A-001-001
Thank you for your comment. The DoD carefully considered all requests
to extend the length of the comment period beyond the 45-day minimum
required by NEPA. In evaluating multiple options, DoD leadership
determined that a 90-day comment period best balanced the need for
sufficient time to review a complex document with the requirement to
reach a timely decision regarding the proposed military buildup on
Guam.
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A-002-001
Thank you for your comment. As noted, the comments in this December
2, 2009 concerned DoD's early release DEIS that was provided to
several Guam and Federal agencies in July 2009. The DoD received
many written suggestions from these agencies as well as other input
during a number of interagencies meetings on the DEIS that were held
during the fall 2009. The November 20, 2009 DEIS incorporated more
information as a result of the input from the Guam and Federal agencies
review.
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A-002-002
Thank you for your comment. Volume 2, Chapter 9, Section 9.2.2.2
(Central [Guam]) of the EIS has been expanded to include the existing
visitor data for the War in the Pacific National Historical Park (NHP)
from 2004 to 2010. At present, it does not appear that the National Park
Service Public Use Statistics Office does not have accessible visitor data
for the American Memorial Park in Saipan; as such, it is not known how
many visitors are received.
With the exception of the War in the Pacific NHP and recreational
resources at Andersen Air Force Base (AFB), visitor data to the
recreational resources on Guam and CNMI under Federal, Department
of Defense, governments of Guam and CNMI administration do not
exist. Because of the absence of visitor (to specific recreational
resource) data, it is not possible to ascertain what the capacity of each
resource is: in another words, impacts have not been quantified.
Therefore, a mitigation measure is suggested in the draft EIS for a
recreational resource carrying-capacity study to be performed. Data
gained from the carrying-capacity study would be used to facilitate
resource management.
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A-002-003
Thank you for your comment. The proposed actions are complex and
have many components. In order to characterize the affected
environment and potential impacts, sufficient detail needed to be
included in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was broken down by Volumes
for each major action, and the Executive Summary provides an overview
of the proposed actions to facilitate readability. The Draft EIS was
developed with the intent to balance readability with sufficient technical
information.
A-002-004
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. Volumes 1 and 7 have also been updated.
A-002-005
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 12 in Volume 3 of the DEIS
discusses both direct and indirect impacts to the North Field National
Historic Landmark (NHL) on Tinian. Although there are no anticipated
direct impacts to the NHL from construction and operations and access
to the NHL will be maintained through 8th Avenue, there are concerns
that restricting access through Broadway Avenue and general increase
in use of military facilities on Tinian may have indirect impacts to the
NHL. Because of this, and at the request of the National Park Service,
the Programmatic Agreement will contain specific mitigations including
the development of a Cultural Landscape Report for the NHL and
updating the Navy's Self-Guided Tour of Historic North Tinian pamphlet.
The Programmatic Agreement also has a stipulation that 8th Avenue will
be open at all times so that the public can access the NHL.
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A-002-006
Thank you for your comment. The Programmatic Agreement (PA) that
has been developed as part of the Section 106 process has been
designed to address these issues. The PA has stipulations for the
review and approval of individual projects that would streamline the
process reducing some of the burden on the Guam Historic Preservation
Office.
The PA also has specific provisions for the curation of artifacts in a
federally-approved facility for materials excavated on DoD lands and the
curation of artifacts excavated on non-DoD lands on Guam at the Guam
Museum. All materials from Guam would be curated on Guam and
would be accessible to the public. Materials excavated in Tinian would
be curated in the CNMI and would also be accessible to the public.
Display quality materials excavated on Tinian would remain on Tinian.
Although NAGPRA does not include Guam, CNMI, and other territories,
the PA has specific procedures for the treatment of human remains that
incorporates local guidance from each area and includes repatriation, if
appropriate.
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A-003-001
Thank you for your comment. Although the comment letter and Navy
response were prepared within the public comment period, the subject
is not related to the EIS contents. The letter and response are included
in the Final EIS with other agency correspondence in Volume 9,
Appendix B.
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A-004-001
Thank you for your comment. The statement that federal law prevents
locating a landfill over a sole source aquifer is incorrect and will be
removed from the report text.
A-004-002
Thank you for your comment. DoD has prepared the Guam Solid Waste
Utility Study that looks at the existing and projected solid
waste volumes generated from the future Marine Corp buildup.
Estimates for this Utility Study were developed using Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay (KB) solid waste characterization analysis.
Solid waste generation activities for military installation on Guam and
MCB Hawaii-KB are similar. Both military installations have similar
facilities including maintenance shops, administrative officers,
commissary and exchange facilities, fast-food establishments, club
operations, family housing and unaccompanied personnel housing. The
results of the solid waste characterization study will be incorporated into
the FEIS.
The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.
The DoD has also prepared a Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Reuse and Diversion Study which addresses the anticipated waste
streams during the demolition of old buildings and construction of new
facilities identified in the EIS. The study also addresses green waste that
will be generated from clearing many acres of vegetation. The goal of
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the study is to divert 50% of the C&D debris by the end of fiscal year
2015.
The non-DoD project solid waste volumes will be handled in accordance
with the existing Guam Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP). GBB is expediting the closure of Ordot and the opening of
Layon in the most expeditious manner possible.
DoD is in the process of updating the military Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now
and in the future. The updated DoD ISWMP will include any new
information from studies and reports that have been conducted as part of
the NEPA process.
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A-005-001
Thank you for your comment. The text has been updated to reflect the
functions at USAF Barrigada.
A-005-002
Thank you for your comment. Table 2.1-1 in the DEIS includes both the
improvements at MSA 1 and the ACE projects. References to additional
information in the text and the figures are included under the
"Component" heading in the table. Information on the level of
construction necessary for aviation training is presented on pages 2-53
through 2-55 of Volume 2 of the the DEIS.
The information on the locations of TERF routes will be corrected in the
Final EIS. No routes would be established as part of the Proposed
Action. Flights would follow random paths and military flight procedures
and policy for overflight of populated areas would be followed.
A-005-003
Thank you for your comments. The table referenced is a summary table
of actions related to projects covered by this EIS. For readers who want
details as to the funding, scope of project, etc. They can review the
information in volumes 2 and 6.
It is acknowleged that the USAF has ongoing construction at Andersen
AFB, including construction for the air embarkation campus.
However, that effort is being changed to accomodate the Marines. The
construction project has some Marine Corps funding and it is associated
with the Marine Corps relocation. Therefore, the table has not been
changed.
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A-005-004
Thank you for your comment. Night operations are discussed in Volume
2, Chapter 2. Indirect impacts from these operations are evaluated
through the use of buffer areas surrounding areas where operations will
take place. Night foraging will be added to the discussion on fruit bats.
A-005-005
Thank you for your comments. As requested, here are the following
explanations and clarifications.
The Tactical Air Operations Center would be located at both North Field
and Northwest Field. It would consist of mobile equipment and would use
a paved surface if one is available.
The establishment of a military flight corridor is not part of the Proposed
Action. The use of existing airspace would satisfy requirements
associated with the Marine relocation and therefore, the establishment of
additional airspace for aviation training is not part of the proposed action.
Existing utilities and roadways would be used in Munitions Storage Area
1. Figure 2.3-12 presents Munitions Storage Area 1 improvements
associated with the proposed action.
The narrative relating to the discussion of the alternatives selection
process will be expanded in the Final EIS.
The reference to Figure 2.1-4 should be Figure 2.1-3. The text will be
revised in the Final EIS.
A-005-006
Thank you for your comment. Specific natural resources are not shown
on figures in Chapter 2. They are shown in subsequent chapters, specific
to the resource area.
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A-005-007
Thank you for your comment. Specific information on facilities to be
constructed with size of area (in ft2 and m2) can be found under Section
2.4.1.3 in bulleted form.
A-005-008
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains a value for the
approximate increase in impervious surface area. The DoD is currently
conducting a Low Impact Development (LID) study that will identify
specific types of alternative designs that can be incorporated into the
construction of facilities associated with the buildup. DoD is also
preparing a stormwater pollution prevention plan and will apply for
permits that regulate stormwater discharges during construction. Final
project design will describe general flow patterns and runoff channels; in
general, the LID-influenced project design will aim to mimic area
topography.
A-005-009
Thank you for your comment. Stand by generators are not included in air
modeling as they are seldom used. This approach is consistent with air
regulations and EPA guidance on estimating emissions. By and large,
these generators are only installed for critical facilities.
A-005-010
Thank you for your comment. The statement that "no construction would
occur on non-DoD lands" has been amended to clarify that construction
at Route 15 was discussed under the subsection pertaining
to construction at Andersen South.
A-005-011
Thank you for your comment. Operational noise levels at the MSA
Igloos, AMC, and ACE would be consistent with current operations and
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located well within the boundaries of Andersen AFB such that detailed
analyses is not warranted. Traffic noise associated with the access
roads by the Northgate are discussed in Volume 6, Chapter 8.2.
A-005-012
Thank you for your comment. Section 2.3.1.5 has been clarified to state,
"However, the establishment of a military flight corridor is not part of the
Proposed Action and is not necessary for the relocation of Marines to
Guam."
A-005-013
Thank you for your comment. The National Guam Overlay Refuge is
shown on Volume 2, Figure 10.1-2 of the Draft EIS.
