressors and limiting factors 
challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem. A final mitigation plan cannot be 
developed until a decision is made regarding the preferred alternative, and consultations with 
resource agencies have been completed. The Record of Decision will contain commitments to 
implement the final mitigation measures.

923:AD – 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 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. Final mitigation measures will be determined through these consultations 
and will become part of the Record of Decision.

923:AE – The example noted is an impact to site-specific topography from grading existing 
slopes and creating flat land for the range complex. While other impacts related to this grading 
(e.g., to water resources) can and would be mitigated, the change in topography cannot be 
mitigated because the slopes that currently define that site-specific topography would no longer 
exist. In a NEPA document, the lack of a feasible mitigation to address an identified impact 
does not make the entire Alternative infeasible. The purpose of the SEIS is to identify and 
evaluate potential environmental impacts of a proposed action and alternatives as input to the 
decision making process. The DON maintains that the SEIS has fulfilled this purpose. Any 
value judgments about the relative viability, feasibility, or desirability of specific alternatives 
falls under the purview of DoD decision makers after the preparation of the SEIS, and are 
appropriately discussed in the Record of Decision, not the SEIS. No specific changes to the 
SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is 
an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making 
process.

923:AF – 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.

923:AG – Ship arrival/departure scheduling and planning would occur as a normal function of 
Naval Base Guam port operations and standard operating procedures. The Marine Corps would 
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comply with all established protocols for alerting port management authorities (and any other 
port stakeholders as appropriate) as far in advance as possible and as required. Compliance with 
such operational procedures at the port is a given and would not directly mitigate for (i.e., 
reduce) the expected increase in ship traffic that is identified as a marine transportation impact 
in the SEIS.

     Response: 

G.2-1996



923:AJ

923:AK

923:AH

923:AI

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

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

923:AI – As described in Table 2.8-1, in compliance with DoD Instruction 4715.14, the Marine 
Corps will utilize the REVA program to assess the potential impacts to human health and the 
environment from live fire training operations. The purpose of the REVA is to identify whether 
there is a release or a substantial threat of a release of munitions constituents (MCs) from the 
operational range or range complex areas to off-range areas and determine if the release causes 
an unacceptable risk to human health and/or the environment. The Marine Corps will collect 
baseline data to support the assessment as part of a baseline survey conducted before the ranges 
are approved for use. The REVA 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 MCs 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.

923:AJ – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. However, 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.

923:AK – The installation of new wells, pipes, and associated infrastructure would be done in 
accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements, resulting in less than significant 
impacts to water resources during construction, as identified in Chapters 3 and 4. Through the 
development and implementation of site-specific best management practices and 
implementation of work zone traffic management strategies, potential construction period 
impacts would be minimized to the extent possible. Whenever possible, construction would be 
phased to allow both travel lanes to remain open. Should a full lane closure be required it would 
be scheduled to avoid peak periods to the extent possible. Should a full road closure be 
required, a detour route would be clearly signed and advance notice would be provided to the 
public so that they may adjust travel plans and routes accordingly. Should a pedestrian route be 
closed, a detour route would be clearly signed and maintained throughout construction to ensure 
pedestrian safety. All emergency services would be given sufficient notice of construction 
activities and relative detour routes so as to minimize any potential increases in response times.
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Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AL – The estimated water requirements for Guam contained in the SEIS include increases 
demand from all sources: the proposed military relocation, construction workforce imported to 
Guam, induced civilian growth caused by the proposed action, and forecast "organic" civilian 
growth (which would occur independent of the military relocation). The results of the U.S. 
Geological Survey and Water and Environmental Research Institute study on the Northern 
Guam Lense Aquifer indicate that with proper management the aquifer has adequate water 
supply.

923:AM – As discussed in both SEIS and 2010 Final EIS, CO2 effects are global and the 
methodologies to assess concentration levels in terms of parts per million in volume of air for a 
local ambient level, as referenced in the comment based on an Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration limit, are currently not available. However, if roughly assuming the ambient 
concentrations are directly proportional to the emissions levels, the 0.00085% of CO2 emission 
increase over the U.S. inventory level, as predicted in the 2010 Final EIS for the larger scale 
action, should be well below the referenced concentration incremental limit of 0.5% parts per 
million.

923:AN – According to the hot spot analysis results, it was concluded that no potential 
significant air quality impacts would result from the proposed action since all predicted impact 
levels are well below the corresponding National Ambient Air Quality Standards or other health 
risk indices. Therefore, no mitigation or other preventative measures are warranted.

923:AO – 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.
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Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AP – As stated in the SEIS, noise levels are within compatible use thresholds. Therefore, 
there is no requirement to reduce or mitigate sound levels. 

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

Access to Refuge lands will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used 
for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for 
range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination and in 
accordance with DoD security protocols, the DoN would allow research and monitoring of 
biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Therefore, 
the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk 
species. Additionally, pursuant to pending legislation in the Fiscal Year 15 National Defense 
Authorization Act, the DON and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will enter into an agreement 
that provides for the management of the Ritidian Unit to ensure sensitive resources are 
appropriately protected and managed.

Although construction of the LFTRC Alternative 5 would directly impact 12 acres (5 hectares)
of designated critical habitat, the remaining critical habitat would remain functional (or retain 
the current ability for the Primary Constituent Elements to be functionally established) to serve 
the intended conservation role of the critical habitat. Accordingly, given above, construction 
impacts would not appreciably diminish the value of the critical habitat for both the survival 
and recovery of the Mariana fruit bat, Mariana crow, and Guam Micronesian kingfisher.

923:AR – The Draft SEIS addressed direct and indirect impacts to the Mariana fruit bat in the 
Terrestrial Biological Resources sections for each alternative. 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 
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for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam Micronesian kingfisher. 
Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance 
with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act . A Biological Assessment has been prepared by 
the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed threatened and 
endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify conservation measures such as forest 
enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed action on listed species and critical 
habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final determination of impacts to 
Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in this SEIS.
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923:AR
Cont.

923:AU

923:AS

923:AT

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AS – Table 2.8-1 of the Draft SEIS (pages 2-93 to 2-95) provides a summary of the Best 
Management Practices that would be implemented to avoid the introduction of non-native 
invasive species from the construction and operation of the proposed action. In particular, refer 
to the Contractor Education Program, Biosecurity Outreach and Education, Incorporate 
Biosecurity Measures, and implementation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point Plans.

923:AT – 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.

923:AU – On roadways, traffic congestion is measured by dividing the number of cars on the 
road (i.e., volume) by the number of cars the road is designed to carry (i.e., capacity). A volume 
to capacity ratio greater than 1.00 indicates that the roads are carrying more vehicles than they 
are designed to handle and the road is congested. At intersections, traffic congestion is 
measured by the duration of delay that a driver experiences. Delays greater than 80.0 seconds 
(signalized intersection) and 50.0 seconds (unsignalized intersection) indicate the intersection is 
severely congested. Level of service describes the quality of traffic operating conditions, 
ranging from Level of Service A to Level of Service F. The Level of Service rating deemed 
acceptable varies by jurisdiction, facility type, and traffic control device. For purposes of this 
study, Level of Service A, B, C, D, and E are considered acceptable, and Level of Service F is 
considered unacceptable. Appendix F contains future forecast traffic volumes, roadway segment 
volume to capacity and level of service (Level of Service) analyses, and intersection delay and 
Level of Service results for the proposed action (all alternatives). 

Implementation of the best management practices and work zone traffic management strategies 
outlined in the Draft SEIS will minimize potential traffic impacts through the identification and
provision of alternate vehicular and pedestrian travel routes to be used during the construction 
period. Additionally, construction traffic would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to 
the extent possible. To minimize potential traffic impacts, roadway improvements planned as 
part of the proposed action would be implemented in advance of construction to ensure that 
roadways have sufficient capacity and structural integrity to support population increases (direct 
and indirect), heavy military vehicles, as well as construction vehicle traffic.
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923:AX

923:AY

923:AZ

923:AAA

923:AV

923:AW

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AV – 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 are managed effectively.
Through the development and implementation of site-specific best management practices and 
implementation of work zone traffic management strategies, potential construction period 
impacts would be minimized to the extent possible. Whenever possible, construction would be 
phased to allow both travel lanes to remain open. Should a full lane closure be required it would 
be scheduled to avoid peak periods to the extent possible. Should a full road closure be 
required, a detour route would be clearly signed and advance notice would be provided to the 
public so that they may adjust travel plans and routes accordingly. Should a pedestrian route be 
closed, a detour route would be clearly signed and maintained throughout construction to ensure 
pedestrian safety. All emergency services would be given sufficient notice of construction 
activities and relative detour routes so as to minimize any potential increases in response times.

923:AW – The table of Best Management Practices in Section 2.8 of the SEIS describes 
measures and requirements that would be incorporated into the proposed action under all 
alternatives. These Best Management Practices include ensuring that the Marine Corps is in 
compliance with all federal, local, and DoD laws and regulations regarding the handling, 
storage, transportation, and disposition of hazardous substances, and ensuring that the Defense 
Reutilization Marketing Office has sufficient hazardous materials storage, transportation, and 
disposal capacity prior to any increase in use or generation of hazardous materials. All operators 
of vehicles transporting hazardous materials or wastes would be trained in appropriate spill 
response procedures. Should an accidental release of hazardous materials occur during 
transport, the response and clean up would be conducted in accordance with applicable spill 
prevention control and countermeasures plans of the U.S. Department of Transportation, the 
Navy and the Air Force. Hazardous materials and wastes are transported on Guam’s roads on a 
regular basis without any coordination with the public. This standard operating procedure 
would not change under the proposed action.

923:AX – The majority of the hazardous materials expected to increase during construction of 
any of the housing/cantonment alternatives or any of the LFTRC alternatives are common to 
construction and include diesel fuel, gasoline, and propane to fuel the construction equipment; 
hydraulic fluids, oils and lubricants; welding gases, paints, solvents, adhesives, and batteries. 
The types of hazardous wastes that would increase due to construction of any of the 
housing/cantonment or LFTRC alternatives would include pesticides, herbicides, solvents, 
adhesives, lubricants, corrosive liquids, batteries and aerosols (Sections 4.1.16.2 and 5.1.16.2). 
The largest long-term increases of hazardous materials on Guam would occur during the 
operational phase would be petroleum, oil, and lubricants which include gasoline, aviation 
fuels, diesel, oil, grease, kerosene, and other related products. Activities associated with firing
range operations would result in increased hazardous materials in the form of heavy metals 
(Section 5.1.16.2).
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923:AY – Wind conditions alter the dispersion of pollutants from time to time. However, the 
predominant cross-island wind would blow emissions towards the ocean. The pollutant 
emissions as a result of the proposed action, including those related to weapon firing, are
anticipated to have short-term impacts in the neighborhood and would be quickly dispersed 
from the dominant cross island wind.

923:AZ – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from stormwater runoff are 
listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the SEIS.

923:AAA – The SEIS discusses the potential occurrence of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder
among military personnel that have served in active war zones. The SEIS also addresses the 
potential percapita increase in mental illness cases (14) based on projected population increases. 
The potential increase in mental illness cases was considered less than significant. The potential 
increase in the number of traffic incidents was considered less than significant based on 
percapita estimates for projected population increases. The SEIS also discusses measures the 
military can implement (for military personnel) to help reduce traffic incidents *(e.g., awareness 
training, increased shore patrol, and use of shuttle buses from the base to local destinations). 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.
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923:AAD

923:AAB

923:AAC

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AAB – Guam public services, such as health services, should consider participating in and
contributing information to the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council. The DON 
looks forward to working with the Civilian Military Coordination Council in work that may 
include providing project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the 
identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal 
programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.

923:AAC – 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, 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. 

923:AAD – There would be long-term, localized accumulation of ammunition debris in the 
benthic habitat 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 ingestion or benthic contamination. Such potential impacts were discussed 
in more detail in the 2010 Final EIS (Volume 2, Chapter 11: Marine Biological Resources).
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923:AAE

923:AAF

Comment ID: #923 (Cont.)

923:AAE – The Federal Aviation Administration does not begin the rulemaking process and 
engage in formal discussion on airspace mitigation until after a formal airspace proposal has 
been submitted. While a formal proposal has not been submitted, ongoing informal discussions 
identified the potential impacts described in the final SEIS. Through the Federal Aviation 
Administration’s rulemaking process the public will have an opportunity to provide comment 
on aviation and National Airspace System impacts on the proposed preferred alternative. 
Mitigations (if necessary) to air traffic operations will be identified after a thorough aeronautical 
analysis has been completed and public comment period has occurred. This allows the U.S.
Marine Corps to consider both aeronautical and environmental impacts in their final decision. In 
the event the Record of Decision does not select the preferred alternative, the Federal Aviation 
Administration will initiate a second public comment period with the updated proposed action.

923:AAF – As noted above in the response to Comment 923:AAE, the Federal Aviation 
Administration does not engage in formal discussion on airspace mitigation until after a formal 
airspace proposal has been submitted. While a formal proposal has not been submitted, ongoing 
informal discussions identified the potential impacts described in the final SEIS. Through the 
Federal Aviation Administration’s rulemaking process the public will have an opportunity to 
provide comment on aviation and National Airspace System impacts on the proposed preferred 
alternative. Mitigations (if necessary) to air traffic operations will be identified after a thorough 
aeronautical analysis has been completed and public comment period has occurred. This allows
the U.S. Marine Corps to consider both aeronautical and environmental impacts in their final 
decision. In the event the Record of Decision does not select the preferred alternative, the 
Federal Aviation Administration will initiate a second public comment period with the updated 
proposed action.
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Comment ID: #924

924:A

924:B

924:C

924:D

924:E

924:A – Thank you for your comment. The details of any operational deconfliction actions that 
may be agreed upon between the Marine Corps and the Air Force will be added to the Final 
SEIS as appropriate and as schedule permits. If any such deconfliction actions were to be 
identified after completion of the Final SEIS and were to include changes in flight operations 
to/from Guam that could adversely affect the natural resources or population of Guam then such 
changes would necessarily be the subject of additional NEPA evaluation.

924:B – The Draft SEIS addressed direct and indirect impacts to special-status species in the 
Terrestrial Biological Resources sections for each alternative. 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.

924: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.

924:D – Based on public comments, the DON identified a new preferred alternative that moves 
the housing location from Finegayan to Andersen AFB. This change substantially reduces the 
impacts to recovery habitat for the Mariana crow, the Mariana fruit bat, and the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher. Additionally, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Assessment and the SEIS specify 
conservation measures such as forest enhancement to minimize or avoid effects of the proposed 
action on listed species and critical habitat. A Biological Opinion, which would be issued by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological Assessment, will be the final 
determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being evaluated in 
this SEIS.

924:E – Under the proposed action, there would be no loss of land at the Haputo Ecological 
Reserve Area. The proposed mitigation measures would ensure greater protection of the natural 
and cultural resources found within the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area, as well as educating 
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military and civilian personnel as to their importance to the natural and cultural history of 
Guam.
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924:E
Cont.

924:F

924:G

924:H

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:F – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for impacts to Overlay Refuge 
lands would be the creation of a new Ecological Reserve Area at the NAVMAG and the 
expansion of the existing Orote Point Ecological Reserve Area.

924:G – Public comments received during scoping for the LFTRC SEIS (February-April 2012) 
suggested that the DON should also consider Northwest Field at Andersen AFB as an 
alternative location for the LFTRC. Although the DON had previously analyzed and dismissed 
Northwest Field as a potential LFTRC alternative primarily due to operational conflicts, the 
DON worked with the Air Force to develop a Northwest Field LFTRC alternative. The 
proposed Northwest Field alternative does not eliminate all operational and environmental 
challenges; however, as presented in the SEIS it is a reasonable alternative based on the 
screening criteria defined for the LFTRC.

924:H – The DON has developed a Public Access Plan for the public to access DoD lands in a 
process that strives to balance operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing 
public use and enjoyment of these resources. Comments from the public were requested in July 
2014 and are reflected in the revised Access Plan.
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924:I

924:J

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:I – Reduced access to specific locations and potential effects on social networks has been 
identified as a possible impact of the proposed action (see Section 4.5 of the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment Study which is Appendix D of the SEIS). However, while some social 
interactions may need to take place in different locations, there would be only a very small 
effect on the overall availability of locations that social interaction could take place. As such,
the impact is considered less than significant. 

The determination of significance was determined in accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA, which considers both the context 
and severity of such impacts. Section 3.7.3.2 identifies the factors that cause a significant 
impact on recreational resources.

924:J – All proposed ranges are considered joint training ranges and would be available for use 
by any authorized personnel. The 39 weeks of use proposed in the SEIS includes all authorized 
users and not just Marines.
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924:K

924:L

924:M

924:N

924:O

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:K – The impacts to Alternative 1 are discussed in section 5.1.10.2. Construction is
proposed in the Potential Indirect Impact Area. Excavation and soil removal associated with the 
construction of Alternative 1 could adversely affect three historic properties. Changes to the 
setting of the Pågat Point site, considered eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places could be adverse, if the property is confirmed as a Traditional Cultural Property. Final 
determinations of effect would follow the procedures in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 
Although the proposed range is near the Pågat site, it would not be affected by construction or 
operations. Operation of this alternative would not result in restricted access to the Pågat Site 
(GHPI Number 66-04-0022), which includes Pågat Village and Pågat Cave.

924:L – 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.

924:M – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from stormwater runoff are 
listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Section 5.1.2 of the SEIS.
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924:N – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect water resources from stormwater runoff are listed in Section 
2.8 and discussed in Sections 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the SEIS.

924:O – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from stormwater runoff are 
listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Section 5.5.2 of the SEIS.
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924:O
Cont.

924:P

924:Q

924:R

924:S

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:P – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response 
to it. Measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from stormwater runoff and 
pollutants from range operations include implementation of the Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment program, range management Best Management Practices, and other 
stormwater Best Management Practices, which are listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Section 
5.1.2 of the SEIS.

924:Q – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect the water resources from stormwater runoff and pollutants 
from range operations include implementation of the Range Environmental Vulnerability 
Assessment program, range management Best Management Practices, and other stormwater 
Best Management Practices, which are listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Sections 5.2.2, 
5.3.2, and 5.4.2 of the SEIS.

924:R – No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in 
response to it. Measures to protect the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer from stormwater runoff 
and pollutants from range operations include implementation of the Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment program, range management Best Management Practices, and other 
stormwater Best Management Practices, which are listed in Section 2.8 and discussed in Section 
5.5.2 of the SEIS.

924:S – 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.  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 
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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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924:S
Cont.