A-005-014
Thank you for your comment. The contents of Table 9.1-1 in Volume 2,
Chapter 9 of the EIS are from Chapter 9, Table 4 ("Summary of Outdoor
Recreation Resources") on Page 9-3 of "Integrated Natural Resource
Management Plan (INRMP) for Andersen Air Force Base, Guam,
Mariana Islands," dated February 2002. According to the INRMP, public
access for Pati Beach is stated "offlimits". Said table will be expanded to
include outdoor features such as swimming pool and Palm Tree Golf
Course, however. Table 4 defines activities at "Nature Study Sites" to be
birding, photography, and etc.
Volume 2, Chapter 9, Section 9.1.1 ("Definition of Resource") of the EIS
states that for the purposes of the EIS, recreational use of an area
include any type of outdoor activity in which area residents, visitors, or
tourists may participate. As such, indoor uses have not been included
for consideration throughout the document.
As the Marines and their dependents relocation has yet to take
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place, presently the number of new visitors to the recreational resources
at Andersen Air Force Base. A mitigation measure is proposed wherein,
a carrying capacity of the recreational resources on the island of Guam
would be conducted. A study would facilitate the development of a
baseline for a recreational resource use as well as visitor numbers.
The EIS currently contains a mitigation measure to "Offer resources in
forms of time and donation or use of equipments to assist the volunteer
conservation officer at Andersen Air Force Base."
A-005-015
Thank you for your comment. Throughout the EIS, wildlife is specific to
species that are not Federal- or Guam-listed. A statement will be added
up front to this effect. Discussing them twice would be redundant.
Mariana fruit bat locations are where fruit bats have been sighted.
Impacts to common wildlife species are acknowledged but these impacts
are not significant and are not evaluated in detail because it would
unnecessarily lengthen the document. Cumulative impacts are currently
being discussed and additional information may be added to the final
EIS. Night lighting impacts are recognized as potentially significant.
Hooded lights have been specified in the DEIS. Night lighting is being
discussed with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in connection with the
Biological Assessment and Biological Opinion. The results of these
discussions will be included in the final EIS.
A-005-016
Thank you for your comment.
Text has been revised and AAFB indirect impacts from recreational
activities have been evaluated. These impacts are anticipated to be
similar to those seen at Haputo ERA.
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A-005-017
Thank you for your comment. Archaeological surveys did not identify
ranches; however, DoD did conduct an inventory in Guam for traditional
cultural properties. The study identified 27 traditional resources that met
the criteria for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places.
Tables of previous surveys and eligible sites on Andersen AFB are
provided in the DEIS in Tables 12.1-1 through 12.1-6. The probability
map for Andersen AFB is shown in Figure 12.2-1. Copies of
archaeological survey reports are not included in the appendices
because of the sensitive nature of archaeological site locations. The
locations of archaeological sites are withheld from the public in
accordance with the Archaeological Resources Protection Act.
An overlay of sites and project footprints were developed for the impact
analysis in Section 12.2. However, the exact locations of these sites are
not provided in the DEIS for the reasons discussed above.
Table 12.2-6 presents potential mitigation measures for the adverse
effects to resources eligible or listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. This table was generated from the detailed impact analysis of
project footprints using information from surveys of over 5,000 acres on
Guam conducted over the last 3 years specifically for this undertaking.
A-005-018
Thank you for your comment. The picture was taken from Tarague
Beach looking in the direction of Ritidian Point.
A-005-019
Thank you for your comment. Recreational resources potentially
impacted by the proposed classified activities are discussed in Appendix
L, Volume 9 of the draft EIS.
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A-005-020
Thank you for your comment. More detailed information on sites and
surveys has been included in the FEIS.
A-005-021
Thank you for your comment.
39) Additional components of the existing Andersen AFB water system
has been presented on Figure 2.2-1 in the FEIS including the waterline
from Andersen South wells to the main base.
40) Figure 2.2-2 has been updated to show the Habitat Management
Unit, Ungulate Enclosures, Guam National Wildlife Refuge and areas
excluded from development by archaeological studies conducted by
DoD.
41) Potable water is supplied to the Barrigada Tank by wells on Navy
Barrigada (shown as a solid black line on Figure 2.2-3) and by the Navy
Island Wide system (shown as a dashed line on Figure 2.2-3).
42) Proposed brackish water wells for this long-term alternative which fall
within the Ungulate Enclosures or the aircraft approach route to
Northwest Field has been relocated to other areas of Andersen AFB in
Figure 2.2-4 for the FEIS.
A-005-022
Thank you for your comment. Standby generators are not included in the
analysis methodology. This is standard practice and consistent with EPA
guidance on estimating emissions because standby generators are
used for short periods of time during power outages.
A-005-023
Thank you for your comment. All areas potentially impacted by the
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proposed action have been surveyed for NRHP-list or eligible resources.
Proposed utilities now avoid the Torres Ranch and the Guerrero Water
Catchment. In all cases, avoidance of impacts to NRHP-listed or eligible
resources is preferable and has been an important part of the early
planning process.
A-005-024
Thank you for your comment. Occasional refers to an infrequent traveler
rather than a regular traveler. It is anticipated that the occasional
motorist is not familiar enough with the corridor to the point of
recognizing the changes.
The simulation shows the point where Route 15 merges back into the
existing alignment. The crossing is not visible from this point due to the
distance between the two points and the curve of the roadway. However,
fencing would be present along the roadway at approximately 50 ft from
the centerline of the roadway.
A-005-025
Thank you for your comment. The paragraph is a short summary of the
history of Guam. A larger discussion can be found in Volume 2, Chapter
12. The reference to the invasion of Guam by the Japanese will be
revised to say "shortly after the attack on Pearl Harbor."
A-005-026
Thank you for your comment. The language in Volume 7 Chapter 1 that
you mention (i.e., foreign aid, special law) was deleted. The information
on voting rights was added. The background information on island-wide
natural and human events is presented in Volume 7 as a basis for the
summary of preferred alternatives and cumulative impact sections that
are in Chapters 3 and 4, respectively, of Volume 7.
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A-005-027
Thank you for your comment. This information will be updated.
A-005-028
Thank you for your comment. A correction from WW I to WW II was
made in the Final EIS.
A-005-029
Thank you for your comment. The DoD conducted cultural resources
surveys (including archaeological, architectural, and ethnographic
surveys) of over 5,000 acres of land to identify historic properties.
During a three-year planning process, the DoD was able to effectively
design projects in such a way that the vast majority of these historic
properties were avoided by the proposed construction. Additional
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures will be
considered during the final design phase.
A-005-030
Thank you for your comment. The project list was developed with and
reviewed by the Air Force staff prior to publication of the Draft EIS.
The Fleet Area Control and Surveillance facility was identified in the
Training Concept Plan (2009) and may be a future project. It is not
omitted from the EIS.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 provides trends in resource health for each
resource and quantitative data is provided when available. Quantitative
cumulative impact analysis is not provided when there is insufficient
quantified baseline or project-specific data.
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A-006-001
Thank you for your comment.
A-006-002
Thank you for your comment. The DoD understands the importance of
the cultural and historic issues related with land in Guam. The DoD
conducted a number of studies, including a traditional cultural property
(TCP) study on Guam and Tinian. The TCP study used information
from oral histories, archival and documentary research, archaeological
investigations, and natural resource inventories. Seventeen TCPs were
identified that included landforms, historical sites, archaeological sites
with latte stones, and gathering places. DoD will continue to work very
closely with the Guam SHPO and other interested parties to avoid,
minimize, and/or mitigate any adverse effects to these resources.
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A-006-003
Thank you for your comment. Section 12.2 of Volume 2 of the DEIS
discusses impacts to cultural resources from the proposed action on
Andersen AFB. Areas of the Tarague Historic District and the Jinapsan
Complex are included on the probability maps in Figure 12.2-1. Projects
associated with the Marine Relocation are also depicted on this figure.
The ACE Beddown is located to the southeast of the Tarague area, and
there would be no impacts to this TCP from the project. Although there
would be increase traffic in certain areas, Andersen AFB has restricted
access, which would reduce the likelihood of vandalism along the coastal
areas. And, even though air traffic would increase with the Marine
Relocation at Andersen AFB, it is an existing airfield. Noise level
associated with the airfield training on Andersen AFB would not increase
perceptibly at Tarague. It would increase from 57 dB DNL at Jinapsan to
62 dB DNL; however these changes are within historic levels considering
the proximity to Northwest Field.
A-006-004
Thank you for your comment. Early identification, consultation, and
predictive modeling resulted in much fewer sites directly impacted by
designing installations away from or around areas that contained high
densities of historic properties. Thus, the vast majority of impacts to
resources were avoided as part of the initial design process. In
particular, all alternatives for the Main Cantonment were sighted along
the limestone plateau and avoided the coastal areas where Haputo and
Pugua are located. In addition, planners sited locations of facilities so
that Latte Stone Park would not be affected by construction. The intent
was to avoid impacts to cultural resources during the early planning
stages. As a result, a total of 27 National Register eligible sites would be
disturbed as part of the construction on Guam; however, none of these
are burial sites or intact latte sites.
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A-006-005
Thank you for your comment. DoD understands the importance of the
cultural and historic issues related with land in Guam, and in particular
those associated with the Pagat site, which is listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. As stated in the DEIS in Section 12.2, no
direct disturbance to the Pagat site would occur from the construction or
operation of the proposed firing range. Because of a drop of 300 feet in
elevation from the plateau containing the firing range to the Pagat site on
the coast, there would not be a visual impact to the site. Noise would be
equivalent to existing levels from the raceway when it is in use. It is the
intent during the final design phase to contain all rounds and effects
within the footprint of the range through the use of berms and other
media.