924:T

924:U

924:V

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:T – The reasons for the elimination of Andersen AFB Northwest Field as a considered 
location for the live-fire training ranges on Guam in the 2010 Final EIS did not include 
concerns over the water supply wells. The reasons were due to incompatible land use and 
environmental concerns. The incompatible land use was due to adjacent munitions storage and 
concerns of encumbering aviation training activities at Andersen AFB from vertical projection 
of danger zones from the live fire training. Environmental concerns are from Ritidian Point 
being designated as critical habitat for federally listed endangered species, existing 
environmental mitigation areas through Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation for 
previously planned construction at Andersen AFB, and the privately owned land north of 
Northwest Field that would be encumbered by Surface Danger Zones. Upon re-evaluation given 
the other concerns and issues with the previous preferred alternative by Route 15, ways around 
these challenges have been studied and appear to be feasible and result in a reduced overall 
impact to Guam.

Regarding protection of the water aquifer in the area, Best Management Practices including 
Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment monitoring would protect the ground water 
resources. In addition, Figures 5.5.2-1 and 5.5.2-2 indicate that the predominant direction of 
groundwater migration is toward the ocean, providing a secondary protection of the drinking 
water aquifer.

924:U – As the only known Serianthes tree on Guam occurs on Andersen AFB within the 
vicinity of the proposed LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field, as stated in Section 5.5.8.2, 
the to avoid and minimize potential impacts to this individual tree, a minimum buffer of 100 
feet (30 meters) would be established around the tree and no activities would be permitted 
within this buffer. Current literature regarding the protection of trees from construction 
activities recommend a protective buffer based on the diameter at breast height (diameter at 
breast height) of the subject tree. This buffer is related to the “critical root radius” approach 
which is calculated by measuring the diameter at breast height in inches. For each inch of 
diameter at breast height, allow for 1.5 feet (0.5 meters) of critical root radius for sensitive, 
older, or unhealthy trees, or 1 feet (0.3 meters) for tolerant, younger, healthy trees to ensure 
protection of the root zone. Therefore, based on the current diameter at breast height of 22.4 
inches (57 centimeters) for the subject Serianthes at Northwest Field, the buffer would be 
approximately 34 feet (10 meters). In addition, the one remaining adult Serianthes tree at 
Northwest Field is in poor condition due to termites and rotting at the base. The tree is leaning 
which renders it more susceptible to snapping or toppling in the event of a catastrophic typhoon. 
Under the proposed action, guide wires would be installed to support the tree at Northwest Field 
thereby reducing the potential for its collapse.

924:V – Public comments received during scoping for the LFTRC SEIS (February-April 2012) 
suggested that the DON should also consider Northwest Field at Andersen AFB as an 
alternative location for the LFTRC. Although the DON had previously analyzed and dismissed 
Northwest Field as a potential LFTRC alternative primarily due to operational conflicts, the 
DON worked with the Air Force to develop a Northwest Field LFTRC alternative. The 
proposed Northwest Field alternative does not eliminate all operational and environmental 
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challenges; however, as presented in the SEIS it is a reasonable alternative based on the 
screening criteria defined for the LFTRC.
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924:V
Cont.

924:W

924:X

924:Y

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:W – 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.

924:X –
1. For all alternatives, there will be potential of construction zones on non-DoD properties. 

However, this would be no different from any construction activity and it would only be a 
temporary situation during construction

2. There should be no impact to current potable water supply to existing customers.

924:Y – The issue of wellhead protection versus facilities with the potential to impact the wells 
would be reviewed during the design phase. This would be driven by the flexibility of the site, 
facility, grades, and access issues. The alternatives are listed as mitigation measures for any 
facility that falls within the wellhead protection zone and ensuring Guam Environmental 
Protection Agency and Guam Waterworks Authority that DoD is aware of the requirements of 
said protection zone.
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924:Z – The 7 existing wells service the existing facilities at NCTS Finegayan as well as 
provide water to other facilities. It is not anticipated that all 7 wells must be relocated or 
abandoned. The goal would be to adjust the development layout, use enhanced best 
management practices incorporated into the design of facilities in question, and consider grades 
and access issues to ensure the wellhead is adequately protected. The proposed 11 new wells do 
not include an allowance for replacement of any of these existing 7 wells.

924:AA – Additional information on analysis off public services is provided in Section 2.3 of 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS). As documented in this 
SEIS, the DON acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of key public infrastructure 
systems and social services on Guam and the interest to have the DON fund improvements to 
these systems and services. The DON’s ability to fund actions is limited by Federal law. 
However, to mitigate adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation program, 
the DON would continue to support the efforts of the Civilian Military Coordination Council to 
develop recommendations, as appropriate, regarding adjustment of construction tempo and 
sequencing to directly influence workforce population levels and indirectly influence induced 
population growth before infrastructure capabilities are exceeded. Such support may include 
providing project-related employment and population forecasts, participating in the 
identification of shortfalls in Guam public services, and assisting in the identification of federal 
programs and funding sources that may help GovGuam to address shortfalls.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2017



924:AA
Cont.

924:AB

924:AC

924:AD

Comment ID: #924 (Cont.)

924:AB – Based on the comment letter provided by Guam Police Department, the baseline 
number of uniformed officers used as baseline staffing was revised from 146 to 307 (year 2010 
staffing provided by Guam Police Department in their questionnaire response; see Appendix A 
of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study for Guam Police Department's questionnaire 
response). Year 2010 data was used to establish staffing baselines for all agencies because 2010 
staffing data could be coupled with 2010 population data from the decennial census, which 
provides the most accurate population measure.

924:AC – As stated in Section 3.7.3.2, there is typically a direct relationship between impacts 
on recreational resources and an increase or decrease in population. There will be substantial 
reduction in the number of Marines and dependents coming to Guam compared to the numbers 
in the 2010 Final EIS. Even if it is a "nice area", the frequency of use would be less than that 
analyzed in the 2010 Final EIS for the same resource; therefore, there would be less impact on 
all recreational resources on Guam from the proposed action.

924:AD – The Haputo site has some access restrictions through its designation as an Ecological 
Reserve Area. Terrestrial access is through the discretion of the Commanding Officer of Naval 
Base Guam. Visitors must log in at the security office. Boat access is currently not regulated. 
Proposed mitigations associated with biological resources, section 4.1.8, include fencing of the 
access trail and monitoring of visitor use. Through cultural awareness programs highlighting the 
sensitivity of this site/potential Traditional Cultural Property, biological mitigation measures, 
and ongoing procedures for terrestrial access, the risk of inadvertent disturbance to the site 
would be minimized.
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924:AE – The Haputo site has some access restrictions through its designation as an Ecological 
Reserve Area. Terrestrial access is through the discretion of the Commanding Officer of Naval 
Base Guam. Visitors must log in at the security office. Boat access is currently not regulated. 
Proposed mitigations associated with biological resources, section 4.1.8, include fencing of the 
access trail and monitoring of visitor use. Through cultural awareness programs highlighting the 
sensitivity of this site/potential Traditional Cultural Property, biological mitigation measures, 
and ongoing procedures for terrestrial access, the risk of inadvertent disturbance to the site 
would be minimized.

924:AF – Construction personnel would be issued base passes for official business only and 
only within proposed construction areas. These restrictions would be specified in construction 
contracts. Accordingly, construction workers would be restricted from entering the Haputo 
Ecological Reserve Area or anywhere else not designated on their base pass as an authorized 
construction area. They would be granted access only to authorized construction areas for the 
duration of construction.

924:AG – Preliminary construction planning at this stage does not differentiate between 
alternatives or between facility components. In general, all proposed construction (for 
cantonment, family housing, and LFTRC on a project-by-project basis) would occur within the 
period 2015-2026.

924:AH – Congress has already appropriated the funding in the 2012 National Defense 
Authorization Act; however, it has not authorized expenditure pending completion of the SEIS 
and Master Plan for the 2012 Roadmap Adjustments. The DON is moving forward to respond 
to congressional requirements. On July 30, 2014 the DoD transmitted the Master Plan to 
Congress.

The 2011 Programmatic Agreement stipulates that, if Congress does not authorize expenditure 
of funding for the cultural repository, DoD must consult with the parties to the Programmatic 
Agreement to identify substitute mitigation.
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924:AI – 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.

924:AJ – The primary economic benefits associated with the proposed action would be 
generated from increased government expenditures in the construction industry, increased 
government expenditures to maintain base operations, and through new jobs and the spending 
of the incomes associated with those jobs. By the very nature of economic measurement, these 
factors will contribute to projected economic activity regardless of location.

924:AK – Economic analysis indicates that the proposed action would provide a beneficial 
impact to the economy including increasing standards of living. While economic impacts and 
government revenues would benefit from the proposed action, 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.
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924:AL – Economic analysis indicates that the proposed action would provide a beneficial 
impact to the economy including increasing standards of living. While economic impacts and 
government revenues would benefit from the proposed action, 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.

924:AM – The measures mentioned in your comment, among others are available for the 
Commanding Officer to institute. The exact measures will be implemented at the Commanding 
Officer's discretion.

924:AN – The statistical practices of the DoD are beyond the scope of this SEIS. No specific 
changes to the SEIS are requested in this comment nor required in response to it. However, your 
comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be considered in the 
decision-making process.

924:AO – Numerous Guam sources were consulted in the process of developing economic 
modeling procedures. Please see Appendix B of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study
for meeting records of interviews that were held on Guam that contributed to underlying model 
assumptions.
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924:AP – Numerous Guam sources were consulted in the process of developing economic 
modeling procedures. Please see Appendix B of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study 
for meeting records of interviews that were held on Guam that contributed to underlying model 
assumptions.

924:AQ – Rotational marine spending was adjusted to exclude items such as housing, utilities, 
and other items that are associated with being at home, rather than away from home. This 
adjustment was made in order to improve accuracy in representing the spending patterns of 
rotational marines that would be stationed on Guam.

924:AR – 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.

924:AS – The Record of Decision and 2010 Final EIS are both readily available within the 
Archive menu of the project website at http://www.guambuildupeis.us/archived-documents. In 
many cases, the relevant content of both the Record of Decision and the 2010 Final EIS has 
been repeated verbatim or summarized as appropriate within the SEIS.
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924:AT – As per 40 CFR 1502.14(d), an EIS must “include the alternative of no action.” The 
No-Action Alternative may mean that the proposed activity would not take place (also referred 
to as a No Build Alternative). However, the No-Action Alternative may also be thought of in 
terms of continuing with the present course of action until that action is changed. Therefore, the 
No-Action Alternative presented in this SEIS refers to the decision made in the 2010 Record of 
Decision. No change has been made to the No-Action Alternative for the Final SEIS.
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924:AU – The DON recognizes the importance of managing the implementation of the 
proposed military relocation to limit the adverse effects on the people of Guam, its natural 
resources, and infrastructure to the extent possible. The SEIS process identifies ways to mitigate 
adverse impacts where feasible. The DON will continue to work to ensure that the short-term 
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of the military 
relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam. The 
DON has kept the public informed as required by NEPA, which included holding public 
scoping meetings and public hearings and consideration of public comments on the Draft SEIS. 
The DON has had ongoing discussions with regulatory agencies at the federal and Government 
of Guam levels, has also met with elected officials and community leaders, and will continue to 
engage with affected stakeholders throughout the relocation process.
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United States Department of the Interior 

Office of the Secretary 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

Pacific Southwest Region 
333 Bush Street, Suite 515 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

IN REPLY REFER: 
(ER 14/0250) 
Filed Electronically 
 
1 July 2014 
 
Joint Guam Program Office Forward 
ATTN Commander Curtis Duncan  
P.O. Box 153246 
Santa Rita, Guam 96915 
 

Subject: Review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS/OEIS) for the Guam 
and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Military Relocation (2012 
Roadmap Adjustments), GU, and CNMI  

 
Dear Commander Curtis Duncan, 
 
The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has the 
following comments to offer for your consideration: 
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

The USFWS comments incorporate input from our National Wildlife Refuge System, Migratory 
Bird, and Ecological Services programs. As described in our comments, the Service has 
significant concerns regarding the implementation of the DSEIS preferred alternative related to 
the Service’s mission, and the Guam National Wildlife Refuge’s purposes and compatibility.  
 
The Guam National Wildlife Refuge (Guam NWR, Refuge) was established in 1993 in response 
to the 1984 listing of six species as endangered pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA).  The refuge is comprised of three units: the Andersen Air Force Base Overlay Refuge 
Unit, the Navy Overlay Refuge Unit, and the Ritidian Unit.  The Ritidian Unit is comprised of 
1,217 acres, including near-shore habitat, owned in fee by the U.S. and administered by the 
Service.   
 
The other two units of Guam NWR total approximately 22,456 acres, and are overlays on 
property managed by the Department of Defense as part of Air Force and Navy installations. 
 
The Guam NWR was primarily established to protect and recover nine species listed under the 
Endangered Species Act and endemic to the Mariana Archipelago, including the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher (Halcyon cinnamominacinnamomina), Guam rail (Gallirallusowstoni), 
Mariana crow (Corvuskubaryi), Mariana fruit bat (Pteropusmariannusmariannus), Mariana 
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grayswiftlet (Aerodramusvanikorensisbartschi), Mariana common moorhen 
(Gallinulachloropusguami), two species of sea turtles, and a tree known as the 
hayunlagu(Serianthesnelsonii).  The 385-acre terrestrial portion of the Ritidian Unit is designated 
as Critical Habitat under the Endangered Species Act for the Guam rail, Mariana crow, and 
Mariana fruit bat. 
 
In the Joint Guam Program Office’s 2014 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Guam and Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Military Relocation (2012 
Roadmap Adjustments) (dSEIS) the U.S. Department of Navy (DON) has identified Northwest 
Field at Andersen Air Force Base (AAFB) as the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 5) for the 
proposed Live-Fire Training Range Complex (LFTRC) on Guam. The Service remains 
concerned that the continued inclusion of the Northwest Field Alternative (Alternative 5) for the 
Life Fire Training Range Complex (LFTRC) as the preferred alternative will have have 
substantial natural resource impacts, including access, management and operational needs.  
 
This includes the establishment of a surface danger zone (SDZ) over a portion of the Ritidian 
Unit of the Guam NWR to support the operation of a live-fire training range complex on AAFB. 
The Northwest Field LFTRC preferred alternative includes reassigning custody and control of a 
large portion of the terrestrial and marine portions of the Ritidian Unit, which falls within a 
proposed SDZ, from the Department of the Interior to DON.  This proposed site, on the plateau 
above the Ritidian Unit of Guam NWR, is part of the Air Force Overlay Unit, as is 
approximately 500 acres of the 832-acre submerged portion of the fee title Refuge that would 
also fall within the SDZ. 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has significant concerns regarding the 
implementation of the dSEIS preferred alternative related to the Service’s mission, and the 
Refuge’s purposes and compatibility. The following comments are focused on the Ritidian 
Unit which is located on the northern tip of Guam and encompasses 385 terrestrial acres and 832 
offshore submerged acres.   
 
The Ritidian Unit operations and availability are the primary FWS resources that will impacted, 
potentially compromising the wildlife heritage of Guam, the recovery and conservation of at-risk 
and federal-listed species, recreational opportunities for residents and tourists, and invasive 
species management.  This document incorporates input from the Service’s National Wildlife 
Refuge System, Migratory Bird, and Ecological Services programs. 
 
General Concerns 
 
The Refuge’s Overlay units were established by cooperative agreements between the Service and 
DON and U.S. Air Force in 1994 in part to help conserve the Mariana crow  or “å’ga,” the Guam 
Micronesian kingfisher or “sihek,” and the Mariana fruit bat or “fanihi.”At the time the Guam 
NWR was established, 12 other species of birds and the little Mariana fruit bat 
(Pteropustokudae) had already been extirpated from Guam due to predation by the non-native, 
highly invasive brown tree snake (Boigairregularis).  The Refuge contains the last remaining 
native habitat available for the reintroduction of the Guam rail.In2004, the Service designated the 
385 terrestrial acres of the RitidianUnitas critical habitat for these species. This is the only 
designated critical habitat on Guam for these species. 
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Approximately 255 acres of GNWR Overlay lands will be negatively impacted by construction 
of the LFTRC described in Alternative 5. In addition to being GNWR Overlay, this area includes 
lands that have been  designated for ungulate exclusion and forest enhancement mitigation as 
well as under the Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance and Strike Capability Biological 
Opinion in 2007 and (2) subsequently proposed as an Ecological Reserve Area in the original 
Joint Guam Program Office (JGPO1) Biological Opinion in 2010.  Any future mitigation for 
these Overlay lands must address both the loss of the current mitigation role these lands play, in 
addition to any habitat loss resulting from the implementation of the preferred alternative.  
 
The Service has the statutory authority and responsibility for enforcing the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBTA) and is the lead Federal agency for managing and conserving migratory birds 
in the U.S. and its territories.  The Refuge has identified seabirds, migratory waterfowl, 
waterbirds, and shorebirds as priorities/conservation targets that the Refuge will actively manage 
to conserve and restore.  One of four purposes for establishment of the Ritidian Unit of the 
Refuge is “…for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for 
migratory birds,” and protecting nesting seabird habitat is a major objective of the Refuge and is 
consistent with the provisions of MBTA.  
 
The preferred alternative poses impacts to our ability to protect and manage for the many 
seabirds, such as the white-tailed tropicbird (Phaethon lepturus), brown booby (Sula 
leucogaster), wedge-tailed shearwater (Puffinuspacificus), brown noddy (Anousstolidus), white 
tern (Gygis alba), yellow bittern (Ixobrychussinensis), Pacific reef-heron (Egretta sacra), and 
others covered under the MBTA. 
 
The Refuge also provides nesting habitat for threatened green turtles (Cheloniamydas), foraging 
habitat for endangered hawksbill turtles (Eretmochelysimbricata), and some of the only protected 
coral reef surrounding Guam.  There are five species of coral (Pocilloporadanae, 
Pocilloporaelegans, Montiporacaliculata, Montiporalobulata, and Milleporatuberosa) within 
the marine portion of the Refuge that are proposed by the National Marine Fisheries Service as 
threatened under the ESA.  
 
The preferred alternative also includes approximately 500 acres of limestone forest and is the site 
of the last remaining wild mature hayunlagu tree on Guam and approximately eight of its 
saplings. 
 
The SDZ would cover approximately 63% (242 acres) of the terrestrial portion of the Ritidian 
Unit, all of which is designated critical habitat.  For approximately 39 weeks/year, the SDZ 
would require a major portion of the Ritidian Unit to be closed to all persons during all live-fire 
training, including the access road leading to the remaining Ritidian Unit lands.  Consequently, 
all access to the Ritidian Unit to carry out recovery actions and endangered species monitoring 
would be impeded from 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, for approximately 75% 
of the year. 
 
Under the dSEIS, the preferred alternative would also limit the Service’s access and ability to 
effectively suppress the brown tree snake on the Ritidian Unit.  Refuge habitat would also be 
subject to elevated noise levels from the LFTRC throughout most of the year, further negatively 

925:A

925:B

925:C

925:D

925:E

925:F

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:A – Thank you for your comment. The Draft SEIS provides proposed mitigation measures 
to account for the loss of habitat associated with implementation of the preferred alternative.