A preservation plan would be updated to protect and guide the
stewardship of this resource. DoD would work with stakeholders to
develop plans for access that balance operational needs, public safety
concerns, and continuing public access to the area.
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A-006-006
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS describes the intensive selection
process that the DoD went through to select alternatives for all aspects
of the Proposed Action in Section 2.1.2. The alternatives selection
process for the location of the firing range on Guam is discussed in
Section 2.3.1. First, planners examined all DoD lands on Guam.
Because of the size of the firing ranges and the need to include all safety
zones as part of the acquired lands, or conflicts with existing land uses
(housing, Won Pat International Airport), the firing range could not be
placed on DoD lands. Other locations on non DoD lands were eliminated
because of topography or settlements. During this entire process, the
results of archaeological surveys, consultation with the Guam SHPO,
and predictive modeling resulted in many fewer sites directly impacted
by designing installations away from or around areas that contained high
densities of historic properties. Thus, the vast majority of impacts to
resources were avoided. DoD will continue to work very closely with the
Guam SHPO and other consulting parties to mitigate any adverse effects
to cultural resources and to provide information necessary to protect
historically important archaeological sites.
A-006-007
Thank you for your comment. Through the process of public involvement
that has accompanied this proposed action, the Chamorro people of
Guam have voiced clearly and concisely their concern that the traditional
Chamorro culture, including dance, language and traditions, will be
forgotten. While population increases can highlight cultural differences,
they also present unique opportunities for cultural learning and sharing.
The DoD plans for cultural sensitivity orientation and awareness
programs will focus on mutual respect and tolerance and strive to
educate all incoming and currently present military personnel on the rich
and varied cultural history that has created the culture that is Guam
today. In terms of cultural and historical sites, every effort is being made
to leave sites undisturbed. It has also been noted that DoD should work
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closely with the Guam Museum to respectfully manage important
Chamorro artifacts so that the current population of Guam can learn from
them. Finally, the DoD plans to increase military civilian joint activities in
order to foster strong and mutually beneficial military civilian
relationships that include the sharing and understanding of culture.
Given these mitigations and practices, a supplemental NEPA document
is not warranted.
A-006-008
Thank you for your comment. The public was able to provide comments
both in hand written form and electronically. DoD provided a form on the
project website where people could easily leave their comments without
the limitation of having an email account. All the websites of the local
papers had links directly to the comment form for the duration of the
public comment period. People were also able to give verbal testimony
at any of 6 public hearings, submit written comments at public hearings,
and mail their written comments. Overall, the DoD provided ample
opportunity for the public to comment on this project.
A-006-009
Thank you for your comment. The DoD conducted archaeological
surveys of over 5,000 acres of areas that could be disturbed as part of
the Marine Relocation. DoD also conducted studies of traditional cultural
properties on Guam and the CNMI, as well as archival studies and oral
histories. This early identification and consultation with the SHPO from
Guam and the CNMI resulted in many fewer resources being directly
impacted by designing installations away from or around areas that
contained high densities of historic properties. Thus, the vast majority of
impacts to resources were avoided and a supplemental document is not
needed. DoD will continue to work very closely with the Guam and CNMI
SHPOs to mitigate any adverse effects to cultural resources and to
provide information necessary to protect historically important
archaeological sites.
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A-007-001
Thank you for your comment. Early identification, consultation, and
predictive modeling resulted in many fewer sites being directly impacted
by designing installations away from or around areas that contained high
densities of historic properties. Thus, the vast majority of impacts to
resources were avoided. DoD will continue to work very closely with the
Guam SHPO and other consulting parties to avoid, minimize, and/or
mitigate adverse effects to cultural resources and to provide information
necessary to protect historically important archaeological sites.The
Programmatic Agreement helps the GHPO with staffing issues by
streamlining the Section 106 process so that extraneous review in areas
where there are no historic properties and for projects that do not affect
historic properties have already been consulted upon. Therefore, the
Guam SHPO can concentrate their efforts on specific projects which may
have an effect on historic properties.
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A-007-002
Thank you for your comments. Changes to the text will be made as
requested or clarified. ROI will be defined as areas of direct and indirect
impacts. These may include building footprints or areas adjacent to
construction or occupation.
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A-007-003
Thank you for your comment. The Area of Potential Effects in the DEIS
is defined as the impact area and includes areas with proposed ground
disturbance, as well as areas that could be subject to increase
vandalism. Previous consultation with the Guam State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the CNMI Historic Preservation Officer
have identified these areas as the APE.
Inconsistency between the text and table have been resolved.
The Regional ICRMPs are for Navy lands on Guam. Currently there are
no leased lands on Guam, however, Regional ICRMPs for Tinian, which
is leased lands has Standard Operating Procedures that protect historic
properties and comply with the National Historic Preservation Act.
"Impact" has been changed to "affect" in this sentence. In accordance
with the Programmatic Agreement, the area would be surveyed and a
work plan would be approved by the appropriate SHPO prior to the
initiation of the construction.
Where there is potential for buried deposits, monitoring would occur to
identify subsurface remains once demolition has occurred.
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A-007-004
Thank you for your comment. Terminology when discussing disturbance
under NEPA have been refered to as "impacts." A detailed mitigation
table has been added to Volume 9, Appendix G, Chapter 4, Cultural
Resources, that indicates the area, site number, type of impact, and
possible mitigation for all direct and indirect impacts in the EIS. Indirect
impacts relating to vandalism to Latte Stone Park were discussed in the
DEIS in section 12.2 of Volume 2. Almost all impacts to NRHP-eligible
resources are to those eligible under Criterion D (containing information
important to prehistory or history). In these cases, data recovery can
reduce the significant impact to less than significant by extracting that
information.
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A-007-005
Thank you for your comment. The Programmatic Agreement, which
stipulates mitigation measures to reduce impacts to historic properties,
has provisions for monitoring during construction as well as conducting
additional surveys, testing and data recovery from archaeological sites.
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A-007-006
Thank you for your comment. The text has been changed as suggested.
A-007-007
Thank you for your comment. DoD understands and recognizes the
significance of cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property in
Guam. Restricting access to certain DoD areas at certain times is
required to maintain public safety. It is the intent of DoD to maintain
public access to DoD lands that contain cultural sites consistent with
safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved
times such as when the lands are not being used for military training.
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the
proposed action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to
working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and
access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns, and the
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites.
A-007-008
Thank you for your comment. As discussed in the DEIS in section 12.2
of Volume 2, the dredged material would not impact any NRHP-listed or
eligible cultural resources. Impacts to resources from construction and
renovation of structures are analyzed in the DEIS. Installation
boundaries and areas of land acquisition are discussed in Chapter 2 of
the DEIS.
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A-007-009
Thank you for your comments. The action proponent must consider a
reasonable range of alternatives based upon the purpose and need for
the proposed action. NEPA does not require consideration of every
alternative but only a reasonable range of alternatives.
Reasonable ranges of alternatives were developed for the proposed
actions. For example, Figure 1.2-1 of Volume 2 depicts each of the
proposed actions and the associated reasonable alternatives. Each
alternative is different from the other. In cases where only one action
alternative is available that meets the purpose and need, it is permissible
to bring it forward for consideration since the no action alternative is also
available.
The comment regarding the lack of alternatives and analysis infers that
the action proponent should should have broken up each alternative into
many smaller alternatives. The EIS does provide alternatives and
analyses for a reasonable range of alternatives. Each of the
existing alternatives contain sufficient diversity of actions to allow for a
reasonable range of alternatives for consideration without breaking up
the alternatives into many smaller alternatives.

A-007-010
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS describes the intensive selection
process that the DoD went through to select alternatives for all aspects
of the Proposed Action in Section 2.1.2. Other locations on non DoD
lands were eliminated because of topography or settlements. During this
entire process, the results of historic property surveys, consultation with
the Guam SHPO and other stakeholders, and predictive modeling
resulted in many fewer sites directly impacted by designing installations
away from or around areas that contained high densities of historic
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properties. Thus, the vast majority of impacts to resources were
avoided. DoD will continue to work very closely with the Guam SHPO
and other consulting parties to mitigate any adverse effects to cultural
resources and to provide information necessary to protect historically
important archaeological sites.
A-007-011
Thank you for your comment. The tables of mitigation measures and
BMPs in Volume 7 have been modified based on revisions to Volumes 2
through 6 and have been reviewed for consistency with the other
volumes prior to finalization of the EIS.
A-007-012
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS does not list mitigations
considered but dismissed. It does include potential mitigations
considered by the Marine Corps. Mitigation measures that will be
implemented by the DoD will be in the Record of Decision.
If archaeological sites date to the Spanish period and have integrity, they
would be considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
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A-007-013
Thank you for your comment. Changes were made in section 12.2 of
Volume 3 in the following items: maps were updated with roads and
symbols made consistent, Churo Village was also referred to as "Old
Village", and public comments were updated with inputs from the most
recent public meetings. Access to areas in northern Tinian would not be
restricted or delayed. Control points would be manned only to prevent
people from going on to ranges when they are in use. These control
points would not prevent access to the North Field National Historic
Landmark. Impacts from stray rounds would be restricted to the
ranges. Impacts from ricochet munitions would be minimal, especially
when compared to agricultural use of the area today. Stray munitions are
unlikely to land in the water.
Under the no action alternative, off installation construction may be
reduced. However, some construction and development would still
occur as has occurred in the recent past through the tourism industry.
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A-007-014
Thank you for your comment. Federal management does afford more
protection for cultural resources than local laws. For sites not directly
impacted by construction or other ground disturbing activities, long term
federal management requires us to protect and maintain historic
properties or if there are any effects to try and minimize or mitigate them
in the future. The impact from vegetation growth has been added to the
FEIS. Public education and site protection for sites that may be indirectly
affected by operations would be an on-going activity. Disposal of lead
based paint and asbestos containing materials are in accordance with
federal regulations and would be handled through an existing facility on
base.
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A-007-015
Thank you for your comment. Under the No Action Alternative, the public
would continue to have access to the Pagat site and Marbo Cave has
been added to the FEIS. Installation commanders must comply with
federal regulations and with stipulations in agreements on curation of
artifacts. Impacts to sites that are eligible under Criterion D can be
mitigated through data recovery to less than significant levels. In the
majority of cases, these sites are small ceramic scatters. Other larger,
more complex sites would be avoided and/or preserved through long
term management plans.
A-007-016
Thank you for your comments. Foreign governments do not permit
activities on U.S. soil. Funding has been received by foreign
governments, however the proposed action on Guam is being proposed
by a federal agency and therefore subject to NEPA and NHPA.
A-007-017
Thank you for your comment. Dredge materials would be used if
possible to construct berms at the live fire ranges. These berms would
be placed within the impact areas as depicted in Section 12.2 and
analyzed in the DEIS.
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A-007-018
Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with this comment and would
ensure that SPE projects comply with the NHPA.
A-007-019
Thank you for your comment. FHWA/DPW is consulting with the Guam
Historic Preservation Office under Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act for potential impacts from roadway projects. All
projects will comply with NHPA.
A-007-020
Thank you for your comment. A discussion of these laws has been
added to Volume 8.
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A-007-021
Thank you for your comment. The Programmatic Agreement helps the
Guam and CNMI SHPOs with staffing issues by streamlining the Section
106 process so that extraneous review in areas where there are no
historic properties and for projects that do not affect historic properties
have already been consulted upon. Therefore, the Guam and CNMI
SHPOs can concentrate their efforts on specific projects which may have
an effect on historic properties.
No architectural resources would be adversely affected by the Proposed
Action.
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A-008-001
Thank you for your comment. DoD continues to work cooperatively with
the Department and its agencies in preparing the EIS for the proposed
military relocation. The EIS includes adequate descriptions of
alternatives and environmental impacts to provide decision makers and
the public with sufficient information to understand the consequences of
the proposed actions.

A-008-002
Thank you for your comment. An overview of site specific analysis vs.
long-term projects is presented in Section 1.6 of Volume 1. A more
detailed description is presented in the introduction of Chapter 2 for
Volume 6. Additional changes to the document have been made to
more specifically illustrate which projects are site-specific vs. long-term.
A-008-003
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred alternatives.
Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource health on Guam
and Tinian since World War II are described. This section includes
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limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts. For example,
special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed action and
current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in Volume 7,
Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily available
for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact analysis is
often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-008-004
Thank you for yoru comment. Geographic scope was based on areas of
potential effect for each resource. For biological resources, effects
analysis was localized. However, discussions of regional issues for
specific topics (e.g., threatened and endangered species, non-native
species) were included in the impact analysis when appropriate.
A-008-005
Thank you for your comment. DoD recognizes the importance of
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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 and
that the long term effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to
be good neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam.
A-008-006
Thank you for your comment. The Navy collected a robust data set to
include coral distribution, benthic cover, fish biomass, and fish and
invertebrate species abundance. A standard functional assessment
technique that accurately characterized and quantifies losses and gains
of coral aquatic resource functions, would ideally be used. However,
functional assessment methodologies are an evolving science and the
adequacies of existing methodologies are heavily debated in the
scientific community. Further, the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the evolving nature of science on this issue and does not
mandate any particular assessment methodology. The Navy
assessment used a historically approved methodology followed by the
USACE and NMFS for quantifying impacts to coral reef ecosystems. For
well over 30 years coral reef ecosystem monitoring and impact
assessments have been based on percent coral cover. Due to the
complexity of this ecosystem percent coral cover has been identified as
"the best current available science" standard (or proxy) to attempt
capturing the thousands of elements that comprise a coral reef
ecosystem.
Specifics include:
1). Revision of the initial impact assessment addresses the agencies'
concern of percent coral cover being the only parameter. Rugosity
addresses the 3-dimensionality (3-D) of the reef and reef complexity was
added to the impact assessment. Per Veiman et.al (NOAA, December,
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2008), a percent coral cover metric combined with other metrics that
provide for a 3-D representation of the habitat lost could be used to
determine adequate compensatory mitigation via a HEA. A coral habitat
index was generated from the field data and incorporated into the DEIS.
2). The seafloor tends to be hard material at the CVN project site. In
areas of soft sediment, organisms either infaunal (residing within the
mud), or epifaunal (residing on the sediment surface), and the potential
additional deposition of sediment associated with dredging would not
represent a change in habitat integrity. Any impact to infaunal or
epifaunal organisms would be short-term and localized. References
supporting this have been included in the DEIS
3). Quantitative Fish Survey data collected for the DEIS identifies no rare
or unique species.
4). The Navy has proposed a suite of potential options for in-water
mitigation measures and compensatory mitigation for the loss in
ecological service and function provided by coral reef ecosystem in
Outer Apra Harbor. These may include upland reforestation (to improve
nearshore water quality), artificial reefs (to provide increased fish habitat)
or a combination these and other compensatory mitigation alternatives.
The mitigation measures are subject to approval by USACE, under the
CWA, through the Section 404/10 permit requirements.
DoD recognizes the importance of reducing 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 through BMPs and mitigation measures.
DoD will continue to work with the people and the Government of Guam
agencies to ensure that the short-term impacts of construction are
managed effectively and that any long-term effects of the military
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relocation are appropriately addressed and when necessary, properly
mitigated.
A-008-007
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS contains updated wetland
information.
A-008-008
Thank you for your comment. Additional information on wildfire
management will be added for the FEIS.
A-008-009
Thank you for your comment. The Navy acknowledges there is potential
for marine resources and aquifers to be affected by sea level rise,
inundations from more extreme storm events and other consequences of
climate change. The impacts may be both adverse and beneficial. The
current level of scientific knowledge can predict trends in sea level rise
based on historic data but there are no established methods for
assessing and quantifying potential impacts on marine resources or
aquifers.
The University of Guam provides analysis of the aquifer responses to
sea level change and recharge in a November 2007 study. Climate
change may impact the success of production wells in the future (e.g.,
the placement of the well screen may not be optimal if the sea level rises
or falls). Given the uncertainty of climate models including lack of
information that is directly applicable to northern Guam and lack of
specificity regarding the time and degree of impacts to conditions that
could impact the aquifer, the DoD wells would be installed based on
current conditions. Monitoring would be conducted during well operation.
If production or water quality declines over time, DoD would take actions
to mitigate the impacted wells.
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A quantitative assessment of the additive or cumulative impact of climate
change on the proposed action and natural resources, including
aquifers,is not practical.
A-008-010
Thank you for your comment. Potential impacts will be assessed through
risk assessments. Funding has been provided to several Federal
Agencies (e.g, USDA-APHIS) to conduct these risk assessments and
assist with the writing of the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan. The risk
assessments will be completed prior to the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan.
Interim measures have been identified to address potential risks posed
by invasive species until the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is completed.
A-008-011
Thank you for your comments. The DoD incorporated public and agency
comments from the public scoping of the EIS as well as
recommendations for agencies during Partnering Session meetings in
2007 and 2008. In addition, the DEIS describes the intensive selection
process that the DoD went through to select alternatives for the location
of projects associated with the Proposed Action on Guam in Section
2.1.2 that meet the purpose and need. DoD will continue to look for ways
to reduce adverse impacts to the environment and people of Guam.
A-008-012
Thank you for your comments. As discussed in Vol. 7, Section 2.3,
adaptive program management strategies will include consideration of
mitigation under Department of Defense (DoD) control and also actions
that are not under DoD control. Collaboration with appropriate agencies
with regard to both data monitoring and mitigation strategies will ensure
successful adaptive management strategy.
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As discussed in Vol. 7, Section 2.3.2, effects from the construction
workforce are specifically targeted for adaptive management. Support of
the work force and associated housing are part of the process. In
addition to a general focus on the effects of the workforce, DoD intends
to utilize adaptive management for specific resource areas such as
utilities and air quality. Further, DoD has determined that altering the
tempo of construction to manage the quantity of workers is another
potential mitigation measure to be used in its adaptive management of
effects of the workforce.
With regard to alternatives to assess the impacts of population increase,
DoD has a reasonable range of effective methodologies to
assess, monitor, and address those impacts. Collaboration among DoD
and relevant agencies, however, provides a venue to determine if an
alternative strategy/methodology would be more effective.
A-008-013
Thank you for your comment. In accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act, the EIS contains a comprehensive analysis of
potential impacts of the proposed actions and alternatives. Additional
studies have been completed following preparation of the Draft EIS; the
Final EIS has been updated with this information. Furthermore, revisions
have been made to the EIS based on comments from agencies and the
public. In addition, a chapter has been added to Volume 1 (Chapter 4)
summarizing changes made to the Final EIS. Consequently, the Final
EIS contains sufficient information for the decision maker to make an
informed decision.
A-008-014
Thank you for your comment. An overview of site specific analysis vs.
long-term projects is presented in Section 1.6 of Volume 1. A more
detailed description is presented in the introduction of Chapter 2 for
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Volume 6. Additional changes to the document have been made to more
specifically illustrate which projects are site-specific vs. long-term.