A number of conservation measures outlined in the 2010 Biological Opinion have been 
implemented. Others, such as the establishment of an Ecological Reserve Area at Andersen 
AFB Northwest Field, have not been implemented either due to the fact they were not triggered 
or cannot be implemented due to Congressional funding restrictions. The DON is reinitiating 
Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation on the 2010 Joint Guam Program Office 
Biological Opinion. As part of this process, the DON is revising the conservation measures to 
avoid and minimize impacts to resources with implementation of the current proposed 
action/preferred alternative. The specific commitments made in the previous 2010 Biological 
Opinion will be replaced with those conservation measures identified in the new Biological 
Opinion addressing the current proposed action.

925:B – 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.

925: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.

925: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.

925:E – Section 2832 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015,
(“Establishment of surface danger zone, Ritidian Unit, Guam National Wildlife Refuge”) 
authorizes the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary of the Interior to enter into an agreement 
accommodating  the operation of a LFTRC on Andersen AFB-Northwest Field and the 
management of the adjacent Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge, the Secretary 
of the Navy, and providing for the establishment and operation of a Surface Danger Zone which 
overlays the Ritidian Unit or such or thereof as the Secretaries consider necessary.  The Surface 
Danger Zones for the ranges comprising the LFTRC are only in effect when the ranges are 
operational. Pursuant to this agreement, access to lands which are a part of the Ritidian Unit of 
the Guam National Wildlife Refuge within will be granted consistent with applicable Refuge 
regulations and in a manner the preserves the purposes for which the Ritidian Unit was 
established when the LFTRC at Andersen AFB-Northwest Field is not in use and the Surface 
Danger Zones are in effect. Once the LFTRC ranges have been constructed and are operational, 
coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations per the 
terms of this agreement. 

925:F – The Draft SEIS provides an assessment of the potential impacts from noise on resident 
wildlife and visitors at the Ritidian Unit. Access will be granted at approved times such as when 
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of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet Marine 
Corps requirements. With appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security 
protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of biological resources by local, 
university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands.   
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affecting resident wildlife and visitors, and reducing the likelihood of success of potential 
reintroduction of special status species. 
 
This closure is likely to compromise recovery, research, monitoring, and public education 
actions at the Refuge.The Service believes that implementation of the preferred alternative would 
directly and indirectly preclude the Service from carrying out its mission and the purposes for 
which the Refuge units were established. 
 
The Service does not consider the proposed mitigation sufficient to alleviate impacts to critical 
habitat and to current and planned recovery actions on the Ritidian Unit. The area would not 
remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk species if this 
alternative is implemented. 
 
Specific Concerns 
 
Hayunlagu is only found on Guam and Rota. Currently, all the trees on Guam but four young 
saplings lie within the proposed SDZ.  There is one mature tree and approximately eight saplings 
on Northwest Field at AAFB within the proposed SDZ,17 saplings at Ritidian Point within the 
SDZ, three to four young trees near Jinapsen Beach on AAFB, and 60 to 80 trees on Rota.  This 
tree was federally-listed as endangered on February 18, 1987; it also is listed as endangered on 
the Red Data List for Plants, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Endangered 
Species List, and the Guam Endangered Species List.  
 
Hayunlagu recovery actions would be restricted by limiting access to the last remaining adult 
tree on Guam, which is within the impacted area of the SDZ. This tree is the single source on 
Guam for seeds for propagation, and it is an important site for the research of threats to and 
survival of hayunlagu seedlings and the adult tree in the wild.Construction of the firing range 
will require the removal of native forest on the Air Force Overlay Refuge, resulting in a direct 
loss of habitat for this species.  In addition, we are concerned about potential indirect effects to 
and the possible resulting loss of high-quality hayunlagu recovery habitat due to increased fire 
risk from training range operation and changes to wind regime associated with clearing large 
areas of forest in the vicinity of the tree (e.g., increased wind loading during typhoons). 
 
Since 2008, the Refuge has held a permit to collect hayunlagu seeds and outplant seedlings.  The 
Refuge monitors 17 outplantedhayunlagu weekly, in addition to raising seedlings in a nursery 
located on the Ritidian Unit.  Access to the outplantings and the nursery is located within the 
proposed SDZ. Collaborative recovery actions for hayunlagu would be impeded if partners are 
unable to implement expansion of the Refuge’s nursery, construct and repair ungulate 
exclosures, and propagate, outplant, and maintainhayunlagu seedlings on the Refuge. 
Consequently, recovery of the species may be impacted by the implementation of the preferred 
alternative. 
 
Currently, the Mariana fruit bat population on Guam is estimated at less than 50 individuals.  
Mariana fruit bats are known to use this area for foraging and roosting.  Construction under the 
preferred alternative would remove habitat used by this species, and noise disturbances from the 
operation of the LFTRC would also negatively impact the bats. The Refuge also houses seven 
captive fruit bats that are kept for outreach and education purposes.  The Service requires 

925:I
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Cont.
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925:G – Access will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used for 
military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for range 
usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination and in 
accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of 
biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Additionally, 
the DON would pursue an agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2822 of the 2015 National Defense Authorization Act to ensure 
that access restrictions to the Ritidian Unit are consistent with the purposes for which the Unit 
was established.

925:H – Access will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used for 
military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for range 
usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination and in 
accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of 
biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Additionally, 
the DON would pursue an agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 2822 of the 2015 National Defense Authorization Act to ensure 
that access restrictions to the Ritidian Unit are consistent with the purposes for which the Unit 
was established.

925:I – As stated in Section 5.5.8.2, the to avoid and minimize potential impacts to the single 
adult Serianthes tree on Andersen AFB, a minimum buffer of 100 feet (30 meters) would be 
established around the tree and no activities would be permitted within this buffer. Current 
literature regarding the protection of trees from construction activities recommend a protective 
buffer based on the diameter at breast height (diameter at breast height) of the subject tree. This 
buffer is related to the “critical root radius” approach which is calculated by measuring the 
diameter at breast height in inches. For each inch of diameter at breast height, allow for 1.5 feet 
(0.5 meter) of critical root radius for sensitive, older, or unhealthy trees, or 1 feet (0.3 meter) for 
tolerant, younger, healthy trees to ensure protection of the root zone. Therefore, based on the 
current diameter at breast height of 22.4 inches (57 centimeters) for the subject Serianthes at 
Northwest Field, the buffer would be approximately 34 feet (10 meters). In addition, the one 
remaining adult Serianthes tree at Northwest Field is in poor condition due to termites and 
rotting at the base. The tree is leaning which renders it more susceptible to snapping or toppling 
in the event of a catastrophic typhoon. Under the proposed action, guide wires would be 
installed to support the tree at Northwest Field thereby reducing the potential for its collapse. 

Access will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used for military 
training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for range usage 
would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet Marine Corps requirements. With appropriate 
coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research 
and monitoring of the Serianthes trees located on Andersen AFB. 

925:J – Access to Refuge lands will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not 
being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific 

     Response: 

G.2-2032



dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination 
and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring 
of biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Therefore, 
the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk 
species. Additionally, the DON would pursue an agreement with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in accordance with the provisions of Section 2822 of the 2015 National Defense 
Authorization Act to ensure that access restrictions to the Ritidian Unit are consistent with the 
purposes for which the Unit was established.

In addition, the DON is in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service) in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological 
Assessment has been prepared by the Navy to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered 
Species Act-listed and candidate species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
after their review of the Biological Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered 
Species Act Section 7 process, will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species 
Act-listed species that are being evaluated in this SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify 
Conservation Recommendations that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid 
adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement 
recovery plans, or to develop information. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects 
determinations” from the Biological Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. As site-
specific plans for construction projects are developed, to the maximum extent practical and 
consistent with the requirements of the Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss. The Final SEIS has been revised to reflect 
the appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures developed as a result of the Endangered 
Species Act Section 7 consultation process.
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around-the-clock access to the fruit bats in order to provide the level of care needed to ensure 
their well-being.  In addition, the Service has monitoring stations to conduct surveys, all of 
which are located within the proposed SDZ.   
 
Relocation of the survey stations will require the modification of survey protocols and thus may 
jeopardize the long-term population studies currently being conducted. The Service recommends 
that the DON more clearly describe proposed avoidance and mitigation related to Mariana fruit 
bats in the Final SEIS as recovery of the species may be impacted by the implementation of the 
preferred alternative. 
 
Two species of marine turtles are common in Guam’s waters, the green turtle and the hawksbill 
turtle.  Beach monitoring for nesting turtle tracks has been conducted since 2003 and on a daily 
basis by Refuge staff since October 2011, along 3 kilometers of the beach at the Refuge.  
Approximately 1.5 kilometers of the turtle monitoring area is located within the proposed SDZ, 
which will restrict access to, and management of, several of Guam’s most active marine turtle 
nesting beaches.  
 
Successful management of these species requires critical, timely actions, such as protecting nests 
from predators, which would be restricted during the SDZ closure periods. The dSEIS also does 
not adequately address the potential noise and lighting impacts, especially night-time noise, for 
nesting endangered marine turtles.  Night disturbances can increase the amount of “false crawls” 
and additional ambient lighting can disorient hatchlings.  The Service recommends the Final 
SEIS analyze the impacts to marine turtle management, which relies on accurate inventories and 
nest protection of these federally-protected species.  Furthermore, we recommend that Final 
SEIS propose solutions to ensure management activities continue. 
 
The Refuge has recently constructed a multi-species barrier around a 125-acre area of the Refuge 
to aid in recovery of listed species by suppressing invasive vertebrate predators and herbivores. 
The primary goal of the multi-species barrier project is to allow for the reintroduction of native 
birds and native forest regeneration. The Refuge is actively removing and controlling invasive 
species within the fenced area, including feral pigs (Susscrofa), Philippine deer 
(Cervusmariannus), feral house cats (Feliscatus), and brown tree snakes. Once the target species 
are controlled, the Refuge will initiate a soft release of endangered Guam rails within the 
enclosed area and the reintroduction of other birds now extirpated on Guam will follow.  
 
Candidate species of tree snail (Partularadiolata) and butterfly 
(Hypolimnasoctoculamariannensis) and butterfly host plants are found on the Ritidian Unit.  
These species and their hosts face significant threats from ungulates.  Without maintenance of 
the multi-species barrier and adequate protection from ungulate eradication, these species’ 
conservation will be at risk.  The Service recommends that the Final SEIS propose solutions to 
ensure species’ conservation actions and monitoring are implemented. 
 
Overall, the dSEIS provides limited detail on specific biosecurity and brown treesnake 
interdiction measures.  The Service appreciates the DON discussion of Hazard Analysis and 
Critical Control Points to ensure invasive species risk is reduced relative to construction 
activities.  However, the Service believes that additional detail, beyond that presented in Table 
2.8-1, is needed about brown treesnake and biosecurity best management practices to determine 

925:J
Cont.

925:K

925:L

925:M

925:N

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:K – Access to the Ritidian Unit will be granted at approved times such as when the LFTRC 
is not being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of 
specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet Marine Corps 
requirements. With appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, 
the DON would allow research and monitoring of the biological resources on Refuge lands. 
The Draft SEIS does provide discussion of Best Management Practices to avoid and minimize 
potential lighting impacts from the LFTRC to sea turtle nesting areas on Ritidian beaches. The 
Final SEIS has been revised to include further impact analysis of potential impacts from 
LFTRC noise to nesting sea turtles.

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. 

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

925:M – Access to the Ritidian Unit will be granted at approved times such as when lands are 
not being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of 
specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate 
coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research 
and monitoring of biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge 
lands. Therefore, the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for 
listed and at-risk species. Additionally, pursuant to pending legislation in the Fiscal Year 15 
National Defense Authorization Act, the DON and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will enter 
into an agreement that provides for the management of the Ritidian Unit to ensure sensitive 
resources are appropriately protected and managed. 

The Navy is in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the 
Navy to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species 
and critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological 
Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological 
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Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 process, will be 
the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being 
evaluated in the Final SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation 
Recommendations that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse 
effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery 
plans, or to develop information. If consultation is concluded prior to the publication of the 
Final SEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects determinations” from the Biological 
Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. As site-specific plans for construction projects 
are developed, to the maximum extent practical, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss. 

925:N – Table 2.8-1 is a summary table of the proposed Best Management Practices. Detailed 
discussion of the proposed Best Management Practices is provided in the associated 
Environmental Consequences section for each Cantonment/Housing and LFTRC alternative 
(e.g., Section 4.1.8.2). 

Joint Region Marianas 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 (e.g., trapping and inspections at 
ports, cargo facilities, and aircraft, inspections of household goods, biosecurity plans for 
training events) are specified in DoD instructions (i.e., 36 Wing Instruction 32-7004, Brown 
Tree Snake Control Plan and COMNAVMAR Instruction 5090.10A, Brown Tree Snake 
Control and Interdiction Plan) as well as the annual Work Financial Plan that is developed in 
cooperation with U.S. Department of Agriculture Wildlife Services. The Proposed Action will 
continue to comply with these established procedures.

In addition, as stated in the 2010 Biological Opinion, the DON will fund any increase of current 
federally funded brown treesnake interdiction measures (in Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii) where 
the increase is related to direct, indirect and induced growth caused by the U.S. Marine Corps 
relocation to Guam. The Fiscal Year 2010 level of funding for the federal interagency brown 
treesnake interdiction effort on Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii and 2010 transportation levels 
associated with outbound cargo from Guam for the U.S. or U.S. territories will be used as the 
baseline. That funding will continue and become part of the DON's brown treesnake interdiction 
funding under authority of the Brown Tree Snake Control and Eradication Act (7 U.S.C § 8501 
note) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2010a). 

Access to the Ritidian Unit will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being 
used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for 
range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination and in 
accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of 
biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Therefore, 
the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk 
species. Additionally, pursuant to pending legislation in the Fiscal Year 15 National Defense 
Authorization Act, the DON and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will enter into an agreement 
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that provides for the management of the Ritidian Unit to ensure sensitive resources are 
appropriately protected and managed. 

The Navy is in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment has been prepared by the 
Navy to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed and candidate species 
and critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Biological 
Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review of the Biological 
Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 process, will be 
the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that are being 
evaluated in the Final SEIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation 
Recommendations that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse 
effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery 
plans, or to develop information. If consultation is concluded prior to the publication of the 
Final SEIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects determinations” from the Biological 
Opinion will be incorporated into the Final SEIS. As site-specific plans for construction projects 
are developed, to the maximum extent practical, the DON will minimize overall habitat loss.
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the adequacy of proposed measures.  In particular, specific detail is needed on measures the 
DON will take to prevent the spread of brown treesnake, coconut rhinoceros beetle (Oryctes 
rhinoceros), and little fire ant (Wasmanniaauropunctata). 
 
The preferred alternative would limit our access and ability to effectively suppress the brown 
treesnake, as a portion of this fenced area is located within the proposed SDZ. The placement of 
the SDZ and closure of this area would limit necessary maintenance of the barrier and set back 
collaborative efforts between the Refuge and U.S. Geological Survey’s Brown Treesnake 
Research Group to implement and research snake suppression.  It would also increase noise and 
other disturbances from the SDZ, which would reduce the success of future reintroductions of 
special status species. 
 
Waters near the Ritidian Unit support resident seabirds including the white-tailed tropicbird red-
tailed tropicbird (Phaethon rubricauda), brown, masked booby (Sula dactylatra), and wedge-
tailed shearwater. At least an additional 28 species of waterbirds, waterfowl, and shorebirds use 
open fields, shorelines, and other regions of the refuge during winter or migration.  The 
occurrence of nesting seabirds (e.g., cliff-nesting species such as brown noddy, white tern, white-
tailed tropicbird, and wedge-tailed shearwater) has declined due to predation by introduced 
species, but nesting habitat for these species remains.  Two resident breeding waterbirds that are 
documented in forest edge and exposed coral reef regions on the Ritidian Unit are yellow bittern 
and the endemic Pacific reef-heron.   
 
The preferred alternative would limit our access and ability to effectively protect resident and 
migratory seabirds, shorebirds, waterfowl, and waterbirds, as well as increase the exposure to 
lead from spent munitions and noise disturbance. 
 
There is potential for lead poisoning through direct ingestion of spent lead shot, bullets, or 
fragments.  The dSEIS addresses potential concerns regarding lead contamination of water 
supplies, but does not address the potential for lead poisoning in wildlife on the Ritidian Unit.  
Poisoning of birds by lead shot has been a recognized problem for more than 100 years.  The 
most significant hazard to wildlife is through direct ingestion of spent lead shot and bullets, or 
through consumption of wounded or dead prey containing lead shot, bullets, or fragments.   
 
The dSEIS describes best management practices for managing lead at the LFTRC including 
containing and limiting the spread of the spent munitions.  However, the dSEIS states that there 
is a potential for some amount of residual lead from spent munitions. We are concerned this will 
create a lead poisoning hazard for wildlife, especially for shorebirds such as Pacific golden-
plover (Pluvialisfulva), which are attracted to short-grass and bare ground areas that will be 
created in construction of the LFTRC.   
 
The creation of this habitat likely increases exposure to lead from spent munitions. We 
recommend the final SEIS contain a commitment to frequently removing lead from these and 
other areas where wildlife are likely to be exposed to lead through ingestion. 
 
Noise impacts from the implementation of the preferred alternative remain a concern. The dSEIS 
states “Qualitatively, none of the noise-generating activities would create incompatible land use 
impacts and adversely affect individual human populations.”  However, noise impacts to wildlife 

925:N
Cont.

925:O

925:P

925:Q

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:O – The Draft SEIS provides an assessment of the potential impacts from noise on wildlife. 
Access to the Ritidian Unit will be granted at approved times such as when the LFTRC is not 
being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific 
dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet Marine Corps 
requirements. With appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, 
the DON would allow research and monitoring of the biological resources on Refuge lands. The 
potential issue of spent munitions entering the nearshore environment is also addressed in the 
Draft SEIS. 

925:P – Site inspection and design/construction information, data from the site survey 
(preceded by installation of four wells at the Northwest Field LFTRC with associated 
groundwater sampling and aquifer testing as needed), as well as actual munitions loading data 
will be provided to the munitions constituents Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment 
and Operational Range Clearance programs. The purpose of the Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment program is to identify whether there is a release or substantial threat 
of a release of munitions constituents (munitions constituents) from the operational range or 
range complex areas to off-range areas. These programs will use that site-specific data to 
determine the frequency of monitoring and range clearance, and will include consideration of 
past and present conditions/usage of areas within the range boundary. In particular, the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program uses site-specific available data and actual 
munitions loading data to determine further assessments regarding the potential for an identified 
receptor to be impacted by potential munition constituent migration through an identified 
pathway.

The Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program is intended to address DoD 
policy requirements to ensure range operations are not harming or creating an unacceptable risk 
to human health and/or the environment. For the proposed action on Guam, data from the 
Northwest Field LFTRC monitoring wells will be used to determine the need for further 
assessments, including the need to verify the results of site-specific Range Environmental 
Vulnerability Assessment model. 

In addition to lead, which is the indicator munition for small arms ranges, the Final SEIS has 
been revised to include a discussion of munitions constituents specific to the Hand Grenade 
Range where explosives are used. The Final SEIS has been revised to include the proposed 
baseline monitoring and fate and transport modeling of trinitrotoluene (TNT), 
cyclotetramethylene tetranitramine (High Melting Explosive, HMX), and hexahydro-
trinitrotriazine (Royal Demolition Explosive, RDX), and perchlorate at the Hand Grenade 
Range in Andersen South, as part of the site-specific implementation of the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range Clearance programs on Guam. 
The Final SEIS has also been revised to include a discussion of the chemical properties that 
affect the fate and transport mechanisms for explosives-derived indicator constituents, but will 
not be able to verify site-specific migration potential for any munition constituent until the 
Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range Clearance programs are 
implemented.
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The DON would normally only consider site-specific and comprehensive data collection after 
the conceptual Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment model-based triggers/criteria 
have been exceeded (i.e. screening-level modeling). In consideration of the vulnerability of the 
sole-source aquifer and Guam’s unique geologic features, the DON proposes a site-specific 
implementation of Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range 
Clearance programs that is more stringent than required under existing policy. 

As required by the Range Environmental Vulnerability Assessment and Operational Range 
Clearance programs, subsequent fate and transport modeling will use site-specific data collected 
under baseline monitoring (which do include collection of site-specific soil and permeability 
parameters at the firing range site). The DON would appropriately conduct further assessment 
of the site-specific model, further evaluation of Best Management Practices, and/or 
consideration of follow-up groundwater sampling/aquifer testing when triggers/criteria are 
exceeded.

The Final SEIS states that quarterly inspections of the range Best Management Practices will be 
performed. Inspections will lead to identifying if Best Management Practices are still in place or 
if maintenance is required. Any deficiencies that cannot be immediately addressed will be 
reported to the Public Works Department for corrective action. Additionally, the Range 
Environmental Vulnerability Assessment program will also evaluate Best Management Practice 
effectiveness and recommend adjustments as needed.

The DON will investigate additional technologies that could assist with range design and 
minimizing potential impacts (specific technologies or brands were not mentioned to ensure the 
full range of Best Management Practices are considered). Prior to the construction of the range, 
the DON will perform a site survey/inspection to inform range design activities, to include 
evaluating the optimal site grading and any necessary soil amendments to minimize range 
constituent migration. Appropriate Best Management Practices will be evaluated and 
incorporated into the design and construction of the range to minimize the off-site migration of 
stormwater runoff and reduce the infiltration of munitions constituents (e.g. vegetation buffers, 
pH adjustment of soil and water quality/quantity Best Management Practices).

925:Q – Potential noise impacts to wildlife and special-status species are addressed in the SEIS 
for each LFTRC alternative. Aircraft operations are a part of the U.S. Marine Corps relocation 
and were addressed in the 2010 Final EIS. Therefore, implementation of the proposed action 
would not result in an increase or addition of noise associated with aircraft operations.
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are not addressed in the dSEIS and noise is a significant environmental stressor.  Noise impacts 
can be expected to occur from aircraft overflightsand from live-fire operations.   
 
While much of the research on the impacts of noise on animals has been conducted in laboratory 
settings, more recent research documents negative impacts of noise on wild bird populations.  
Avian species are more susceptible to negative impacts from noise than mammals, and juveniles 
may be more impacted than adults 
additional disturbance from noise may disproportionately impact juveniles.  While birds may 
recover from isolated or infrequent noise occurrences, chronic noise has been shown to be 
detrimental at the population level, and impulsive noise can be more damaging than steady noise.  
Operation of the preferred alternative as proposed will likely result in chronic, impulsive noise 
levels.  We believe this will have a significant adverse impact on birds and Marianas fruit bats 
and recovery of the species may be impacted by the implementation of the preferred alternative.  
 
The dSEIS preferred alternative also includes the selection of Finegayan (Alternative A) for the 
main cantonment facility/family housing.  As al
dSEIS Notice of Intent, impacts to the Refuge lands and habitat for listed and candidate species 
would result from the construction and operation of the main cantonment facility at Finegayan. 
This alternative would directly impact 1,249 acres of Overlay Refuge lands, and the proximity of 
the cantonment facility to the biologically-sensitive areas in the Haputo Ecological Reserve Area 
(ERA) would likely have negative impacts to multiple rare species, including listed and 
candidate species. The Service recommends that more consideration be given to the Barrigada 
(Alternative D) cantonment/family housing preferred alternative because of fewer impacts to the 

 
 
A number of mitigation measures for this alternative are proposed in the dSEIS including 
restricting access to the Haputo Beach area and requesting additional ERAs on Department of 
Defense property, among others. However, the Service is concerned that the proposed mitigation 
would not compensate for the loss of habitat and ecological function of the areas to be cleared. 
 
Public Use and Environmental Education 
 
The Ritidian Unit provides wildlife-dependent recreational opportunities for approximately 
90,000 visitors annually who enjoy hiking, fishing, snorkeling, scuba diving, wildlife 
observation, and nature photography on the Refuge.The Ritidian Unit may be the most important 
resource for environmental education in Guam.  Free environmental education presentations are 
provided to students from across the Island.  Between 1998 and 2012, a total of nearly 97,000 
students from 27 elementary schools and eight middle schools visited the Refuge on educational 

 hikes on the 
Nature Trail and to the ancient latte site and caves. 
 

private school students visited the Refuge for cultural and environmental education field trips, 
while 18,900 University of Guam and Guam Community College students visited for similar 
field trips or volunteer-related projects. 
 

925:R – The DON will carefully and fully consider each alternative before making 
any decision on the proposed action. 

Based on comments received during the public comment period, the DON 
identified a new preferred alternative that, if selected, would result in fewer 
impacts to protected species and Overlay Refuge lands, recognizing that the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the DON have agreed that the primary purposes of 
the lands comprising the Overlay Refuge is to support the national defense 
missions of the Navy and the Air Force. Under the preferred alternative, 220 fewer 
acres of Overlay Refuge and 179 fewer acres of recovery habitat would be 
impacted. Extensive mitigation and conservation measures are proposed as part of 
the action. These conservation measures focus not only on forest enhancement, but 
also on invasive and non-native species eradication (predator control), public 
education, and brown tree snake research and suppression. This multi-pronged 
approach will address all the stressors and limiting factors challenging the eventual 
recovery of the listed species on Guam, including the preservation of sufficient 
recovery habitat as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure the full 
recovery of the species.

925:S – The DON understands and recognizes the significance of access to the 
Guam National Wildlife Refuge, including that necessary to promote educational 
opportunities. Section 2832 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2015  (“Establishment of surface danger zone, Ritidian Unit, Guam 
NationalWildlife Refuge”) authorizes the Secretary of the Navy and the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into an agreement accommodating  the operation of a 
LFTRC on Andersen AFB-Northwest Field and the management of the adjacent 
Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge, the Secretary of the Navy and 
providing for the establishment and operation of a Surface Danger Zone which 
overlays the Ritidian Unit or such or thereof as the Secretaries consider necessary.  
The Surface Danger Zones for the ranges comprising the LFTRC are only in effect 
when the ranges are operational.  Pursuant to this agreement, access to lands which 
are a part of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge within will be 
granted consistent with applicable Refuge regulations and in a manner the 
preserves the purposes for which the Ritidian Unit was established when the 
LFTRC at Andersen AFB-Northwest Field is not in use and the Surface Danger 
Zones are in effect. Once the LFTRC ranges have been constructed and are 
operational, coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by 
Range Operations per the terms of this agreement. 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. 
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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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger
zones.
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In 1997, the U.S. Congress passed the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 
1997 (Pub. Law 105-57), which states “The [National Wildlife Refuge] System was created to 
conserve fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats and this conservation mission has been 
facilitated by providing Americans opportunities to participate in compatible wildlife-dependent 
recreation, including fishing and hunting, on System lands and to better appreciate the value of 
and need for fish and wildlife conservation.” The proposed SDZ operations, closure schedule,and 
associated access limitations would prevent the Refuge from accomplishing this conservation 
mission and providing the public education and access to the Ritidian Unit. 
 
Cultural and Archeological Resources 
 
The Refuge’s cultural and archaeological resources are extensive, and their importance and 
concentration at the Ritidian Unit is unsurpassed island-wide. Areas of cultural significance 
include: 
 

● Guam’s oldest-known and longest-occupied ancient Chamorro settlement site, the oldest 
archeological site in all of remote Oceania.  The site was occupied from the time of initial 
arrival by Austronesian-speaking people nearly 3,500 years ago, to relocation by the 
Spanish in 1684.  

● Location of at least six caves, three of which contain the island’s oldest-known 
pictographs that date back to 1,000+ years. 

● Spanish-era settlement sites including Casa Real, a Jesuit settlement from the late 1600s, 
were occupied concurrently with the West Latte village site. An additional Spanish stone-
lined well also occurs on the Ritidian Unit. 

 
These historic archeological sites are currently being protected on the Refuge.  Refuge staff 
members provide cultural and environmental education and interpretation to tens of thousands of 
visitors each year. These opportunities and programs will be unavailable to the public if the 
proposed preferred alternative becomes operational as outlined on maps provided in the dSEIS. 
In addition, ongoing research is being conducted on the eastern portion of the Refuge as many 
cultural sites have not yet been surveyed.  These areas are all located within the proposed SDZ. 
Best management practices are not included for cultural resources; however, the dSEIS states 
that excavation and soil removal associated with construction of the preferred alternative could 
adversely affect 20 known historic properties, including pre-contact artifact scatters and sites 
containing latte components. 
 
The closure of the Ritidian Unit would necessitate the relocation of the Visitor’s Center, other 
buildings and the establishment of a new access road to the 27% of Refuge lands that would 
remain open to the public.  Cost estimates for relocating Refuge facilities (e.g., office, shop, 
Nature Center, bat cage, brown tree snake research facilities, etc.) from inside to outside the 
SDZ, range from $10 to $21 million. Some clearing of designated critical habitat may be 
required to facilitate a relocation of Refuge facilities.  The cost of providing an alternative access 
road to the beach and other important recreation areas has not been estimated, but would require 
clearing of designated critical habitat which would also require mitigation.  These impacts have 
not been adequately addressed in the dSEIS. 
 
Mitigation Considerations 

925:S
Cont.

925:T

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:T – The DON recognizes and respects the significance of cultural sites, especially those 
containing pictographs, located within the proposed impacted area. Section 2832 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015 (“Establishment of surface danger zone, 
Ritidian Unit, Guam NationalWildlife Refuge”) authorizes the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into an agreement accommodating  the operation of a LFTRC 
on Andersen AFB-Northwest Field and the management of the adjacent Ritidian Unit of the 
Guam National Wildlife Refuge, the Secretary of the Navy and providing for the establishment 
and operation of a Surface Danger Zone which overlays the Ritidian Unit or such or thereof as 
the Secretaries consider necessary.  The Surface Danger Zones for the ranges comprising the 
LFTRC are only in effect when the ranges are operational. Pursuant to this agreement, access 
to lands which are a part of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge within will 
be granted consistent with applicable Refuge regulations and in a manner the preserves the 
purposes for which the Ritidian Unit was established when the LFTRC at Andersen AFB-
Northwest Field is not in use and the Surface Danger Zones are in effect. Once the LFTRC 
ranges have been constructed and are operational, coordination of specific dates for range usage 
would be scheduled by Range Operations per the terms of this agreement. 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.

     Response: 

G.2-2041



9 

 
The Service recommends that the Final SEIS contain clear links between the value of habitat to 
be impacted, impacts from construction and operations, and proposed mitigation. The dSEIS 
includes numerous references to proposed mitigation measures meant to reduce impacts to 
resources; however, many of the proposed mitigation measures lack assurance or specificity. The 
dSEIS contains language about what DON “may propose” for mitigation to serious impacts 
without any guarantee of implementation should these impacts occur.  
 

● Forest enhancement on a “minimum of” roughly matching acreage of forest cleared is 
proposed throughout the dSEIS as mitigation for multiple impact scenarios. Forest 
enhancement projects may or may not serve as commensurate mitigation on a strict 
“acre-for-acre” clearing-to-enhancement ratio. Other factors, such as the biological value 
of the habitat to be cleared, in addition to the potential value of enhancement measures 
must also be considered.That is, lost habitat must be replaced with habitat of equal or 
greater value. 

● Many of the proposed mitigation measures are proposals to designate or expand DON 
ERAs, but language in the dSEIS indicates that the proposal alone, not the approval or 
implementation of these measures, will serve as the necessary mitigation. For example, 
under Alternative A for cantonment facilities, it states that “To mitigate for significant 
impacts to terrestrial conservation areas, the DON would submit a proposal to CNO 
Energy and Environmental Readiness Division to designate an ERA on the 
NAVMAG….” Mitigation for significant impacts should be the implementation, not the 
proposal of such measures.  Designation of ERAs, or other mitigation, should be made as 
part of the Final SEIS. Importantly, areas within the Overlay Refuge lands should already 
be treated as ERAs; therefore, designating existing Overlay Refuge as ERA does not 
mitigate for lost habitat values elsewhere. 

● After describing major impacts to wetlands under Alternative 3 for the LFTRC, the 
dSEIS states that “The DON may implement wetland restoration in accordance with the 
recommendations provided in the 2014 Wetland Restoration Feasibility Study.” The 
Service does not see a clear commitment to mitigating impacts to Mariana common 
moorhen, a listed species, even though Alternative 3 will “…directly impact and remove 
two wetlands that are known to be used by approximately 2-4 moorhens.” 

 
The dSEIS states: “The proposed action must be compatible with the mission of the System and 
the purpose of the Refuge.” The preferred alternative would inhibit the Refuge staff from 
successfully implementing the recovery of nine endangered species (Guam Micronesian 
kingfisher, Guam rail, Mariana crow, Mariana fruit bat, Mariana grayswiftlet, Mariana common 
moorhen, green turtle, hawksbill turtle, and hayunlagu) by restricting the Service’s ability to 
reintroduce extirpated endangered species and to perform routine maintenance needed for the 
perpetuation of the aforementioned species. 
 
The Service believes that implementation of the dSEIS preferred alternative would directly and 
indirectly preclude the Service from carrying out its mission and the purposes for which the 
Guam NWR was established due to the significant adverse impacts to the ongoing operation of 
the Refuge and the protection of trust resources the Service manages on this site. These 
operations were funded at $835K in Fiscal Year 2014. If current Refuge Overlay lands are to be 

925:U

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.) 925:U – DON has reinitiated Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and specific mitigation measures and locations have been included in the 
associated Biological Assessment (Appendix F.5 of the Final SEIS) addressing impacts with 
implementation of the preferred alternative. 

As stated in the Draft SEIS, the proposed mitigation for the removal of limestone forest would 
be forest enhancement of an equal area of degraded forest habitat on Guam. The proposed forest 
enhancement would include the management of existing degraded limestone forest on other 
areas of Guam, including removal of non-native invasive plants, 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. This multi-pronged approach will address stressors 
and limiting factors challenging the eventual recovery of Guam’s ecosystem. 

As part of the deliberative process in the preparation of the SEIS, mitigation measures have 
been identified for each alternative. Final mitigation measures would be contained in and 
committed to in the Record of Decision. 

Access to Refuge lands will be granted at approved times such as when lands are not being used 
for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of specific dates for 
range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate coordination and in 
accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of 
biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge lands. Therefore, 
the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for listed and at-risk 
species. Additionally, pursuant to pending legislation in the Fiscal Year 15 National Defense 
Authorization Act, the DON and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will enter into an agreement 
that provides for the management of the Ritidian Unit to ensure sensitive resources are 
appropriately protected and managed.
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used in ways that are incompatible with their Refuge Overlay status, those lands may have to be 
taken out of Overlay Status.   
 
Mitigation actions would need to offset these impacts; it is unclear if that would be accomplished 
by the proposed mitigation.  Service policy prohibits the use of compensatory mitigation to make 
an otherwise incompatible use compatible. The designation of additional fee title lands may need 
to be considered in light of the substantial loss of essential endangered species habitat. 
 
In conclusion, the above comments reflect the concerns the Service has regarding the 
implementation of the preferred alternative as described in the dSEIS.  Many of these comments 
reflect earlier comments submitted during the 2012 Notice of Intent process conducted by the 
DON. Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposed project. Please contact Miel 
Corbett, at (503) 231-2111 or Miel_Corbett@fws.gov if you have any questions. 
 

National Park Service 
 
The NPS manages two park units in the Marianas: War in the Pacific National Historical Park on 
Guam, the only site in the National Park System that honors the bravery and sacrifices of all 
those who participated in the Pacific Theater of World War II; and American Memorial Park on 
Saipan, which honors the American and Marianas people who gave their lives during the 
Marianas Campaign of World War II. 
 
In addition to their cultural and historic significance, these sites preserve the most diverse coral 
reef system within the National Park System, habitat for threatened sea turtles, and the only 
federally managed wetland on Saipan. The NPS also represents the Secretary of the Interior for 
the National Natural Landmarks program and the National Historic Landmarks program, and is 
charged by the Secretary with administration of the Micronesian Historic Preservation Program.  
 
For a full explanation of the NPS mission and responsibilities on Guam, please refer to our 
comments dated February 20, 2012, concerning ER-09/1197: Guam and Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands Military Relocation. 
 
The NPS believes that the potential indirect effects of the proposed actions will have 
significant adverse effects that could directly impact cultural and natural resources on 
Guam. There is limited analysis about the effects of the actions on natural, cultural, and historic 
resources by the proposed actions, particularly the cumulative impacts with other proposed large-
scale undertakings by the Department of Defense in the Mariana Islands.  
 
The NPS is concerned that the preferred alternative proposes locating a Live Fire Training Range 
Complex (LFTRC) above the Guam National Wildlife Refuge. Access to a large portion of the 
refuge will be restricted most of the year due to its location within the surface danger zone (SDZ) 
of the firing range. This will have significant, direct, adverse impacts on all aspects of refuge 
operations.   
 
The refuge contains one of the earliest known archaeological sites in the Mariana Islands, nearly 
3500 years old. In addition, there are several megalithic latte sites, and the terrain surface is 
covered by varying densities of artifacts and middens of the latte period dating potentially as 

925:V – Your concern about adverse impacts to the refuge operations is noted and 
is discussed under Socioeconomic Resources, section 5.5.15. Additional 
information has been added to Section 5.5.10 on the historic properties at the 
refuge. The analysis acknowledges that the impacts would be significant. 
Cumulative impacts to historic properties on Guam are discussed in Chapter 7.

Should Alternative 5 be selected in the Record of Decision, much of the currently 
publically accessible areas of Ritidian Unit and cultural properties at Ritidian Unit 
would be outside range Surface Danger Zones. For the areas under the Surface 
Danger Zones, when the ranges are not in use, access will be granted consistent 
with Guam National Wildlife Refuge rules. 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. 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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger 
zones.
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early as A.D. 900-1000 up to the Spanish colonial contact era of the late 1600s. The caves 
contain some of the oldest pictographs on Guam, including identifiable stellar pattern depictions 
in the drawings on rock surfaces. “The 3500-year record in the Marianas enables deep 
examination of landscape ecology and evolution, so far not possible in other remote Oceanic 
islands….” (Carson, 2012 as cited in SEIS).  
 
Restricting access to these sites, which are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), would severely limit further study and beneficial use of these resources by 
traditional healers, herbalists, and artisans along with other scientists. 
 
The green sea turtle nesting sites and fruit bat foraging site in the proposed surface danger zone 
are some of the most important on Guam for these species so deeply entwined in Chamorro 
traditions. The U. S. Geological Survey’s (USGS) research program on the control of brown tree 
snakes is housed at the refuge. Loss of access to that facility and their nearby experimental snake 
barrier (Closed Population facility) would be a tremendous setback for this program, which has 
made great strides in understanding the complex dynamics involved in developing landscape-
scale control methods of this invasive species population.  Control of brown tree snakes is 
critical to the reintroduction of native bat and bird species to park lands on Guam.  
 
Equally critical is the ability to control the spread of brown tree snakes from Guam to the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, Hawaii, and other states and territories where 
the NPS and other agencies manage public lands for the protection and conservation of native 
terrestrial species.  
 
We look forward to continued consultation with Department of Defense (DoD) under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the development of a new or updated 
Programmatic Agreement to minimize or mitigate potential adverse effects to historic properties. 
Similarly, the NPS will continue to assist in reviews of the Joint Region Marianas Public Access 
Plan to ensure public access to some of the most treasured sites on Guam. 
 
We are pleased to read that the DoD plans to continue to support the adaptive program 
management framework developed in the Civil-Military Coordination Council Operating Charter 
as a cooperative effort with other federal agencies to reduce the impacts of the military relocation 
to Guam’s people, utilities, and resources. Despite the many changes in the extent and schedule 
of the military relocation, the NPS believes that this framework would still provide many 
benefits in coordination of DoD activities and communications with the other federal agencies 
and Government of Guam. 
 
On the following pages in tabular format are detailed NPS comments on specific areas of the 
Draft SEIS. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact Jim Richardson, 
Superintendent, War in the Pacific National Historical Park, at 671-477-7278, extension 1003. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

925:V
Cont.

925:W

925:X

925:Y

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:W – Access to the Ritidian Unit will be granted at approved times such as when the 
LFTRC is not being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, 
coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations to meet 
Marine Corps requirements. With appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD 
security protocols, the DON would allow research and monitoring of the biological resources on 
Refuge lands.

925:X – 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. 

925:Y – 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. Additional coordination is being conducted in accordance with the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on historic properties for 
the LFTRC preferred alternative. The DON looks forward to continuing discussions with the 
Department of Interior on the protection of the cultural resources on Guam.
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Chapter Section Page Paragraph Comment 
ES  ES-24  NPS has concerns over the indirect impact to park wildlife 

and potential restoration of extirpated native species caused 
by the preferred Alt. A cantonment development, which 
would remove over 1,000 acres of limestone forest habitat 
and cause conversion of over 1,250 acres of Overlay Refuge 
land for endangered species. If enough Overlay Refuge area 
is lost because of this and related developments, could the 
designation of Critical Habitat and its restrictions be triggered 
for imposition on Guam? This cantonment development 
would also impact 977 acres of fruit bat recovery habitat, 978 
acres of Mariana Crow recovery habitat, 458 acres of Guam 
rail recovery habitat, 977 acres of Guam kingfisher recovery 
habitat and 661 acres of Serianthes fire tree recovery habitat.  
These endangered native species once lived in NPS habitats 
and could be re-introduced after invasive snake and ungulate 
control advances.  

ES  ES-26  Preferred Alt. A cantonment development would remove 
culturally important natural vegetation resources and 
potentially create direct adverse effects to 24 historic 
properties and possibly 10 unevaluated structures. How has 
DoD attempted to avoid these adverse effects? If that is not 
possible, why not, and how will they be minimized? 

ES  ES-29 
and 
other 
pages 

 Is the military pursuing other options to obtain authorization 
for a repository for curation of archaeological collections on 
Guam? If not, what other plans do they have to fulfill the 
stipulation in PA to provide such repository? 

ES  ES-31  NPS has concerns over the indirect impact to park wildlife 
and to potential restoration of extirpated native species caused 
by the preferred Alt. 5 for LFTRC development which would 
cause conversion of 255 acres of Overlay Refuge land for 
endangered species. This would also impact 196 acres of fruit 
bat recovery habitat, Marianas Crow recovery habitat, and 
Guam kingfisher recovery habitat.  These endangered native 
species once lived in NPS habitats and are hoped to be re-
introduced after invasive snake control advances.  

ES  ES-31  Preferred Alt. 5 for LFTRC development would cause direct 
adverse effects to at least 20 historic properties. What 
mitigation would lessen the impacts? 

ES General   How will the 2011 Programmatic Agreement (PA) be updated 
to incorporate new information and/or the need for new or 
modified stipulations based on analysis of impacts in the 
Draft SEIS? Please provide a “cross-walk” table that clearly 
shows what elements of the 2011 PA remain relevant to 

925:Z

925:AA

925:AB

925:AC

925:AD

925:AE

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:Z – Under the preferred alternative, there will remain on Guam sufficient recovery habitat 
as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure the future recovery of the endangered
species, including those which are currently extirpated.  The potential reintroduction of 
extirpated native species onto National Park Service lands is under the control and authority of 
the National Park Service.

The potential for the critical habitat to be proposed and designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on Guam is outside scope of the SEIS and a matter under that agency’s responsibility.
The SEIS must examine the current affected environment and determine the potential impacts 
of the proposed action on existing conditions, not on the potential for future land use 
designations. In addition, whether critical habitat will be proposed in reaction to the current 
proposed action or as a result of any previous actions on Guam is outside the purview or scope 
of the current analysis. If the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does propose critical habitat before 
the issuance of the Final SEIS and Record of Decision, then the DON will revisit the NEPA 
process as well as Section 7 consultation under Endangered Species Act to address the potential 
occurrence of proposed critical habitat on DoD lands affected by the proposed action. 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.

925:AA – The DON has avoided and minimized impacts to culturally important natural 
resources and historic properties by working with project planners. Should this alternative be 
selected in the Record of Decision, this process will continue with project-specific consultation 
under the 2011 Programmatic Agreement to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to 
historic properties and natural resources of cultural importance.

925:AB – The DON will fulfill its responsibility for curation of archaeological collections from 
DoD lands, consistent with 36 CFR 79 and Stipulation X.C of the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement. The commitment to request Congressional authorization and appropriation of 
funding to support a Guam repository is a separate measure to mitigate the cumulative effects of 
the overall relocation action. Consistent with Stipulation VII.C of the Programmatic Agreement,
if Congress does not authorize and appropriate this funding, the DON will reinitiate 
consultation with the parties to the Programmatic Agreement to identify alternative mitigation 
for cumulative effects.

925:AC – The potential restoration of extirpated native species onto National Park Service 
lands is under the control and authority of the National Park Service and impacts to non-
adjacent DoD lands from the proposed action would have no impact on the current or future 
potential for National Park Service lands to support the reintroduction of any species on 
National Park Service lands. To facilitate the potential reintroduction of extirpated species onto 
National Park Service lands, the necessary funding, brown treesnake suppression/removal, etc. 
is the responsibility of the National Park Service and DoD actions would not impact those 
actions taken by National Park Service on their lands. 
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925:AD – See Section 5.5.10 in this SEIS for a detailed discussion anticipated mitigation 
measures. Should this alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, procedures in the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement would include the parties to the Programmatic Agreement and the 
public in the DON's development of mitigation plans and preparation of a Range Mitigation 
Plan for construction and operation of the LFTRC.

925:AE – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement establishes a program alternative for ensuring 
Section 106 compliance for overall the overall Marine Corps Relocation. The SEIS does not 
alter DoD's commitments to Guam contained in the Programmatic Agreement; the commitment 
under Stipulation VII.C to seek Congressional authorization and appropriation to support 
construction of a Guam Cultural Repository remains, as a measure intended to contribute to 
mitigation of cumulative effects to historic properties, as may be reasonably foreseen to result 
from the overall relocation action. 

The preferred LFTRC alternative at Northwest Field would affect access to cultural sites when 
ranges are active. 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, including indirect adverse 
effects that may result from reduced access. When the ranges are not in use, public access 
would be granted consistent with Guam National Wildlife Refuge procedures.
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projects covered in the 2010 EIS and this SEIS.   
ES General   How will the Joint Region Marianas Public Access Plan be 

updated to incorporate the 2012 Roadmap Adjustments to the 
military relocation on Guam? 

ES General   What is the potential to have major changes again to this 
proposed build-up before its implementation, for example, if 
the redeployments to Australia and Hawaii are not able to 
proceed or if Japan changes plans for US bases in-country if 
Japanese defense needs change?  

ES General   The Final SEIS must discuss how the proposed actions fulfill 
formal plans (not the “Roadmap Adjustments”) for US 
military re-alignment in the Western Pacific and East Asia. 
How does the change from actions in the 2010 EIS, such as 
redeployment of Marines to Australia and Hawaii, fulfill such 
formal plans?  Are EISs being drafted for impacts at those 
other redeployment sites? 

ES General   The Hawaii and Micronesia Biosecurity Plan which is 
developed because of, and with funding from, the Mariana 
Islands military build-up environmental impact process, must 
be discussed and applied throughout many areas of the Final 
SEIS dealing with terrestrial and marine living resources and 
the quality of life and economy of Guam.  Although Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) address this in principle, the 
specific actions from the Hawaii and Micronesia Biosecurity 
Plan should be noted where appropriate in the Final SEIS.  
The regular transfer of Guam troops to Tinian or Rota, for 
example, for training, exposes those islands to invasive 
species.  The threats of impacts on neighboring islands from 
Guam invasive species is an important issue to be addressed 
in the Final SEIS. 

2  2-9 Table 2.2-4 Table 2.2-4 and associated text on page 2-9 does not explain 
range usage, just ammunition usage at the range. Clarify 
whether 39 weeks of use means seven days/week usage 
(including two nights), or would it be only five days per week 
as discussed in the 2010 FEIS? Or does it mean the equivalent 
of 273 days/year, using it five to six days per week all year? 
Complete Table 2.2-4 to include the information provided in 
the 2010 Final EIS, Vol 2, page 2-57, Table 2.3-2, columns 3-
6 "Typical Use Estimates" and Note (a).   

2 2.8 2-88 Table 2.8.1 Will herbicides or fertilizers be used for maintenance of firing 
ranges and how will their impacts to water quality be 
managed? 

2 2.8 2-100 Table 2.8.1 This section has no BMPs for Cultural Resources protection. 
The Final SEIS should include BMPs for Cultural Resources 

925:AF

925:AG

925:AH

925:AI

925:AJ

925:AK

925:AL

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:AF – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel to 
access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July, 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

925:AG – The potential for any such events to occur, and the degree to which they would affect 
the proposed action or the SEIS are unknown. In any case, the DON is committed to an open 
and transparent process in the relocation of U.S. Marine Corps forces to Guam and is 
committed to conducting a thorough assessment of environmental impacts.

925:AH – NEPA requires the identification and evaluation of environmental impacts of a 
proposed action and alternatives, and does not require an assessment of how proposed actions 
fulfill any agency’s plans. The purpose and focus of this SEIS is to identify and evaluate the 
potential impacts of the 2012 Roadmap Adjustments for the military relocation on Guam. The 
study area for the direct and indirect impact analysis is limited to land and submerged lands of 
Guam and does not extend to CNMI, Australia, Hawaii, or any other location. 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. Cumulative Effects Section 7.5 describes the recent 
and ongoing DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands Testing and Training EIS/Overseas 
EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex Airspace Environmental Assessment are 
addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only those aspects that are relevant to the Guam 
land and submerged land study area. Other DoD actions are listed in Section 7.5 as being 
outside the SEIS study area. Those other actions are subject to their own environmental 
planning requirements under NEPA or Executive Order 12114, as appropriate.

925:AI – The Regional Biosecurity Plan (previously called the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan) 
was initiated in anticipation of original proposed action assessed in the 2010 Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation Final EIS. The DON funded the Regional Biosecurity Plan for Micronesia 
and Hawaii. The Regional Biosecurity Plan provides stakeholders in Micronesia and Hawaii 
with a platform for coordination and integration of interagency invasive species management 
efforts. Phase I was completed in 2013, Phase II was completed in 2014. Several 
recommendations from the Regional Biosecurity Plan have been incorporated into the proposed 
action (refer to the Biological Assessment in Appendix X of the Final SEIS). In May 2014, a 
regional workshop was held on Guam that included representatives from various local, federal, 
and regional jurisdictions to discuss the framework of the document and how each jurisdiction 
would implement their applicable recommendations within the Regional Biosecurity Plan.

925:AJ – The SEIS describes the proposed training tempo as up to 39 weeks per year (Marine 
Corps and non-Marine Corps use) with 13 weeks of non-availability per year for weather, 
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maintenance, and holidays. The range use schedule during any given month or week would be 
dependent on training requirements and other variables that are subject to change.

925:AK – Herbicides and fertilizers may be used at the firing ranges. The text has been 
modified to indicate that these (and other) contaminants would be monitored for and addressed, 
as needed, under the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and Stormwater Management Plan 
during operations.

925:AL – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement sets forth the program alternative for compliance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the Marine Corps Relocation. 
The PA includes cultural awareness training and other measures to reduce the potential for 
adverse effects on historic properties. This training was developed with the participation of the 
Guam State Historic Preservation Officer and is provided to all incoming DoD personnel, their 
families and contractors. All DoD personnel and contractors will also receive annual briefings.
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protection or references to how practices will protect Cultural 
Resources. 

2 2.8 2-102 Table 2.8.1 What approach will be used to remove vessels that 
unknowingly or intentionally enter SDZ during firing 
practice? 

3 3.2.1.3   What is the “Guam Coastal Assessment program” and how 
does it monitor Nearshore Waters? 

3  3-31 Fig. 3.6.1-
1 

Dandan NASA site is not shaded as Federal land. 

3 3.6.1 3-35 1 The land use discussion does not address the existing Guam 
Zoning Law which is the legal basis of land use permission 
for non-federal lands on Guam, including properties that may 
need to be acquired by the DoD.  Instead the Draft SEIS only 
shows Fig. 3.6.1-2 which is an interpretation of land use that 
does not match legal zones and Fig. 3.6.1-3, which indicates 
conceptual plans for land use in some northern and central 
parts of Guam but does not match legal land uses allowed 
under Guam Zoning Law.  This section should be re-written 
in the Final SEIS. 

3 3.6.1 3-35 4 “…President retains the right to establish to establish naval 
defensive…” 

3 3.8.1.1 3-40  The NPS vegetation habitat names for Guam are applied in 
NPS units and some are adjacent to DoD lands and share the 
same vegetation types.  Reference should be made to NPS 
Inventory and Monitoring Program Vegetation Protocols and 
GIS maps. 

3 3.9.1 3-59 2 The reason why “…non-native species will not be 
discussed…”is not acceptable. The Final SEIS must address 
EO13112 better and include discussion on invasive marine 
species threats and include information from the Hawaii and 
Micronesia Biosecurity Plan which is developed because of, 
and with funding from, the military build-up environmental 
impact process. 

3 3.9.2 3-63  Add the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
3 3.9.2.3 3-67  Under Marine Conservation Areas, the Final SEIS should 

include discussion or a note on why Sasa Bay Marine 
Protected Area (MPA) on federal submerged lands is not 
recognized as a federal MPA, while Pati Point MPA is 
similarly established under Guam law and on submerged 
DoD land and is recognized as a federal MPA. 

3 3.10 3-72  How the PA is used to satisfy Section 106 requirements 
should be explained. 

925:AM

925:AN

925:AO

925:AP

925:AQ

925:AR

925:AS

925:AT

925:AU

925:AV

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:AM – The surface danger zone encompasses nearshore and offshore waters. Access to 
these areas would be restricted during training operations. The DON would provide the 
proposed training schedule to the U.S. Coast Guard who would issue and broadcast a Notice to 
Mariners that will identify the location of the surface danger zone and direct vessel operators to 
navigate clear of the surface danger zone. Additionally, range lookouts would scan the surface 
danger zone prior to and during live fire training to ensure that there are no vessels within or 
approaching the surface danger zone. 

925:AN – The text has been modified to indicate the correct title is the “Guam Coastal 
Management Program,” and that nearshore waters are “protected” rather than “monitored” 
under the program. The Guam Coastal Management Program is an expression of Guam policy 
to guide the use, protection, and development of land and ocean resources within Guam's 
coastal zone. Refer to http://www.bsp.guam.gov/content/category/6/15/37/ for details on the 
program.

925:AO – The scale of the figure has been reduced in the Final SEIS to emphasize submerged 
land use. The National Aeronautics and Space Administration site is not visible at this scale.

925:AP – Thank your for your comment. The background on why the Bureau of Statistics and 
Plans land use maps were used in the analysis rather than the is described in the 2010 Final EIS 
(Volume 2, Chapter 8: Land and Submerged Land Use, Section 8.1.1.5: Land Use, pages 8-8 to 
8-17). In summary, the zoning maps do not reflect current land use and the community’s vision 
for future land use. Over time, there have been changes through the local land use permitting 
process to the zoning maps that are not reflected in the original zoning maps. During 
conversations with GovGuam agencies, the DON determined that the Bureau of Statistics and 
Plans GIS was the best available data for current and planned types of land use. The conceptual 
plans you refer to are from the North and Central Guam Land Use Plan and represents the 
community’s vision for the future. The criteria for land use is based on land use compatibility –
not zoning. The maps included represent best available information and are the basis for that 
analysis. 

925:AQ – The redundant text has been deleted.