A-008-015
Thank you for your comment. DoD has augmented a number of the
discussions of impacts and provided additional results of surveys that
were not available at the time of the DEIS publication; for example, a
report of the natural resources surveys is included in the appendix of the
FEIS.
A-008-016
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action and an assessment of the
additive impacts of the proposed action on other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects. A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses that were necessarily qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of the
preferred alternatives for the entire proposed action on Guam and
Tinian. This is the aggregate analysis requested in the comment. The
impacts of Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of
Volume 7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined
impacts of all components of the preferred alternatives. Significant
impacts are identified. Trends in the resource health due to
anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic factors that impact resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island-wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis was qualitative.
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Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the Draft EIS proposed actions when compared
to potential impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact analysis
was 2004 and 2019. The project list was based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There was no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the non-federal cumulative projects
listed; therefore, there was insufficient existing data on most cumulative
projects listed to conduct a quantitative impact analysis. There is a table
at the end of Chapter 4 that summarizes the potential cumulative
impacts. Potential significant cumulative impacts are identified for some
resources.
A-008-017
Thank you for your comment. It is true that if the Marine Corps were not
relocating to Guam, then new ranges would not be proposed for
Tinian. However, while the actions on Guam and Tinian may be similar
in purpose and need, they are geographically and politically distinct and
the impacts would not be additive. Additionally, the ecosystems between
the two islands vary substantially.
CEQ’s “Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National
Environmental Policy Act” provides guidance on establishing a
geographic scope for a project. Watersheds, species habitats, political
boundaries, and breeding grounds are identified as guidance for
establishing scope and none of these distinctions would support an
aggregate assessment of Tinian and Guam impacts.
A-008-018
Thank you for your comment. The impacts on the Guam International
Raceway, the Tinian agricultural leases, and recreational resources are
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considered direct impacts (not indirect) and the impacts are described as
adverse. Mitigation measures for these direct impacts are being
evaluated. Workforce housing is outside the scope if the EIS, but is
identified in EIS, Volume 6 Section 1.2, as a related action.There are
private development proposals to provide workforce housing to support
the military build-up described in the EIS. These proposals are being
reviewed by the Guam Land Use Commission. The Government of
Guam controls the type and location of development and is responsible
for ensuring the development is consistent with the existing and future
community development plans. The developers are likely to proceed
with the construction or renovation for workforce housing before the EIS
Record of Decision is signed. The Navy will issue construction contracts
requiring the contractor to provide housing in accordance with specified
health and safety standards. Contractors will be required to provide
medical services and transportation for the workers. The Navy would not
dictate the pay scale of the workers. Secondary impacts, also known as
indirect impacts, are described in Volume 7, Section 3.4.

A-008-019
Thank you for your comment. The preferred alternative was selected
based on optimizing the military mission criteria and on impacts to all the
resource areas evaluated in the EIS. Terrestrial biological resources are
only one of those resource areas.
A-008-020
Thank you for your comment. DoD recognizes the importance of
reducing 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. Volume 4,
Section 4.3 is the LEDPA Analysis. DoD will continue to work with the
people and Government of Guam to ensure that the short-term impacts
of construction are managed effectively and that the long-term effects of
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the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good neighbors and
responsible citizens on Guam.
A-008-021
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS describes the intensive
selection process that the Department of the Navy went through to select
alternatives for the location of the firing range on Guam in Section
2.3.2.5. First, planners examined all DoD lands on Guam. Because of
the size of the firing ranges and the need to include all safety zones as
part of the acquired lands, or conflicts with existing land uses (housing,
Won Pat International Airport), the firing range could not be placed on
DoD lands, including the golf course on Navy Barrigada. Placing the
firing range at the golf course on Navy Barrigada would be in direct
conflict with the airspace associated with the Guam International Airport.
A-008-022
Thank you for your comment. DoD has been in consultation under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act between the publication of the
Draft EIS and this Final EIS. As referenced in your comment, DoD has
incorporated conservation measures that resulted from this consultation
into the text of the Final EIS. Additional information is contained,
primarily, in Chapter 10 Terrestrial Biological Resources, in Volume 2 of
this Final EIS.
A-008-023
Thank you for your comment. DoD recognizes the complexity of the
proposed actions and the various alternatives for each component. To
address this, the summary (additive impacts) of potential impacts
resulting from all of the components of the preferred alternative is
presented in Volume 7, Chapter 3, by resource area. The impacts of
each component of the project are assessed in conjunction with all other
components of the proposed action. Significant impacts are identified.
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A-008-024
Thank you for your comment. The preferred alternative was selected
based on optimizing the military mission criteria and on impacts to all the
resource areas evaluated in the EIS. Terrestrial biological resources are
only one of those resource areas.
A-008-025
Thank you for your comment. The EIS has been updated with additional
and more detailed conservation and mitigation measures as the result of
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 formal consultation
process with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The Navy
would implement these conservation measures to avoid, minimize, and
compensate for effects on listed species due to proposed construction
and operations. The conservation measures are intended to support the
re-introduction of native endangered & threatened species on Guam,
consistent with the species recovery plans. When the constraints to
successful reintroduction of native threatened or endangered species
have been minimized to a point that the Navy and USFWS mutually
agree that there is an opportunity for feasible and successful reintroduction of a listed species, the Navy will work with USFWS to
develop a programmatic biological opinion to ensure that such reintroductions are consistent with the species recovery plans and will not
conflict with the military mission on Guam.
A-008-026
Thank you for your comment. The alternatives analysis and associated
review assessed the potential for collocating proposed facilities within
existing facilities and that was done to the maximum extent possible. All
proposed facilities and activities are new and have not been assessed in
previous NEPA documents or ESA consultations. However, there is a
small overlap in the project area for the proposed new Andersen AFB
access gate. The area of overlap has not been assessed in the EIS or
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the BA, and the area that is new and proposed as part of the JGPO
action has been addressed in the EIS and BA analysis.
A-008-027
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS will be revised to reflect the
discussions and, if completed, the outcome of the ongoing Endangered
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation.
A-008-028
Thank you for your comment. Responses to this comment will be
addressed under the specific items in the "Biosecurity Concerns" portion
of your letter.
A-008-029
Thank you for your comment. Alternatives were evaluated for numerous
factors in addition to terrestrial biological resources. All factors were
considered in the selection of the preferred alternative.
A-008-030
Thank you for your comment. DoD will continue to work cooperatively
with the USFWS on these important issues.
A-008-031
Thank you for your comment. Interim measures have been identified for
the proposed action that will reduce the risk of introducing and spreading
invasive species. The Navy has identified the implementation of Hazard
Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) planning as a prevention
measure that is being written into planning documents and contractor
specifications. HACCP can be used for terrestrial and aquatic projects. In
addition, the Navy has funded risk assessments for invasive species,
vectors, and pathways. As part of the process of conducting the risk
assessments, the Navy asked the Federal Agencies carrying out this
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

work to provide drafts of the risk assessments and a review of best
management practices that could be included into the FEIS. These
activities are for terrestrial and aquatic species, vectors, and pathways.
Another proactive step on the part of the Navy is to include invasive
species biosecurity issues into contract specifications. These
specifications include the implementation of measures for feral cats and
dogs, vehicle inspection and cleaning procedures, on-site waste storage/
waste removal procedures, brown tree snake information, and guidance
for native plantings in its landscaping. These additional protective
measures are expected to be covered in the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan
(MBP). The Navy is in consultation and has proposed protective
measures related to established invasive species. A commitment to
integrate biosecurity into its activities is demonstrated in several ways.
The Navy works with USDA-APHIS to inspect and interdict brown tree
snakes from cargo areas and vehicles and provide brown tree snake
educational materials for military personnel. This partnership prevents
the spread of the brown tree snake from Guam. DoD also actively
participates in the brown tree snake working group and supports
research and control techniques (e.g., 100 hectare control project). In
addition, the Navy has developed new interim measures to address
preventing the spread and locally controlling several established invasive
species.
A-008-032
Thank you for your comment. Additional measures for BTS control and
mitigation are being considered in connection with the continuing Section
7 consultation and are being added to the FEIS. Regarding evaluation of
moving DoD goods and personnel through commercial carriers and
ports, additional information on procedures and responsibilities are being
added to the FEIS. It is anticipated that increased customs and
agricultural inspection recommendations resulting from military cargo
and personnel at the airport and port will be coordinated through both
Guam and relevant Federal officials, including the U.S. Department of
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Agriculture. DoD will also work with the same entities to develop plans to
ensure that required inspections are conducted prior to release of
materials to DoD construction sites. Formal agreements with Federal
and Guam agencies on inspections will be pursued.
A-008-033
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
The DEIS states that no compensatory mitigation will be performed for
removal of soft bottom communities. As evidence by historical data
related to maintenance dredging of existing harbors, impact to non-coral
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communities would be short-term and localized. Furthermore, biological
organisms associated with these habitats are frequently exposed to
natural disturbances and therefor have adapted to that environment.
A-008-034
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in a programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.
A-008-035
Thank you for your comment. Only practicable alternatives to the
proposed project need be considered in determining the least
environmentally damaging alternative (LEDPA). An alternative is
practicable where "it is available and capable of being done after taking
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of
overall project purposes." As described in Volume 4, Chapter 2, several
alternatives for wharf location, wharf alignment, channel alignment, and
turning basin were considered based on selection criteria
including security/force protection; operations; and logistics and
minimizing impacts to the environment to the extent practicable. As
Chapter 2 explains, the DoD undertook several measures to avoid
environmental impacts, including choosing a channel alignment that
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avoided dredging of coral shoals, reducing the aircraft carrier turning
basin radius, and choosing a parallel to shore wharf alignment with a
reduced clearance for the aircraft carrier.
After careful consideration of the alternatives based on the selection
criteria, it was determined that Polaris Point and the Former SRF were
the only two locations that met the criteria. This is also explained in
Chapter 2 of Volume 4. Volume 4, Chapter 4 highlights the differences
between these two alternatives in the LEDPA discussion. These
alternatives may appear similar but they are different, as explained in
Chapter 4. The table presented in the LEDPA discussion in Chapter 4,
Volume highlights the differences between the two alternatives including
the reasons why Polaris Point is considered the LEDPA.
The LEDPA discussion does not warrant a wider alternatives analysis
because as the information presented in Chapter 1 and 2 indicate, many
alternatives (including Kilo Wharf and Inner Apra Harbor locations) could
not be carried forward because they are not operationally practical,
would result in security/force protection issues, or have logistics issues.
Other locations in Guam and/or the Pacific were also ruled out as
options for the reasons presented in Chapter 1 and 2, including not
meeting the overall purpose and need.
The turning basin alternative proposed by the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) was based on preliminary dredge areas. In the DEIS,
further modifications to the turning basin were made to minimize
impacts, including decreasing the size and moving it south (see Volume
4, Section 2.3.3). Based upon a review of operational and safety factors,
it has been determined that the alternative proposed by NMFS is not a
reasonable alternative under the National Environmental Policy Act, nor
a practicable alternative under the Clean Water Act (CWA) 404(b)
permitting process.
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A-008-036
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS contains updated information on
potential wetland areas and steps DoD has taken to avoid/minimize
impacts. The project will avoid wetlands wherever possible and many of
the projects have been adjusted to avoid wetland areas. Volume 7
contains information regarding BMPs and potential mitigation measures
that will be implemented to minimize impacts to wetland areas.
A-008-037
Thank you for your comment. The LEDPA discussion is in Section 4.2.8
and has been expanded for the FEIS. DoD's goal is to avoid/minimize
impacts to wetlands, other Waters of the US and other aquatic resources
to the maximum extent possible through project planning, siting and
design and selction of the LEDPA. DoD recognizes that additional
information may be requested/required following completion of the FEIS
to assist with permitting actions.
A-008-038
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the on-going investigation of potential wetland
areas, to include (where applicable) detailed maps of water resources.
The project design will avoid wetlands. We believe that freshwater
aquatic natural resources can be adequately covered under the
terrestrial biological resources section.
A-008-039
Thank you for your comment. The wildfire management plan is
referenced in the EIS and additional areas to be covered will be added to
the plan. The plan is too large to include as part of the EIS but additional
information from the plan will be added to the final EIS.
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A-008-040
Thank you for your comment. The Navy acknowledges there is potential
for marine resources and aquifers to be affected by sea level rise,
inundations from more extreme storm events and other consequences of
climate change. The impacts may be both adverse and beneficial. The
current level of scientific knowledge can predict trends in sea level rise
based on historic data but there are no established methods for
assessing and quantifying potential impacts on marine resources or
aquifers.
The University of Guam provides analysis of the aquifer responses to
sea level change and recharge in a November 2007 study. Climate
change may impact the success of production wells in the future (e.g.,
the placement of the well screen may not be optimal if the sea level rises
or falls). Given the uncertainty of climate models including lack of
information that is directly applicable to northern Guam and lack of
specificity regarding the time and degree of impacts to conditions that
could impact the aquifer, the DoD wells would be installed based on
current
conditions. Monitoring would be conducted during well operation. If
production or water quality declines over time, DoD would take actions to
mitigate the impacted wells.
A quantitative assessment of the additive or cumulative impact of climate
change on the proposed action and natural resources, including
aquifers,is not practical.
A-008-041
Thank you for your comment. This additional information will be added to
the Executive Summary Table.
A-008-042
Thank you for your comment. There are existing protocols in place for
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invasive species. Additionally, protocols for invasive species are
included in the Biosecurity Plan that is under development.
A-008-043
Thank you for your comment. In addition to continuing to implement
existing standard operating procedures and DoD requirements covering
the inspection and transport of material and personnel from Guam to
other locations, the Navy is also funding and coordinating the
preparation of a Micronesian Biosecurity Plan. This plan will address all
aspects of the potential for the transport of the brown tree snake, and all
potential non-native invasive species, to other Pacific Islands and from
other locations to Guam due to the military activities originating on
Guam.
A-008-044
Thank you for your comment. These details will be provided in the FEIS,
included in the risk assessments, and discussed in the Micronesia
Biosecurity Plan.
A-008-045
Thank you for your comment. Prior to any clearing, surveys would be
conducted in any areas that potentially harbor protected plant species.
Procedures and disposition of these plants would be decided with input
from the appropriate authorities. A salvage and re-use plan for plants
would be developed or required of contractors before clearing began.
A-008-046
Thank you for your comment. This will be incorporated into any plant reuse plan.
A-008-047
Thank you for your comment. There are risk assessments being
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conducted that include invertebrates, plants and diseases. The results of
these risk assessments (e.g., human and wildlife diseases) will be
included in the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan.
A-008-048
Thank you for your comment. The definition will be updated.
A-008-049
Thank you for your comment. Training impacts have been included in the
analysis. Much of this analysis has been from indirect impacts of noise
and disturbance and has been accomplished by calculating the amount
of habitat areas that would be affected.
A-008-050
Thank you for your comment. We believe freshwater aquatic impacts are
best evaluated under the terrestrial biological resources section.
Changing it now would be confusing to many reviewers.
A-008-051
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS will be revised to include Final
BA updates that were submitted to the USFWS to initiate the ESA
Section 7 consultation process.
A-008-052
Thank you for your comment. As depicted in Volume 2 of the EIS, the
proposed dredging in Inner Apra Harbor would excavate marine
sediment from the Harbor floor as well as remove coral that is attached
to structures that would be replaced. DoD will work with the USACE
during the permitting phase of the proposed project to
incorporate required mitigation measures. Best Management Practices
such as the use of silt curtains would be installed to mitigate adverse
effects of suspended sediment caused by dredging and in-water
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construction. DoD does not concur that the dredging of soft sediment or
the removal of coral on man-made structures requires specific mitigation
measures. After the short term impacts from dredging cease, the Harbor
floor would continue to be soft sediment and coral would be expected
to grow on replacement marine structures.
A-008-053
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-054
Thank you for your comment. DoD recognizes that there would be
environmental impacts associated with the proposed military relocation
program. The alternatives analysis presented in the Final EIS depict
impacts associated with each action alternative. The EIS process
identifies ways to implement the proposed relocation while minimizing
adverse impacts.
A-008-055
Thank you for your comment. The proposed action does not include
additional aviation training over Fena Reservoir. The maneuver training
area that is depicted in Fig 2.3-3 is for land training and not aviation
training. The only aviation training that would occur as part of the
proposed action within the NMS is associated with the use of the
Landing Zones (LZs) and aircraft would not need to transit over Fena
Reservoir for training to and from the LZs. Additional aviation training is
proposed south of Fena Reservoir.
A-008-056
Thank you for your comment. The Naval Munitions Site (NMS) is an
operating munitions storage area. Existing conservation measures on
these lands would be continued under the proposed action. According to
Section 10.2.2.6, no maneuver and navigation training would occur in
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areas with known Mariana common moorhen nesting activity. In addition,
the policy for maintaining the 328 ft (100 m) radius No-Training Areas
around the three known Mariana swiftlet caves within the NMS would
continue. Therefore, there would be no adverse impact to the habitat for
these species.
A-008-057
Thank you for your comment. Additional information on biosecurity has
been included in Chapters 10 and 11 of Volume 2 of this Final EIS.
A-008-058
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS includes information about
avoiding the spread of the invasive Brown Tree Snake (BTS). In
addition, DoD has on-going preventive and inspection measures as well
is sponsoring the development of a Bio-Security Plan aimed at
preventing the spread of BTS.
A-008-059
Thank you for your comment. DoD has procedures to inspect off site fill
material when appropriate. Additional discussion of biosecurity
procedures are included in Chapter 10 and 11 of Volume 2 of this Final
EIS.
A-008-060
Thank you for your comment. Information on biosecurity procedures
have added to Chapters 10 and 11 of Volume 2 of this Final EIS.
A-008-061
Thank you for your comment. Information on the dimensions of these
proposed ramps and impacts on intertidal area has been clarified in
Volume 2 Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.
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A-008-062
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS includes more detailed
information on measures that DoD would undertake, in addtion to current
control practices, to prevent the spread of invasive species. Efforts have
been underway in the development of a bio-security plan. Although the
bio-security plan is not completed, the Final EIS provides more detailed
information based on the progress on the bio-security plan. Details of
this information are provided in the terrestrial biology sections, primarily
in Volumes 2 (Chapter 10) and 7.
A-008-063
Thank you for your comment. Very few wetland-dependent species
would be impacted because there are very few impacts to wetlands.
Impacts to the wetland-dependent Mariana common moorhen have been
evaluated.
A-008-064
Thank you for your comment. Figure 4.1-6, Volume 2, Chapter
4 illustrates only significant surface waters and watersheds for purposes
of describing existing conditions of water resources within the roadway
project limits. Wetlands and other Waters of the US (WUS) within the
roadway project limits are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10. Roadway
project alternatives and their projected impacts to wetlands and
crossings are discussed in Volume 6, Chapter 12. The FEIS has been
updated to reflect the latest wetlands/WUS information.