925:AR – As the affected environment for the proposed action only includes DoD lands (DON 
and Air Force), the appropriate vegetation/habitat names were used in accordance with DON 
and Air Force nomenclature for consistency with their natural resource documents and the 2010 
Final EIS. While adjacent lands may use different veg classification system (e.g., National Park 
Service, Guam Division of Aquatic and Wildlife Resources), it is not relevant to use another 
veg classification system for adjacent lands that would not be impacted by the proposed action.

925:AS – Potential vectors for introduction of non-native marine species will be added and the 
extensive Best Management Practices and measures to be implemented from the Biosecurity 
Plan that were thoroughly discussed under Terrestrial Biological Resources will be referenced.
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925:AT – There is no in-water construction proposed and the amount of bullets that actually 
make it to the marine environment from ricochets would be negligible. Therefore, no impacts to 
marine mammals are anticipated and the Marine Mammal Protection Act would not apply.

925:AU – Sasa Bay Marine Protected Area was created by the Territory of Guam under Public 
Law 24-21. While the Sasa Bay Marine Protected Area overlays federal submerged lands, the 
federal government does not recognize the federal submerged lands so designated by Guam as a 
federal marine preserve unless there has been a dual designation. Absent such dual designation, 
the federal government will not recognize the Guam Marine Protected Area as a federal Marine 
Protected Area. The Pati Point Marine Protected Area, on the other hand, has a formal dual 
designation as a federal and Territory of Guam preserve, with the federal submerged lands 
under DON custody and control.

925:AV – Please see Section 3.10.3.1, page 3-76 in the Draft SEIS for a complete description of 
how the 2011 Programmatic Agreement constitutes a program alternative consistent with 36 
CFR 800.14 for ensuring compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
for the Marine Corps Relocation.
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3 3.11.2 3-77  Regulatory Framework should also mention the National 
Natural Landmarks Program which includes Mt. Lamlam, 
next to Naval Magazine. 

3 3.10.3.1 3-75  Range Mitigation Plan. Is DON already contracting a Range 
Mitigation Plan for Northwest Field LFTRC under the PA 
before the Final SEIS and ROD? 

3 3.10.3.2 3-76  The direct impacts under NEPA and indirect effects under 
NHPA are confusing terms.  36 CFR Part 800 requirements 
must be met for NHPA conformity and could be summarized 
here. 

3 3.13.3.2 3-93  The impact of the SDZ at Ritidian and Pagat on shipping 
lanes should be discussed in the Final SEIS. 

3 3.17.1.1 3-109 5 Explosives Safety.  Besides saying “…UXO and DMM may 
also be present in waters off the assault beaches...” The Final 
SEIS should note that an estimated 64 tons of WW II UXO 
and DMM that was dumped by the DON sits on coral reefs at 
SCUBA diving depths at Asan Bay in War in the Pacific NHP 
waters.  Results of NPS toxicity studies on these munitions 
should be available in FY2014 and may be reported in the 
Final SEIS. 

4 4.1.2.2 4-13  Is the Navy’s digitized automatic clearing and grading permit 
filing system with Guam Environmental Protection Agency 
operating and in use for construction projects on federal land? 

4 Nearsho
re 
Waters 

4-15 1 The NPS would like to see a model of the potential impacts  
from lighting at the proposed Finegayan housing component 
on night sky values along the west side of Guam and 
especially at Asan Beach and Asan Bay Overlook. 

4 4.6 4-388 Table 4.6-1 Will the DoD Economic Adjustment Committee develop the 
implementation plan for support of non-DoD infrastructure on 
Guam before the Final SEIS and ROD? 

4 4.1.7 4-37 1 The Final SEIS should note here the impacts as related to the 
JRM Access Plan being finalized in 2014 under the PA. 

4 4.1.8 4-446 Fig. 4.1.8-
5 

Black line of DoD boundary is separating Northwest Field 
from Anderson AFB, but this is all DoD property. 

4 4.1.8   Cantonment Alt. A would remove 1018 acres of secondary 
limestone forest and 1.8 acres of primary limestone forest.  
These losses of habitat for fruitbats, Mariana crow, Guam 
kingfisher and Serianthes are said in the Draft SEIS to be 
mitigable impacts to species recovery. These limestone 
forests of Guam are the largest and most important habitat 
areas for recovery of these species. Populations of fruitbats, 
crows and Seriantheson other islands have very limited and 
threatened suitable habitat.  The larger habitat areas on Guam 

925:AW

925:AX

925:AY

925:AZ

925:AAA

925:AAB

925:AAC

925:AAD

925:AAE

925:AAF

925:AAG

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:AW – The National Natural Landmarks Program has been added to Section 3.11.2.

925:AX – The DON will not prepare any range mitigation plans for any alternative until after 
the Record of Decision is issued.

925:AY – Please see Section 3.10.3 of the Draft SEIS for a detailed discussion of how the 
analysis addresses both "effects" under the National Historic Preservation Act and "impacts" 
under NEPA. Also, see Section 3.10.3.1 of the Draft SEIS for an explanation of how the 
Programmatic Agreement addresses the requirements of 36 CFR 800.

925:AZ – Potential impacts on shipping lanes from the Surface Danger Zones associated with 
Alternatives 1 and 5 are discussed in Sections5.1.13.2 and 5.5.13.2, respectively.

925:AAA – To the extent that new information becomes available that would contribute to, 
enhance, or appreciably alter the analyses and impact determinations contained in the SEIS, 
such information would be added to the Final SEIS as appropriate.

925:AAB – Although the DON developed a computerized automatic clearing and grading 
permit filing system for the Guam Environmental Protection Agency, the system is not 
currently being utilized.

925:AAC – A model of potential impacts from lighting is not required unless significant 
impacts are expected. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative has been revised from the Draft 
SEIS to place the housing at Andersen AFB. Therefore, a lighting study at Finegayan is not 
required.

925:AAD – As stated in the SEIS, DoD would assist Guam Water 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 
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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.

925:AAE – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel to 
access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July, 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

925:AAF – Although it is understood that both parcels are DoD lands as denoted in the legend, 
it is standard practice based on historical land use that Northwest Field is divided from 
Andersen AFB proper for the purposes of discussion.

925:AAG – The DON is in formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. A Biological Assessment has been 
prepared by the DON to analyze the potential impacts on Endangered Species Act-listed and
candidate species and critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The Biological Opinion, issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service after their review 
of the Biological Assessment and consultation as part of the Endangered Species Act Section 7 
process, will be the final determination of impacts to Endangered Species Act-listed species that 
are being evaluated in this EIS. The Biological Opinion may specify Conservation 
Recommendations that are discretionary proponent activities to minimize or avoid adverse 
effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to help implement recovery 
plans, or to develop information. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service “effects determinations” 
from the Biological Opinion will be incorporated into the Final EIS, if available by the time the 
Final EIS is published.
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will be critical to species survival when snake control is 
implemented. They must be preserved now, even while the 
species are currently absent. 

4 4.1.8.1.
2 

4-54 2 The status of the Orote Ecological Reserve Area (ERA) 
expansion proposal, to be approved in 2014, should be noted 
in the Final SEIS. 

4 4.1.9 4-69 Next to last sp.  “Pugua Patch Reef” 

4  4-70 Fig.4.1.9-1 sp.  “Pugua Patch Reef” 

4 4.1.9 4-72 1 Haputo ERA is said to have 154 coral species and 163 
scleractinian coral species.  Explain what number is correct. 

4 4.1.9 4-73 Table 
4.1.9-1 

sp.: Montiporacaliculata and Montiporalobulata. 

4 4.1.10 4-87 Table 
4.1.10-7 

sp.:  Andersen softball field 

4 4.1.10   A number of possible NRHP eligible structures to be 
impacted have not been evaluated. Why won’t this be done 
for the Final SEIS? 

4  4-214 Fig.4.2.9-1 sp.: Pugua Patch reef 
5 5.0 5-1 Last Why are alternative sites to the Hand Grenade range at 

Andersen South not considered? 

5 5.3.1.1 5-163  Final SEIS should mention that the U.S. National Natural 
Landmarks Program includes Mt. Lamlam, which is next to 
Naval Magazine. 

5 5.3.11.2 5-218  The U.S. National Natural Landmarks Program includes Mt. 
Lamlam, Guam’s highest peak, which would lose viewscape 
values due to LFTRC Alt. 3 development and use. 

5 5.5 5-304  Isn’t this LFTRC site next to, but not at, Northwest Field? 

5 5.5   Are impacts to the US Coast Guard navigation facility, the 
private telecommunications repeater station and Anderson 
AFB Milky Way facility on the Ritidian cliff line discussed? 

5 5.2.4, 
5.3.4, 
5.4.4, 
and 
5.5.4 

  Noise zone impacts at LFTRC’s are said not to be 
incompatible with land use because of lack of occupied 
houses in the zones. But other activities such as hiking, 
picnicking, visitor’s organized tours and appreciation of 
excellent beaches and historic sites would be negatively 
impacted by LFTRC noises.  The Final SEIS must note this. 
This is especially damaging to the tourism business at private 
Jinapsan Beach lands. The USGS geologist most 
knowledgeable on Pacific Island beaches, Dr. David Doan, 
has described these beaches accessible through Anderson 
AFB as the best beaches in the Pacific Islands. 

925:AAH

925:AAI

925:AAJ

925:AAK

925:AAL

925:AAM

925:AAN

925:AAO

925:AAP

925:AAQ

925:AAR

925:AAS

925:AAT

925:AAU

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:AAH – The status of the expansion of the Orote Ecological Reserve Area will be provided 
in the Final SEIS.

925:AAI – Spelling has been corrected throughout the document.

925:AAJ – Spelling has been corrected throughout the document.

925:AAK – Review of contradictory literature from which these numbers came is ongoing.

925:AAL – Spelling has been corrected throughout the document.

925:AAM – This change has been made to the Final SEIS.

925:AAN – While the planning level surveys conducted to support the evaluation of 
alternatives in the SEIS identified and evaluated most of the built properties in the alterative 
areas, some additional investigation may be necessary, depending on the alternative selected in 
the Record of Decision. The 2011 Programmatic Agreement stipulates processes for inventory 
and evaluation, and consultation with Programmatic Agreement parties and the public.

925:AAO – Spelling has been corrected throughout the document.

925:AAP – Text has been added to Chapter 2 in the Final SEIS to describe the criteria and 
rationale applied to the identification of hand grenade range alternatives. Other locations on 
Guam besides Andersen South were evaluated and removed from further consideration in the 
2010 Final EIS. Operationally, the hand grenade range is more compatible with the training 
activities conducted at Andersen South than at the pistol/rifle ranges of the proposed LFTRC. 
Lastly, the proposed location within Andersen South was identified based on a process 
involving GIS overlay of noise contours and other training operations to minimize noise 
impacts outside the property and to maximize compatibility with other Andersen South training 
activities.

925:AAQ – The Geological and Soil Resources sections of the SEIS include an analysis of the 
direct and indirect impacts to geological and soil resources from construction and operation of 
the proposed action. As such, the region of influence is limited to the construction/operation site 
and water or marine/biological resources away from the construction/operation site. Mount 
Lamlam is not within the construction/operation site for any of the alternatives; therefore, a 
discussion of impacts to Mount Lamlam is not included in the Geological and Soil Resources 
sections. However, potential impacts to Mount Lamlam are addressed in Sections 5.2.11, 
5.3.11, and 5.4.11. Text has been added to those sections to state that Mount Lamlam is a 
National Natural Landmark.

925:AAR – Section 5.3.11.2 includes a determination of a significant impact on visual 
resources viewable to the public from Mount Lamlam. 
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925:AAS – In the Final SEIS, the introductory paragraph for Section 5.5 has been revised to 
state that the Northwest Field LFTRC Alternative 5 location is north of the actual Northwest 
Field airfield but that “Northwest Field” is used in the SEIS to describe this location. There 
were no edits made to the names used in the SEIS. The DON acknowledges that the issue of 
land acquisition is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of 
land on Guam by the federal government. Prior land acquisition policies and procedures are not 
reflective of current laws and DoD policy. At the present time the land being considered for 
Alternative 5 is land that is under the custody and control of the DoD.

925:AAT – Operational conflicts between the proposed action and other federal facilities on 
Guam are subject to de-confliction via internal coordination between agencies and are not 
addressed in the SEIS.

925:AAU – Potential noise impacts on recreational resources from the LFTRC are included in 
the Recreational Resources sections, 5.1.7, 5.2.7, 5.3.7, and 5.4.7. 
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5 5.5.6 5-326 4 Although refuge administrative facilities, visitor center and 
access roads would be relocated under implied negotiations 
between the Departments of Interior and Navy on use of the 
Alt. 5 LFTRC, the endangered fire tree Serianthes, habitats 
supporting endangered species, culturally important natural 
resources and cultural and archeological sites cannot be 
relocated. Their use for recreation, education and support of 
native species will be negatively impacted. 

5 5.5.9.3   NPS resources include foraging areas in Agat and Asan Bays 
for the endangered sea turtles which are dependent on the 
Ritidian beaches as a major nesting habitat. Access to most 
important areas of endangered sea turtle nesting at Ritidian 
will be restricted by the SDZ preventing any technicians or 
biologists, whether refuge or DoD ordnance trained staff, 
from monitoring and protecting nesting females and 
hatchlings on most days of the year.  How can this refuge 
function be continued with LFTRC use? 

5  5-326 to 
5-371 

 The marine transportation/recreation use of the sea areas 
within the SDZ of Alt.5 LFTRC would be critically impacted 
by implementation of this proposed LFTRC. Intentional and 
unintentional use of these waters in the SDZ for their support 
of excellent diving, fishing and even canoeing, including the 
Guam Northern Passage canoe event, would present conflict 
with the firing range use. How will customary users be kept 
out of these waters? 

5 5.5.9 5-358  NPS resources of threatened green sea turtles, 
Cheloniamydasare expected to be negatively impacted by the 
impacts of Alt. 5 LFTRC on the major nesting area of this 
species on Guam.  Also the SDZ interference with access to 
these beaches by refuge biologists managing and monitoring 
the turtle resources will harm turtle conservation. How can 
turtle monitoring continue under a SDZ? 

5 5.5.10 5-361  Although the Draft SEIS indicates that the purpose of the 
refuge is for the protection of wildlife and living organisms, 
the NPS shares responsibilities in protecting cultural, 
archeological and historical sites and features. Some uniquely 
significant features and traditional cultural properties are 
found in the areas to be impacted by LFTRC Alt. 5. These 
include the oldest known settlement site in the Marianas and 
ancient rock pictographs including ones with star or 
traditional constellation formations.  How will DoD avoid 
impacting the monitoring, study and educational use of these 
sites within the SDZ? 

5   Table At least 20 NRHP eligible sites are known in the Alt. 5 

925:AAV – As stated in the Draft SEIS, the DON acknowledges that implementation of 
LFTRC Alternative 5 at Northwest Field will result in significant impacts to recreation, cultural 
and biological resources.

925:AAW – 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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

925:AAX – 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 Surface Danger Zones during 
non-training periods. 

925:AAY – 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 
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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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface danger zones.

925:AAZ – Much of the currently publicly accessible areas and cultural resources in the 
Ritidian Unit would be outside range Surface Danger Zones. For the areas within the Surface 
Danger Zones, when the ranges are not in use, access will be granted consistent with Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge. Should this alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, the 
Range Mitigation Plan would include measures for affording access when the ranges are not in 
use. Additionally, 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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface 
danger zones.

925:ABA– Should this alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, adverse effects to 
historic properties in areas directly affected by range construction for Alternative 5 would be 
avoided, minimized, and mitigated under the provisions of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 
Access to remaining sites in this area would be coordinated through the DON Access Plan 
developed in consultation with the parties to the Programmatic Agreement and the public to 
balance the need for public access with safety and operational considerations. 
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5.5.10-1 LFTRC direct impact area. How will DoD avoid restricting 
access for the public and/or educational, scientific, and 
traditional use activities?  

5  5-366 Table 
5.5.10-2 

At least 49 NRHP eligible sites are known in the Alt. 5 
LFTRC indirect impact area. How will DoD avoid restricting 
access for the public and/or educational, scientific, and 
traditional use activities?  

5 5.2 5-95  For LFTRC Alternatives 2 to 4, especially Alt. 3, the risk of 
wildfire could increase and fires could spread from Naval 
Magazine into remote areas of the national park at Mt. Alifan. 
This could lead to loss of vegetation, soil and native animals 
and would expose ground artifacts to looters or illegal 
collectors because of the loss of vegetation cover. 

5 5.2.8 
and 
5.2.9 

  Issues and actions included in the Hawaii and Micronesia 
Biosecurity Plan need to be discussed in the Final SEIS under 
terrestrial and marine resources areas. 

7 General   This Draft SEIS does not address the transient aircraft carrier 
berthing in Apra Harbor or the Army Air and Missile Defense 
Task Force (AAMDTF) deployment that were addressed in 
the 2010 Final EIS. Those projects may be independent of the 
SEIS proposed action, but if implemented these will greatly 
increase the cumulative effects of the military build-up on 
Guam. Likewise proposed developments for Marines training 
on Tinian and Pagan could have an impact on related support 
facilities and actions on Guam and these should be estimated 
and addressed in the Final SEIS under cumulative impacts. 

8  8-1  The sta
Guam Land Use and Zoning Law was adopted as a local law 
in 1999. It was to come into full effect in one year but it was 
not supported by its needed implementation budget and was 
only implemented for about two months.  It then was 
suspended when revisions were called for by the Guam 
Legislature.  Those revisions were never adopted and Guam 
has reverted to the land use laws and zoning of 1966. 

8 8.3 8-2  Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA) does not apply to Guam. 

9 9.5.9 9-15  Marine Resources.  The last two references are lumped 
together as one. They should be split into SWCA 2010 and 
Williams, I., et al. 2012 

 
 
 
 
 

925:ABB – Much of the currently publicly accessible areas and cultural resources in the 
Ritidian Unit would be outside range Surface Danger Zones. For the areas within the Surface 
Danger Zones, when the ranges are not in use, access will be granted consistent with Guam 
National Wildlife Refuge. Should this alternative be selected in the Record of Decision, the 
Range Mitigation Plan would include measures for affording access when the ranges are not in 
use. Additionally, 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 that is not encumbered by the LFTRC surface 
danger zones.