A-008-065
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS will contain updated information
reflecting the on-going additional investigation of this and other potential
wetland areas. As depicted on Figure 4.2-4 and explained in the
preceeding text, the area would be developed for proposed cantonment,
housing/support, and non-fire training facilities.
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A-008-066
Thank you for your comment. Volume 2, Chapter 4, page 4-40 makes
no statement with regards to erosion upstream of crossings within the
proposed project area as being common and contributing to downstream
sedimentation. This page provides a summary of findings of field
investigations relating to the existing condition of bridges and where
erosion has occurred or is occurring. Impacts to water resources and
corresponding mitigation measures are described in Volume 6, Chapter
6, Section 6.2.6. Impacts to surface water/stormwater, groundwater and
nearshore waters were identified and best management practices,
including but not limited to, temporary soil stabilization, temporary
sediment control, scheduling, waste management, materials handing,
water diversion, etc., are proposed.
A-008-067
Thank you for your comment. Volume 2, Chapter 4 describes the
existing conditions of water resources, specifically that of Agana Bay in
the Central region, indicating the presence of contaminated sediments,
as derived from past studies. It is not anticipated that heavy metalcontaminated sediment would be deposited to downstream water
resources as a result of constructing and operating the improved roads
and new bridges, with the implementation of mitigation measures and
best management practices (BMPs) described in Volume 6, Chapter 6,
Section 6.2.6 of the EIS. Information derived from a sediment analyses
would be useful only in refining mitigation measures and BMPs if the
contamination source is identified and controlled.
A-008-068
Thank you for your comment. Dredge locations depicted on 4.1-28 are
associated with Sierra Wharf and other dredging projects in Outer Apra
Harbor for Charlie and SRF Wharves; the polygons have been removed
from this figure to avoid confusion. The proposed dredge areas for Inner
Apra Harbor are correctly presented on Figure 2.5-3.
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A-008-069
Thank you for your comment. Sediment samples were taken at depths
up to -52 feet MLLW, which translates into sediment core lengths of up
to 43 feet. On average sediment cores were approximately 11 feet long.
Information on sediment depths and source of study has been added to
EIS.
The reference to table was incorrectly cited from source document and
has been removed from EIS.
A-008-070
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS contains updated information on
potential wetland areas, functions and projected impacts. Projects have
been sited and designed to avoid wetlands and other WUS. As
explained in the FEIS, if avoidance is not possible, then the Navy would
minimize potential impacts. Unavoidable wetland impacts will be
mitigated. Compensation for the unavoidable fill of the wetlands would
be accomplished by creating new wetlands, restoring or enhancing
existing wetlands or preserving existing wetland areas on Guam. Final
mitigation requirements will be determined as part of the USACE
permitting process.
A-008-071
Thank you for your comments. There is no data provided in the source
document for this estimate. This is a general statement presented as a
general observation of unconstrained sediment plume behavior under a
variety of conditions from several dredging projects. Actual projectspecific dredge plume predictions are presented in the document and
are based on monitored conditions observed within the project area and
the use of silt curtains for turbidity control. The model data and results
are presented in Appendix E of the EIS.
26.) This statement is in regards to general observation of
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unconstrained sediment plume behavior under a variety of conditions
from several dredging projects. Actual project-specific TSS settlement
predictions are presented in the document and are based on monitored
conditions observed within the project area and the use of silt curtains for
turbidity control. The model data and results are presented in Appendix
E of the EIS.
27.) The three-dimensional circulation and transport model of the project
area was developed using the Environmental Fluid Dynamics Code
(EFDC). The model included wind and tide forcing, and fresh water
inflow into the Inner Apra Harbor; the dredge plume was simulated by
loading the water column with specified quantities of suspended
sediment composed of 5 different grain sizes. The sediment grain
distribution was determined from bottom samples taken in the project
area. The model calculated transport, dispersion and deposition of the
plume suspended sediments and was verified by comparing results for a
simulation of December 15 to 17, 2007 trade wind conditions with the
actual instrument measurements. Use of a silt curtain was simulated
based on 145 days of TSS measurements inside and outside of the silt
curtain deployed for the Alpha-Bravo dredging project in Inner Apra
Harbor and model computed TSS levels compared well with the AlphaBravo measurements. Possible worst case conditions were simulated by
approximating the highest 10% TSS levels recorded outside of the silt
curtain during the Alpha-Bravo dredging project, during strong trade wind
conditions. This worse case scenario data generated by the model is
presented as a conservative estimate of conditions that would be
observed during the dredging of Inner Apra Harbor. Actual conditions are
expected to be less.
A-008-072
Thank you for your comment. Reference for Eriksen 2009 has been
added to the reference section. Reference section updated.
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A-008-073
Thank you for your comment. The turbidity plume created by dredging
within the Inner Apra Harbor will be controlled through mitigation
measures and BMPs employed per USACE permit requirements. Silt
curtains will be utilized, which have contained up to 90% of the
resuspension based on data from previous inner harbor dredging
projects. It is not anticipated that the coral reef ecosystem at the
entrance channel to Inner Apra Harbor (closest reef) will
experience TSS levels above the already turbid existing conditions.
A-008-074
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS contains maps showing where
all of the Guam Overlay Refuge has been designated in relation to
proposed projects and it also includes an analysis of impacts to all those
designated habitat areas. Essential habitat has not been specifically
identified for for the moorhen, swiftlet, or sea turtles within their
respective Recovery Plans.
A-008-075
Thank you for your comment. The addition of other specific invasive
species will be added where appropriate. The identification of additional
species and management needs may result from the risk assessments
being conducted. Management actions are currently being discussed
with USFWS in connection with the Biological Assessment and
Biological Opinion and the outcome of these discussions will be added to
the FEIS.
A-008-076
Thank you for your comment. The referenced information on endangered
species will be updated. Candidate species were evaluated in the field in
all known areas where there is a reasonable potential for them
to occur based on existing information except possibly for a tree snail
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site along the lower Fonte River near Hwy 1. Information on the historical
sighting in this area has been added to the EIS and the need for preconstruction surveys are being evaluated. Within the project areas where
disturbance is possible, sites where species have been historically
documented based on information available to the Navy have been
included in the report such as on site figures. As mentioned, the Fonte
River tree snail site will be added. Several locations of eight-spot
butterfly were added to figures.
A-008-077
Thank you for your comment. The recommended changes will be made.
Information on the coconut rhinoceros beetle and outplanted fire trees
has been added to the EIS.
A-008-078
Thank you for your comment. Figure 10.1-20 that is referenced shows
existing conditions, not proposed actions. Information on locations of
Mariana gray swiftlet foraging has been added to the text.
A-008-079
Thank you for your comment. Information on the Overlay Refuge
purposes and an evaluation of impacts is already present in the
document. Regarding the determination of an impact unless "very minor
in the context of the surrounding forest areas", this statement refers only
to vegetation and specifically primary limestone forest. There is no
reference to Overlay Refuge with respect to this statement.
A-008-080
Thank you for your comment. Information on the Overlay Refuge
purposes and an evaluation of impacts is already present in the
document. Regarding the determination of an impact unless very minor
in the context of the surrounding forest areas, this statement refers only
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to vegetation and specifically primary limestone forest. There is no
reference to Overlay Refuge with respect to this statement.
A-008-081
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to the fruit bat from construction
noise, lighting and activity at the new magazines will be added. All
relevant information on impacts for a species or for an area is presented.
For example A revision of tables showing direct and indirect impact
acreages was completed throughout Volume 2 and the tableshave all the
relevant information; acreages for any one area or species can be easily
determined. Specific analyses per species are not included here
because the focus of the EIS impact assessment is not on a species by
species basis. Species specific analyses are included in the Biological
Assessment. A table that summarizes all direct construction impacts
across volumes and areas is included in Volume 7, Chapter 3.
A-008-082
Thank you for your comment. Based on observations during field studies
for this EIS, impacts to primary limestone forest and other areas that
have a predominantly limestone substrate (typical of primary limestone
forest) are much more resistant to invasion by non-indigenous species
(with the possible exception of Triphasia trifolia) than areas with a
predominantly soil substrate. This was also noted in a comment
submitted on the DEIS by Haldre Rogers of the University of Washington
who has done extensive research on Guam. Since much of the areas
surrounding the proposed development sites have a predominantly rocky
substrate (e.g. Haputo ERA clifflines adjacent to NCTS Finegayan and
areas along the cliffline at the Rt 15 site), invasive species would be less
successful in these areas. In addition, many project areas are adjacent
to areas that currently have disturbed habitat and these are already a
source for potentially invasive species. Thus, it is concluded that the
proposed action would not result in significant impacts to primary
limestone forest from invasive species. However, for other resource
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types there would be significant impacts from invasive species and
mitigation has been proposed in the DEIS. Conservation measures
included in the Biological Assessment and discussed in the Section 7
consultation include the identification of incipient populations, rapid alert,
initial response and longterm maintenance (if needed).
A-008-083
Thank you for your comment. Additional information will be added on the
Ungulate Management Plan and its implementation. The Ungulate
Management Plan is being prepared through NAVFAC Marianas. This
project will implement the ungulate management on Andersen Air Force
Base and the Naval Munitions site as part of this action.
A-008-084
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to add
specific biosecurity measures to supplement existing practices that
address invasive species. The FEIS has been updated to add specific
biosecurity measures to supplement existing practices that address
invasive species. No fence is proposed for the snail colonies at Haputo
ERA to prevent human intrusion as this may attract attention to the area.