925:ABC – A Range Fire Management Plan, based on the DON’s Wildland Fire Management 
Plan (Nelson 2008), would be prepared as a Best Management Practice (see Section 2.8 of the 
SEIS) as part of the proposed action (all alternatives), to reduce fuel loads and fire potential on 
proposed ranges and thereby reduce the risk of a fire occurring as a result of range use. It is not 
a mitigation that would be established if there were an occurrence of a fire as suggested in your 
comment. The Range Fire Management Plan would include protocols for monitoring fire 
conditions and adjusting training as needed (e.g., certain types of training may be disallowed 
under certain fire conditions); location and management of fire breaks, fire-fighting roads, and a 
fire fighting water system. Units undergoing training would be briefed on requirements suitable 
to the conditions of the day and protocols should a fire occur (e.g., specifying how the range 
would shut down and how fire suppression action would be taken). The DON cannot 
definitively state that fire from range activities would not be possible, but Range Fire 
Management Plans are very successful at minimizing the risk of fires and providing for rapid 
response to extinguish a fire before it can spread off the range. The Terrestrial Biological 
Resources sections of the SEIS assess the potential for impacts from fire on biological resources 
as they relate to the proposed action and alternatives.

925:ABD – The Regional Biosecurity Plan (previously called the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan) 
was initiated in anticipation of original proposed action assessed in the 2010 Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation Final EIS. The DON funded the Regional Biosecurity Plan for Micronesia 
and Hawaii. The Regional Biosecurity Plan provides stakeholders in Micronesia and Hawaii 
with a platform for coordination and integration of interagency invasive species management 
efforts. Phase I was completed in 2013, Phase II was completed in 2014. Several 
recommendations from the Regional Biosecurity Plan have been incorporated into the proposed 
action (refer to the Biological Assessment in Appendix X of the Final SEIS). In May 2014, a 
regional workshop was held on Guam that included representatives from various local, federal, 
and regional jurisdictions to discuss the framework of the document and how each jurisdiction 
would implement their applicable recommendations within the Regional Biosecurity Plan. The 
Final EIS will be updated to reflect the current status of the Regional Biosecurity Plan.

925:ABE – 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 

     Response: 

G.2-2057



(which is being evaluated in the CNMI Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS could 
supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative 
Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only 
those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study area.

925:ABF – The Chapter 8 text was clarified for accuracy but the message is the same. The 1966 
zoning that predates the I Tano-ta is the current zoning.

925:ABG – The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act has been removed 
from the list of laws in Chapter 8.

925:ABH – SWCA 2010 reference has been revised to NAVFAC Marianas 2010. Therefore, 
this comment has been overcome by events.
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U.S. Geological Survey 
 
For the last decade, USGS has conducted extensive brown treesnake research in the Closed 
Population facility at Northwest Field on Andersen AFB. For over 20 years, the USGS has been 
conducting research and methods development studies aimed at increasing the efficacy of brown 
treesnake control on Guam. Many of the snake control tools currently in use on Guam came 
about as a result of USGS research.  The current facility was built in 2004 using approximately 
$900,000 in DOI funding, and on average USGS spends $450,000 per year on research activities 
in the facility.  
 
The maps depicting firing points and surface danger arcs for the firing range on NW Field depict 
the Closed Population Facility as being outside of the active firing area. However, DOD 
representatives have stated that access to the facility cannot be guaranteed when the firing range 
is active. USGS requires 24 hour/7 days per week access to the Closed Population facility. If 
access cannot be guaranteed because of new DOD activities or new security measures in the 
adjacent firing range, then the facility will need to be placed elsewhere on Guam at a 
location with long-term guaranteed access. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS.  If you have any questions 
concerning our comments, please contact Gary Patterson, USGS Coordinator for Environmental 
Document Reviews, at (303) 236-1476 or at glpatter@usgs.gov 
 

Office of Insular Affairs 
 

While OIA acknowledges that there will be a reduction in the force posture as outlined in 
the 2012 Roadmap Adjustment, we maintain that the proposed action on Guam will 
significantly impact Guam’s population, civilian infrastructure, cultural and historical 
resources, as well as wildlife.  We also recognize the importance of the CNMI Joint Military 
Training (CJMT) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) advancing, identifying proposed 
actions and their respective impacts, and providing public input on not just environmental, 
though socio-economic impacts on the CNMI.  
 
Continued leadership by the Department of Defense (DoD) and meaningful collaboration and 
coordination with federal interagency and Governments of the CNMI and Guam help ensure the 
needs of the CNMI and Guam, as well as DoD requirements for the military relocation are met.  
OIA looks forward to continuing to serve as a cooperating agency contributing expertise and 
perspectives as both the Guam SEIS and CJMT EIS move forward. 
 
Civilian Infrastructure and Socio-economic Needs  

● Despite the 2012 Roadmap Adjustment, OIA expects that the proposed military 
relocation to Guam and the CNMI will have a significant impact on civilian infrastructure 
and population, representing an increased need for housing, power, roads, water, 
wastewater treatment, health, public safety and educational facilities.  Given the 
additional demands on physical infrastructure, it is unclear how upgrades and 
development of new infrastructure will be financed in light of the limited ability of the 
Government of Guam (GovGuam) to fund necessary infrastructure related to this SEIS 
and the extent costs will be passed onto civilians paying increased rates.  Beyond the cost 

925:ABI

925:ABJ

925:ABK

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)

925:ABI – Access to the Closed Population Facility will be granted at approved times such as 
when lands are not being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, 
coordination of specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With 
appropriate coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow 
research and monitoring of biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers. 
Therefore, the area would remain functional to serve its intended research and conservation 
role. 

925:ABJ – 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.

925:ABK – 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.
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of bolstered infrastructure, the increased use of infrastructure results in cummulative 
socio-economic impacts on Guam and CNMI civilian communities.   

 
The draft SEIS details that the Economic Adjustment Committee will convene and has a 
Congressional mandate to identify additional assistance to support public infrastructure 
requirements and an implementation plan to support the preferred alternative no later than 
to the issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD), its appropriate for updates relative to 
those efforts be included in the Final SEIS.  Given existing operational and capacity 
challenges of GovGuam health, education, public safety, and social services coupled with 
the increase demand resulting from the buildup, we are hopeful that the EAC 
implementation plan will identify how assistance can be provided to  prepare adequately 
the Guam civilian infrastructure and existing workforce to absorb the increased 
utilization and population increase associated with the buildup.  Also, identifying 
technical assistance and support of existing or new community planning and coordination 
efforts that DoD will pursue should be included in its implementation plan.  OIA looks 
forward to participating as a representative of the Department of the Interior as the EAC 
convenes and works to meet its Congressional mandate. 

 
Adaptive Program Management (APM) 

● In the 2010 Record of Decision, Department of Navy (DON) advanced APM as the 
mitigation measure to avoid and/or reduce negative impacts resulting from the proposed 
actions.  Further, the Civil Military Coordination Council (CMCC) is the entity which  
was created by DON to implement APM and serve as a representative body for local and 
federal agencies.  While the draft SEIS (2.9 Potential Mitigation Measure) states that 
APM is “no longer required”, OIA maintains that the CMCC will continue to be integral 
for successful intergovernmental and interagency coordination.  While the force posture 
has been decreased the cumulative effects of individual projects necessary for the buildup 
may very well require DoD implementing APM. 

 
Access to Historical and Cultural Sites 

● The public has raised concern about the loss of and lack of access to historic and cultural 
sites on Guam and Tinian due to the proposed alternatives.  Currently, there are no Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in Table 2.8-1 for Cultural Resource protection.  Given 
the direct and potential indirect effects and cummulative impacts on cultural resources, it 
is appropriate that BMPs be included in the SEIS and added to Table 2.8-1.  OIA 
recognizes the value and importance of preservation, management, and access of such 
sites to Guam and Tinian communities who continue to exercise and practice cultural 
activities and traditions.  Proactive and regular communication by DoD on the impacts of 
alternatives on historical and cultural sites, as well as land acquisition with stakeholders 
and the public, especially in affected communities is critical as work associated with the 
SEIS continues. 

 
Programmatic Agreement 

● The draft SEIS (Section 3.10.2 Regulatory Framework) discusses the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) which  would streamline the review process for compliance with section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and specify mitigation measures.  OIA 
reiterates the importance of DoD’s commitments contained in that agreement, including 

925:ABK
Cont.

925:ABL

925:ABM

925:ABN

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:ABL – The Joint Guam Program Office advised Council on Environmental Quality of its 
determination that, based on the anticipated significantly reduced pace of construction activity, 
Adaptive Program Management did not need to be identified as a specific mitigation measure 
in the SEIS. There were no objections. The DON remains committed to participating fully in 
the Civil-Military Coordination Council and to consider its advice and recommendations in 
adjusting the pace and/or sequencing of military construction projects.

925:ABM – DoD is in the process of developing a Public Access Plan for non-DoD personnel 
to access DoD lands. Comments from the public were sought for this plan in July 2014. It is the 
intent of DoD to maintain public access to DoD lands that contain cultural/historical sites 
consistent with safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved times 
such as when lands are not being used for military training. For this SEIS, final plans 
concerning access to areas potentially impacted by the proposed action have not been 
developed. DoD looks forward to working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural 
stewardship and access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns and the 
continuing public use and enjoyment of these resources.

925:ABN –The DON will fulfill its responsibility for curation of archaeological collections 
from DoD lands consistent with 36 CFR 79 and Stipulation X.C of the 2011 Programmatic 
Agreement. The commitment to request Congressional authorization and appropriation of 
funding to support a Guam repository is a separate measure to mitigate the cumulative effects 
of the overall relocation action. Consistent with Stipulation VII.C of the Programmatic 
Agreement, if Congress does not authorize and appropriate this funding, the DON will 
reinitiate consultation with the parties to the Programmatic Agreement to identify alternative 
mitigation for cumulative effects.

The preferred LFTRC alternative at Northwest Field would affect access to cultural sites when 
ranges are active.  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, including indirect adverse 
effects that may result from reduced access. When the ranges are not in use, public access 
would be granted consistent with Guam National Wildlife Refuge procedures.  
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DoD’s commitment to seek Congressional authorizations and appropriations to support 
the construction of a Guam Cultural Repository, as well as a CNMI permanent curation 
facility on Saipan, and cultural and interpretive center on Tinian.  The Repository is 
critical in providing for curation of archaeological properties on Guam and serve as a 
source of information on Guam history and culture.   

 
As the 2011 PA contains project or area specific mitigation for both Guam and Tinian, 
language should be included in the Guam SEIS and CJMT EIS to explain which 
provisions of the PA are maintained and the process of how the PA will be modified and 
updated relative to the impacts of the respective preferred alternatives.  In the 2011 PA, 
DoD expressed its commitment to providing 24-hour- a- day/seven- day- a- week  
unimpeded access to Pagat Village and Pagat Caves to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
impacts on historic properties, how will the same commitment for cultural and historical 
sites be maintained given the prefered alternative for the Live Fire Training Range 
Complex (LFTRC)? Further, clarification on how cultural resources of the CNMI will be 
impacted, as well as when, and under what conditions, and which provisions of the 2011 
PA will be implemented as it relates to CNMI proposed activities should be included in 
the CJMT EIS. 

 
Guam National Wildlife Refuge 

● The LFTRC alternative proposed in the draft SEIS would significantly and irreversibly 
affect the mission, operations, and public use of the Guam National Wildlife Refuge 
(Refuge).  As written, the preferred alternative would not be legal.  

 
The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (16 U.S.C 668dd-ee), under 
which the Refuge is administered, requires all uses of a refuge to be found to be 
compatible with the purposes of the refuge and the System mission, and consistent with 
public safety.  The decisions related to compatibility and safety are vested with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and may not be delegated.  Further, implementing 
regulations (50 CFR 26.41 (b)) prohibit the type of compensatory mitigation proposed in 
the SEIS - such actions could not make an otherwise not-compatible use to be found 
compatible.  Given these significant potential legal issues, we strongly recommend that 
further and thorough discussion continue with the Department of Defense and the 
Department of the Interior’s Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Insular Affairs, and 
Office of the Solicitor. 

 
Brown Tree Snake Interdiction 

● OIA currently funds 100% of the civilian interdiction efforts on Guam as well as critical 
research, native species restoration, and public awareness activities.  Through OIA’s BTS 
Control program OIA has provided significant financial assistance and grant 
management, an amount of $30.92 M in the last decade including $2.99 M in FY2013.  
OIA has worked cooperatively with the  FWS which has provided overall program 
coordination for BTS control and the Guam National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) has 
constructed a multi-species barrier which could be used to assist in the control of BTS at 
this property.OIA is concerned how the preferred alternatives would impede the purpose 
of the multi-species barrier to control BTS at the Refuge. 

 

925:ABN
Cont.

925:ABO

925:ABP

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.) 925:ABO – Access to Refuge lands will be granted at approved times such as when lands are 
not being used for military training. Upon entering an operational phase, coordination of 
specific dates for range usage would be scheduled by Range Operations. With appropriate 
coordination and in accordance with DoD security protocols, the DON would allow research 
and monitoring of biological resources by local, university, and federal researchers on Refuge 
lands. Therefore, the area would remain functional to serve its intended conservation role for 
listed and at-risk species. 

The DON has coordinated with the Department of the Interior and other Federal partners on this 
issue. Pursuant to pending legislation in the Fiscal Year 15 National Defense Authorization Act,
the DON and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will enter into an agreement that allows the 
establishment of a surface danger zone over the Ritidian Unit and provides for the management 
of the Ritidian Unit to ensure sensitive resources are appropriately protected and managed.

925:ABP – 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.
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The Department of Navy’s commitment to support BTS interdiction requirements 
resulting from increases in civilian sector shipping/transport detailed in the 2010 FEIS 
remains critical to DOI.  We commend the DON for committing in the draft SEIS to fund 
and support BTS interdiction in Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii resulting from increased 
direct, indirect, and induced growth caused by the Marine Corps relocation to Guam.  
DOI agencies have supported civilian sector BTS interdiction efforts since the early 
1990s.  

  
Brown Treesnake (BTS) Control, Mitigation, and Research 

● BTS impacts include biosecurity, endangered species, power distribution, human health 
and economies.  Eradicating snakes from Guam and preventing establishment elsewhere 
has been a long-term goal of a range of Federal, state, and territorial agencies. While the 
SEIS makes multiple references to the Joint Region Mariana BTS Interdiction Program, 
specific avoidance, minimization and mitigation actions the DoD will take to support and 
facilitate research and island-wide BTS control efforts both on and off DoD lands should 
be included in the SEIS. OIA acknowledges in the draft SEIS that DON will fund 
research/design projects identified as priorities by the BTS Technical Working Group 
Strategic Plan for a period, up to 10 years from the start of the cantonment construction 
as a potential mitigation measure and encourages that such action be included as a final 
mitigation measure. 

 
In order to address the threat of the BTS spreading from Guam to other areas, BTS 
control and interdiction infrastructure, trained personnel, and resources are needed not 
just in Guam, but also in locations outside of Guam where materials or personnel are 
transiting.  Such action would be consistent with DoN’s SEIS commitment to ensure that 
military activities, including transport of civilian and military personnel and equipment to 
and from Guam do not contribute to the spread of brown treesnakes to other island or 
regions. Coordination with active DoD leadership and participation will be vital to 
mitigate the spread of BTS.  In addition to interdiction efforts, DoD prioritization and 
support of research that will aid in locating incipit populations of snakes and 
demonstrating landscape control is needed.  The draft SEIS should specify how DoD will 
coordinate and support BTS control and mitigation in Guam and with partners in other 
locations that may not have adequate infrastructure or personnel for BTS, Control, 
mitigation, and research. 

  
Micronesian Biosecurity Plan (MBP) 

● The MBP is described as the tool that will address invasive species control and 
prevention during and after the military relocation in the 2010 ROD.  The MBP 
represents a significant effort of partnership across U.S. agencies (including DoD and 
DOI) working in close collaboration with a variety of local and regional invasive species 
experts.  The SEIS must include adequate discussions of how the MBP will prevent, 
detect, mitigate and manage invasive species.  As the MBP is not yet completed, the SEIS 
should include: a realistic timeline for completion of the MBP and implementation of the 
MBP, as well as identification of interim measures for invasive species.  In addition, the 
SEIS should provide a framework that ensures Federal, state, and territorial cooperation 
and oversight of MBP implementation. 

 

925:ABP
Cont.

925:ABQ

925:ABR

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:ABQ – The DON will continue to fund selected research/design projects identified as 
priorities in the Brown Treesnake Tech Working Group Strategic Plan that are compatible with 
the military mission on Guam for up to 10 years from the start of the main cantonment 
construction.

925:ABR – The Regional Biosecurity Plan (previously called the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan) 
was initiated in anticipation of original proposed action assessed in the 2010 Guam and CNMI 
Military Relocation Final EIS. The DON funded the Regional Biosecurity Plan for Micronesia 
and Hawaii. The Regional Biosecurity Plan provides stakeholders in Micronesia and Hawaii 
with a platform for coordination and integration of interagency invasive species management 
efforts. Phase I was completed in 2013, Phase II was completed in 2014. Several
recommendations from the Regional Biosecurity Plan have been incorporated into the proposed 
action (refer to the Biological Assessment in Appendix X of the Final SEIS). In May 2014, a 
regional workshop was held on Guam that included representatives from various local, federal, 
and regional jurisdictions to discuss the framework of the document and how each jurisdiction 
would implement their applicable recommendations within the Regional Biosecurity Plan.
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Training on Tinian 
● The draft SEIS (Section 1.2 Scope of this SEIS) notes that the 2010 decisions regarding 

training ranges on Tinian remains final and are not subject to reanalysis in the SEIS, 
though the Department of Navy has deferred implementation of the Tinian training 
ranges from the 2010 ROD pending the outcome of the on-going CNMI Joint Military 
Training EIS (CJMT EIS).  Will the EAC be responsible for addressing necessary 
infrastructure, roads, and facilities accounted for in the on-going CJMT EIS in a manner 
similar to Guam?  

 
Please contact Kristen Oleyte, at 808.477.7642 or Kristen_H_Oleyte@ios.doi.gov, if you have 
any questions. 
 
Additional comments are provided on specific sections of the draft SEIS below: 

Chapter Section Page Comment 

2 2.2.3 2-8 As range utilization depends on the number of personnel 
required to complete annual individual training events; what 
percentage of UDP and PCS personnel are expected to use the 
LFTRC to complete their annual training events? Is it 
expected that all of the UDP will use the LFTRC for their 
annual training events, or would they have addressed those 
annual requirements at other locations outside of Guam before 
they serve their 3- month rotation in Guam?  Inquiry made to 
understand better the impact on use of training ranges and 
non-availability of ranges.  Inclusion of such information may 
be beneficial to include in Final SEIS to provide greater 
transparency on range utilization. 

2 2.5.2.6 2-57 While Initial Screening Criterion section notes that the SDZs 
would overlie 142 acres of the Ritidian Unit of the Guam 
NWR, it should include the total acreage of NWR and impact 
on Guam NWR. 

2 2.5.2.6 2-58 While the conclusion notes that land acquisition is not 
required.  Should clarify that FWS managed land are included 
in the SDZ and would that land would be impacted by range 
use.   

2 Table 2.8-1 2-83 Recommend inclusion in the table of relevant BMPs that the 
Civil Military Coordination Council (CMCC) and Council 
Working Groups (CWG) developed measures/thresholds to 
avoid or reduce adverse impacts on environment and social 
services associated with construction activities resulting from 
the military realignment 

2 Table 2.8-1 2-94 How will the JRM BTS comprehensive brown tree snake 
interdiction program address increased staff requirements for 

925:ABS

925:ABT

925:ABU

925:ABV

925:ABW

925:ABX

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:ABS – 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 CNMI Joint Military Training EIS/Overseas EIS) could 
supercede the 2010 Record of Decision with regards to Tinian range projects. Cumulative 
Effects Section 7.5 describes other relevant DoD NEPA documents. The Mariana Islands 
Testing and Training EIS/Overseas EIS and the Mariana Islands Training Range Complex 
Airspace Environmental Assessment are addressed in the cumulative effects section, but only 
those aspects that are relevant to the Guam land and submerged land study area. The Economic 
Adjustment Committee established by Executive Order 12788 (as amended),coordinates 
Federal interagency and intergovernmental assistance to support the Defense Economic 
Adjustment Program and help communities respond to economic impacts caused by significant 
Defense program changes.

925:ABT – Section 2.2.3, Live-Fire Training Range Complex describes the training tempo as 
“39 weeks per year (Marine Corps and non-Marine Corps use).” Marine Corps training 
requirements are dictated by current training and readiness manuals and Marine Corps Orders, 
which collectively outline the minimum proficiency levels required of Marine Corps personnel 
and the appropriate training conditions to develop, evaluate, and maintain that proficiency. The 
training tempo described in the SEIS is based on best available information regarding range 
requirements. The range use schedule during any given month or week would be dependent on 
training requirements and other variables that are subject to change.

925:ABU – The SEIS text referenced in your comment is a summary of the initial screening 
evaluation of the Northwest Field alternative as a function of the “Sufficient Area” criterion. 
The statement demonstrates that the criterion was met and the remaining amount of land in the 
National Wildlife Refuge is not relevant in this particular context. A more thorough discussion 
of existing conditions at the National Wildlife Refuge (including total size) and potential 
impacts to the National Wildlife Refuge are addressed in the Terrestrial Biological Resources 
sections for the LFTRC Alternative 5 (Section 5.5.8).

925:ABV – The SEIS text referenced in your comment summarizes the findings of the initial 
screening evaluation based on the criteria defined by DON. None of these criteria dealt with 
potential environmental impacts (to the National Wildlife Refuge or otherwise), but rather 
evaluated if the preliminary alternative met operational requirements and the Marine Corps 
Guiding Principles. Potential impacts to the National Wildlife Refuge are addressed in the 
Terrestrial Biological Resources sections for the LFTRC Alternative 5 (Section 5.5.8).

925:ABW – The development of thresholds associated with the work of the Civilian Military 
Coordination Council and its working groups is part of a mitigation measure identified as 
Adaptive Program Management in the 2010 Record of Decision. As identified in Section 2.9 of 
the Draft SEIS, Adaptive Program Management is no longer warranted and will not be 
implemented.
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925:ABX – 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 Tree 
Snake interdiction measures (in Guam, CNMI, and Hawaii) where the increase is related to 
direct, indirect and induced-growth caused by the proposed action. For the purposes of this 
SEIS, interdiction is defined as: “to hinder, prohibit, or prevent the brown treesnake from 
becoming established in new locations by conducting inspection, capture and suppression 
processes around existing transportation facilities on Guam and, when necessary, 
complementary, secondary activities in recipient sites such as Hawaii and islands within the 
CNMI without suspected populations of brown treesnake.” Existing interdiction efforts and 
associated funding would continue. Any additional interdiction efforts and associated funding 
required to address the proposed Marine Corps unit relocation to Guam would become part of 
the DON’s brown treesnake interdiction efforts under authority of the Brown Tree Snake 
Control and Eradication Act. The Department of Interior agrees that it is DoD’s responsibility 
to fund increased interdiction measures through the period ending one year after the end of the 
fiscal year in which both construction undertaken to implement the proposed relocation 
decisions made in the Record of Decision for this SEIS has ended, and the permanent non-
transient military units relocated are relocated from Okinawa to Guam.
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ports outside of Guam where materials and personnel will be 
transiting or originating from to? 

2 Table 2.8-1 2-101 No BMPs are included under the Cultural Resource Protection 
section.  This is concerning as there is acknowledgment that 
cultural resources will be impacted by proposed activities.  
BMPs should be included in Final SEIS and description of 
how such practices will protect, reduce, and mitigate impacts 
to cultural resources. Cultural Resource Mitigation measures 
were included in the “Final Mitigation Monitoring and 
tracking program plan for Guam and CNMI Military 
Relocation Program” NAVFAC Document and 2011 
Programmatic Agreement, which may provide as a useful 
reference in developing Cultural Resource BMPs for inclusion 
in Final SEIS. 

2 2.9 2-85 Does the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) concur 
with DON assertion that “Adaptive Program Management is 
no longer required”?  

3 3.15.3.1 3-100 
to 3-
101 

While the IMPLAN model acknowledges the positive effect 
on Guam’s economy of being stimulated by Guam generated 
economic activity, how does the model account for the cost 
born by GovGuam to improve infrastructure and address 
increased staffing requirements for local government services 
and programs? 

4 4.1.10 4-79 Reference to augmentation of SEIS by reviews consistent with 
the 2011 PA.  Can clarification in this section be provided 
about what elements of the PA are maintained and how 
updates to the PA will be incorporated based on the impacts of 
the draft SEIS?  Creating a table in the Final SEIS could 
provide such clarity on what elements of the 2011 PA are 
maintained or require augmentation. 

4 4.1.10.2 4-88 SEIS states that “To the degree possible, impacts to historic 
properties and other resources of cultural importance would be 
avoided or minimized during the planning process.” 
Appropriate to elaborate what specific actions will be taken to 
address and avoid adverse effects. 

4 4.1.15 4-118 Temporary Workforce Housing is described, in order to 
provide appropriate context, suggest additional language be 
included in this section or referencing table 4.1.15-6, noting 
the population of off-island construction workers and their 
expected temporary Workforce Housing needs required for the 
buildup. 

925:ABY

925:ABZ

925:ACA

925:ACB

925:ACC

925:ACD

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:ABY – The 2011 Programmatic Agreement sets forth the program alternative for 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for the Marine Corps 
Relocation. The Programmatic Agreement includes cultural awareness training and other 
measures to reduce the potential for adverse effects on historic properties. This training was 
developed with the participation of the Guam State Historic Preservation Officer and is 
provided to all incoming DoD personnel, their families and contractors. All DoD personnel and 
contractors will also receive annual briefings. 

925:ABZ – The Joint Guam Program Office advised Council on Environmental Quality of its 
determination that, based on the anticipated significantly reduced pace of construction activity, 
Adaptive Program Management did not need to be identified as a specific mitigation measure in 
the SEIS. There were no objections. The DON remains committed to participating fully in the 
Civil-Military Coordination Council and to consider its advice and recommendations in 
adjusting the pace and/or sequencing of military construction projects.

925:ACA – The estimates that were made using the IMPLAN model do not include estimates 
of costs to GovGuam. Costs to GovGuam are estimated in terms of additional key professional 
staff required at agencies that would be directly impacted by the proposed action. Also, 
additional; information on costs to GovGuam, in dollars terms, has been added to Section 
4.1.15.2.

925:ACB – 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. 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. 

925:ACC – Consistent with the processes in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, specific 
avoidance and minimization measures will be developed in consultation with the parties to the 
Programmatic Agreement and the public. Examples of these measures include construction 
avoidance and/or customized design changes to minimize impacts to be developed on a project-
by-project basis.

925:ACD – Additional context on temporary workforce housing requirements is presented in 
the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (Appendix D to the SEIS), in Section 4.3.3.4.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2065
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4 4.1.15 4-119, 
4-134 

Gross Island Product is described in this section, though the 
DOI Office of Insular Affairs in partnership with the DOC 
Bureau of Economic Analysis established Guam Gross 
Domestic Product Estimates.  The initial estimates cover 
2002-2010, and in 2013 BEA released GDP estimates for 2011 
and 2012.  May seek to include or reference appropriate data 
in this section, 
seehttp://www.bea.gov/national/gdp_territory.htm 

4 4.1.15 4-122 Agencies Affected by Development outlines Guam Agencies 
with permitting/monitoring duties; additional consultation 
with the Government of Guam may assist in identifying 
additional agencies that without appropriate staffing could 
result in delay of buildup. Agencies like Guam Department of 
Parks should be considered given expected impacts discussed 
on 4-7137 and agency’s role in regulation to address conflict 
of ocean-based tourism.  Similar consideration should be 
given to the Guam Department of Revenue and Taxation as it 
is responsible for tax enforcement, issuance of driver’s 
licenses, vehicle registration, and business licenses. 

5 5.5 5-304 We are informed that a legal impediment exists for Alternative 
5 and strongly recommend discussions continue between 
Department of Defense and the Department of the Interior’s 
Fish and Wildlife Service and Office of the Solicitor. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 
 
 
 
cc:      
Director, OEPC 
Loretta B. Sutton, OEPC Staff Contact 
Miel Corbett, FWS Pacific Region 
Earl Campbell, FWS Assistant Field Supervisor, Pacific Islands 
Jim Richardson, NPS Superintendent, War in the Pacific National Historical Park  
Gary Patterson, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews 
Kristen Oleyte, OIA Senior Policy Advisor 

925:ACE

925:ACF

925:ACG

Comment ID: #925 (Cont.)
925:ACE – Gross Domestic Product estimates for 2002-2010, that are referenced in your 
comment, are used in Section 4.1.15.2 as the basis for projecting the Gross Island Product 
baseline (See Figure 4.1.15-6).

925:ACF – Based on the findings of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study, a significant 
impact to Guam public services has been identified in the SEIS. The scope of the 
Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study was partly influenced by coordination with agencies 
and their availability to participate in the study. While the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 
Study may not have focused on every agency by name, proposed mitigations related to public 
services would not be limited solely to those agencies that are analyzed in the Socioeconomic 
Impact Assessment Study and SEIS.

DON representatives made a concerted effort to encourage GovGuam agencies and the general 
public to comment on the Draft SEIS. These representatives coordinated directly with the 
Governor's office to reach out to GovGuam agencies. In addition, at the request of the 
Governor, the DON extended the public comment period by 15 days to provide additional 
opportunity for agencies and the public to comment. NEPA regulations are clear about the 
public outreach requirements for an EIS and all such requirements were met for this SEIS. 

925:ACG – Your comment is noted. Such coordination will continue in parallel with the NEPA 
process.
 

     Response: 

G.2-2066



     Response: 

G.2-2067



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:A – Thank you for your comment. No specific changes to the SEIS are requested in this 
comment nor required in response to it. However, your comment is an important contribution to 
the NEPA process and will be considered in the decision-making process.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2068



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2069



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:B – The impacts to Alternative 1 are discussed in section 5.1.10.2. Construction is 
proposed in the Potential Indirect Impact Area. Excavation and soil removal associated with the 
construction of Alternative 1 could adversely affect three historic properties. Changes to the 
setting of the Pågat Point site, considered eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places could be adverse, if the property is confirmed as a Traditional Cultural Property. Final
determinations of effect would follow the procedures in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. 
Although the proposed range is near the Pågat site, it would not be affected by construction or 
operations. Operation of this alternative would not result in restricted access to the Pågat Site 
(GHPI Number 66-04-0022), which includes Pågat Village and Pågat Cave.

926:C – A discussion about potential impacts to groundwater and potential effects to the Pågat 
site has been added to the Final SEIS in section 5.1.10.2.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2070



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:D – Impacts to noise were assessed in the SEIS. As discussed in section 5.1.10.2, changes 
to the setting of the Pågat Point site could be adverse, if the property is confirmed as a 
Traditional Cultural Property. Final determinations of effect would follow the procedures in the 
2011 Programmatic Agreement. Potential mitigation to reduce noise impacts as discussed in 
Section 5.1.4, Noise, include the development of a detailed noise reduction plan, which may 
include maintaining/enhancing dense foliage and/or constructing berms to mitigate noise.

926:E – Pågat Village, Pågat Cave, and Pågat Point are discussed in section 5.5.10 of the SEIS. 
Direct and indirect effects to these historic properties are discussed in section 5.5.10.2. None of 
the sites are located within the Potential Direct Impact Area. One site, Pågat Point is located 
within the Potential Indirect Impact Area, and the SEIS acknowledges that indirect effects due 
to changes to the setting of the Pågat Point site could be adverse, if the property is confirmed as 
a Traditional Cultural Property.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2071



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:F – As stated in the SEIS in section 5.1.10.1, "one potential Traditional Cultural Property, 
the Pågat Point site, has been identified in the Potential Indirect Impact Area for this alternative 
and there is one potential Traditional Cultural Property in the vicinity—the Pågat site (site 66-
04-0022), which is located adjacent to, but outside of, the area to the westernmost extent of the 
Potential Indirect Impact Area." The SEIS correctly states that there are no known Traditional 
Cultural Properties within the Potential Direct Impact Area. Your suggestion that the DON 
update and finalize the 2010 Traditional Cultural Property study is noted. Should Alternative 1 
be selected in the Record of Decision, the 2011 Programmatic Agreement consultation process 
would assess effects to this potential Traditional Cultural Property. Consultation would address 
potential effects to historic properties and alternatives to avoid, minimize, and mitigated adverse 
effects.

926:G – Your objection to the comparison of alternatives under Cultural Resources is noted. 
While the summary does address numbers of historic properties affected, the overall discussion 
includes information on the types and potential cultural significance of sites, such as Pågat. The 
analysis of effects in section 5.1.10.2 conforms with the Criteria of Adverse Effect set forth 
under 36 CFR 800.5, which includes potential indirect effects of increased noise and restricted 
public access, as well as direct effects associated with construction.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2072



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

926:H – Reducing impacts to historic properties would include two basic steps. To the degree 
possible, impacts to historic properties and natural resources of cultural importance would be 
avoided or minimized during the planning process. Secondly, consultation under the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement would address potential adverse effects and alternatives to further 
avoid adverse effects. Final mitigation measures would be derived through the consultation 
process in accordance with the 2011 Programmatic Agreement. Should Alternative 1 be 
selected in the Record of Decision, the process for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
adverse effects to historic properties would conform with the procedures in the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement.

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

     Response: 

G.2-2073



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.) 926:J – The Guam Training Ranges Stipulation in the 2011 Programmatic Agreement defines 
the process by which cultural resources issues associated with the range location(s), 
orientation(s), and design(s) will be evaluated and consulted on with the public. The SEIS 
process defines the Suitability and Feasibility Criteria and consideration of overall viability of 
LFTRC alternatives. Alternatives found to meet the criteria were subject to planning level 
cultural resources reviews in coordination with the NEPA review, to provide the Programmatic 
Agreement parties and the public with information on potential effects to historic properties. 

During October to December 2014, the DON consulted with the parties to the 2011 
Programmatic Agreement and the public on the Draft Training Ranges Review and Analysis.
Consistent with Stipulation V.C of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement, the Training Ranges 
Review and Analysis provided planning level information on potential direct and indirect 
effects to historic properties within areas that may be selected in the Navy’s ROD for the live 
fire training range complex. The Draft Training Ranges Review and Analysis included 
information on the locations, orientations, and designs of each proposed LFTRC location. In 
addition to receipt of written comments, DON cultural resources professionals conducted three 
consultation sessions with the parties to the Programmatic Agreement to discuss the analysis. 
The DON took all comments into account in preparing the Final Training Ranges Review and 
Analysis, which was published in January 2015 and made available at 
http://www.navfac.navy.mil/navfac_worldwide/pacific/about_us/cultural_resources.html.
Comments and considerations developed during the Draft Training Ranges Review and 
Analysis consultation process have been incorporated in this Final SEIS and informed the Draft 
Range Mitigation Plan, as required by Stipulation V.C.4 of the 2011 Programmatic Agreement.

The Programmatic Agreement process informs but does not supersede the Record of Decision 
on location and orientation of the LFTRC. Within the numerous considerations that influence 
appropriate LFTRC siting, orientation, and operation, the Programmatic Agreement defines the 
process by which the DON will consult and consider input on all viable measures to avoid and 
minimize adverse effects to historic properties.
 
926:K – Consistent with Stipulation V.C.4.a, the DON would consult with the Signatories, 
invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties on the Range Mitigation Plan. The DON has 
recently reached out to renew its invitation to parties originally invited to concur with the 
provisions of the Programmatic Agreement. 
  

     Response: 

G.2-2074



926:L –

926:M –

A. mariannensis, G. mariannae, F. prolixa, M. citrifolia, C. micronesica, W. 
elliptica, S. nelsonii, H. longipetiolata, T. rotensis

 

     Response: 

G.2-2075



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:N – 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.
  

     Response: 

G.2-2076



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)
926:O – 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.
 
926:P – Your recommendations are noted and will be considered in consultation. Currently, the 
DON conducts regular cultural awareness training that has been reviewed and concurred in by 
the State Historic Preservation Office, and it is anticipated that the State Historic Preservation 
Office will participate in future training sessions.

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

     Response: 

G.2-2077



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2078



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2079



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2080



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2081



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2082



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2083



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2084



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2085



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2086



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2087



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2088



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2089



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2090



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2091



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2092



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2093



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2094



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2095



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2096



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2097



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2098



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2099



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2100



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2101



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2102



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2103



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2104



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2105



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2106



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2107



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2108



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2109



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2110



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2111



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2112



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2113



Comment ID: #926 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2114



Comment ID: #927

927 – Thank you for your comment. 19 separate comment letters were received by the 
University of Guam History Program. These letters have been given unique Comment ID 
numbers (Comment ID: #128, #129, #130, #131, #132, #134, #135, #136, #137, #138, #139, 
#143, #144, #146, #148, #149, #150, #151, #152), and response to these individual comment 
letters have been provided accordingly.
 

     Response: 

G.2-2115



Comment ID: #928
928 – Thank you for your comment. The DON acknowledges that the issue of land acquisition 
is a complex and sensitive issue, particularly as it relates to prior acquisition of land on Guam 
by the federal government. However, prior land acquisition is out of scope of NEPA and this 
SEIS. The SEIS public engagement forums and the public comment period provided an indirect 
avenue for concerned citizens to inform local and federal policy-makers about their views on 
such issues but no specific changes to the text of the SEIS have been made in response to this 
comment. However, this comment is an important contribution to the NEPA process and will be 
considered in the decision-making process. 

 

     Response: 

G.2-2116



Comment ID: #928 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2117



Comment ID: #928 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2118



Comment ID: #928 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2119



Comment ID: #928 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2120



Comment ID: #928 (Cont.)

     Response: 

G.2-2121