If necessary, the access trail to Haputo Beach will be moved to help
prevent human disturbance of the Haputo Beach snail colony. Fencing is
being considered for the entire Haputo ERA along the cliffline to prevent
unauthorized human entry. Depending on the recommendations in the
final Ungulate Management Plan, this fencing may also be used as part
of an Ungulate exclusion fence. Limitations on human use of other areas
beyond the beach area would also be put in place. At the proposed
ranges at the Rt 15 site a limited analysis of fire impacts to the eight-spot
butterfly will be added to the EIS. Management of the area below the
ranges is being discussed with Guam DAWR and they may have
management control of this area. Fencing of the area would be
discussed with that agency but no decision can be made at this time.
Clearing at the site would not be conducted until after preconstruction
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surveys have identified host plants in the area to be free of eggs and
larvae; this statement has been added to the FEIS. The correct moorhen
name has been added to the FEIS.
A-008-085
Thank you for your comment. The conservation measures proposed in
the Biological Assessment and discussed during the formal Section 7
consultation address the impacts to terrestrial resources.
A-008-086
Thank you for your comment. The preferred alternative for the NMS
access is now to use the existing trail with no road (Alternative B) and
Alternative A (non-preferred alternative) specifying a new road has been
modified to allow access to others at certain times with approval of the
Navy. The specific locations and requirements for lighting cannot be
determined at this time. Identification of details for propagation efforts of
Heritiera longipetiolata cannot be determined at this time.
A-008-087
Thank you for your comment. The Chief of Naval Operations issued a
policy letter on January 10, 2002 on preventing feral cat and dog
populations on Navy property. It requires Navy commands to institute
pro-active pet management procedures in order to prevent establishment
of free roaming cat and dog populations. Free roaming cats and dogs
pose a potential public health threat to personnel on Navy installations,
and they pose a threat to wildlife including endangered species and
migratory birds. There is no plan to allow pets on Overlay Refuge lands
but if this were changed the suggested coordination would be
undertaken. As stated in the Biological Assessment, approximately 1,387
acres of the Overlay Refuge will be directly impacted due to construction
or other ground disturbing activities.
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A-008-088
Thank you for your comment. Regarding evaluation of moving DoD
goods and personnel through commercial carriers and ports, additional
information on procedures and responsibilities are being added to the
FEIS. It is anticipated that increased customs and agricultural inspection
recommendations resulting from military cargo and personnel at the
airport and port will be coordinated through both Guam and relevant
Federal officials, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture. DoD will
also work with the same entities to develop plans to ensure that required
inspections are conducted prior to release of materials to DoD
construction sites. Formal agreements with Federal and Guam agencies
on inspections will be pursued. Information on this subject in the MBP
will also be implemented and progress will be tracked. For proposed
fencing multi-species barriers are being considered in the Section 7
consultation that is ongoing and decisions are being incorporated into
the FEIS. For proposed greenbelts Acacia species are listed because,
based on previous experience, establishment of native plants in the
areas being considered requires some shade. Acacia species are not
aggressive invasives in Guam and are used to create areas for
establishing native plant species.
A-008-089
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to indicate
that two Federal law enforcement personnel will be hired to prevent
poaching, trespassing, etc. on DoD lands.
A-008-090
Thank you for your comment. The impacts to disturbed limestone forest
is evaluated in the EIS because this forest type is almost always
recovery habitat and impacts to recovery habitat are evaluated. Shifting
project areas is not possible because of the many factors and resource
areas other than terrestrial biology that were evaluated to determine the
currently placement of facilities.
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A-008-091
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to include a
more complete description of the efforts that have been completed for
fruit bat monitoring.
A-008-092
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to specify a
translocation plan would be developed with input from species experts
prior to any relocation of tree snails. Other translocation efforts have
been completed on Guam for the species in question which should
provide valuable lessons learned. Impacts are described as significant
and potentially mitigable contingent on review of the translocation plan.
A-008-093
Thank you for your comment. Based on observations during field studies
for this EIS, impacts to primary limestone forest and other areas that
have a predominantly limestone substrate (typical of primary limestone
forest) are much more resistant to invasion by non-indigenous species
(with the possible exception of Triphasia trifolia) than areas with a
predominantly soil substrate. This was also noted in a comment
submitted on the DEIS by Haldre Rogers of the University of Washington
who has done extensive research on Guam. Since much of the areas
surrounding the proposed development sites have a predominantly rocky
substrate (e.g. Haputo ERA clifflines adjacent to NCTS Finegayan and
areas along the cliffline at the Rt 15 site), invasive species would be less
successful in these areas. In addition, many project areas are adjacent
to areas that currently have disturbed habitat and these are already a
source for potentially invasive species. Thus, it is concluded that the
proposed action would not result in significant impacts to primary
limestone forest from invasive species. However, for other resource
types there would be significant impacts from invasive species and
mitigation has been proposed in the DEIS. Additional mitigation from
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ongoing Section 7 consultation have added additional specific mitigation
actions.
A-008-094
Thank you for your comment. Figure 9.1-5 in the DEIS shows NPS
property on Guam, including War in the Pacific Museum. NPS
properties are included with scores of other recreational resources in
Guam, so the location of the submerged lands owned and managed by
the NPS for the Asan -Piti area was not readily identified on the map.
The FEIS has been revised to identify and discuss all federally
submerged lands in Sec. 8.1.1.1.
A-008-095
Thank you for your commment. Comment noted and title of plan has
been changed throughout FEIS.
A-008-096
Thank you for your comment. Indirect impacts were evaluated to coral
reef communities at the entrance channel to Inner Apra Harbor, which
are the only potentially impacted coral area from the proposed action.
Information provided in Volume 2, Chapter 11, Section 11..1.7
and Section 11.2.2.2, page 11-73 to 11-75 describe this. The Navy
would comply with USACE permits while dredging in Inner Apra Harbor,
so turbidity levels at the entracne channel are not expected to
exceed ambient conditions.
A-008-097
Thank you for your comment. High speed vessels are not part of the
proposed action. This has been clarified in Chapter 2.
A-008-098
Thank you for your comment. The EIS has been updated to include
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timetables for Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP) completion, (See
Volume 2, Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2.6). The risk assessments for the
MBP and a review of BMPs will be completed in 2010. Specific
biosecurity measures have been added to the FEIS to supplement
existing practices that address invasive species. These include
recommended BMPs and contract specifications, including HACCP
plans that would be reviewed prior to construction, briefings to workers
on invasive species, inspections of materials and vehicles, and cleaning
equipment. Other interim actions already in place or planned are 100%
inspections on DoD shipments, education on invasive species,
supporting research on BTS, active trapping at installations, proposed
development of rapid response teams, best management practices for
vehicle inspection and cleaning, proposed wash down facility
inspections, a BTS-free area for cargo storage, and a possible DoD BTS
Working Group to develop an action plan eradicating BTS from DoD
facilities. The FEIS has been updated to incorporate these measures.
A-008-099
Thank you for your comment. A new Alternative is not possible given all
the other constraints on the siting of these ranges. An expanded
mitigation area is being proposed during the Section 7 consultation
process to compensate for proposed impacts to the FAA mitigation area
and this is being incorporated into the FEIS.
Regarding the DoD preference for Alternative 1 over Alternative 3, Alt 3
is close to the airport and will cause air space issues and the terrain
requires large amounts of earth movement. With Alternative 3, the
Platoon Battle course cannot be used when the KD range and AFF
range are being used. Alternative 3 makes access to the northern part
of the island more difficult because it cuts the only paved access, which
is 86th St.
Primary limestone forest is not affected by Alternative 1. All of the
ranges have been situated in non-native habitat. The importance of
habitat types other than limestone forest will be discussed. The
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analysis from Camp et al. (2009) has been used to update the FEIS.
There is no data to suggest that long-term effects of the project on Tinian
monarch populations would be different from what is predicted in the
DEIS based on habitat loss, therefore no changes were made in the
FEIS.

A-008-100
Thank you for your comment. Measures are planned to be put into place
as the necessary protective measures prior to any proposed actions.
These include recommended best management practices (BMPs) and
contract specifications, including Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point
(HACCP) plans that would be reviewed prior to construction, briefings to
workers on invasive species, inspections of materials and vehicles, and
proper techniques for cleaning equipment. Other interim actions already
in place or planned are 100% inspections on DoD shipments, education
on invasive species, supporting research on BTS, active trapping at
installations, proposed development of rapid response teams, best
management practices for vehicle inspection and cleaning, proposed
wash down facility inspections, a BTS-free area for cargo storage, and a
possible DoD BTS Working Group to develop an action plan eradicating
BTS from DoD facilities. The FEIS will be updated to incorporate
approved measures.
A-008-101
Thank you for your comment. Coordination between the Navy and the
FWS and CNMI DFW will occur for any proposed management plans,
mitigation actions, or additional items identified during the ESA Section 7
consultation process with the FWS. The details of funding will not be
included in the FEIS.
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A-008-102
Thank you for your comment. The Navy would be responsible for the
development of the restoration plan and implementation and would
coordinate with USFWS and DFW through an INRMP. Costs and funding
are internal Navy information.
A-008-103
Thank you for your comment. The sentence will be revised to state:“and
no increased introduction of non-native species into the marine
environment is expected, as construction vessels would comply with
USCG and Navy requirements for ballast water and hull management
policies, with the implementation of Alternative 1.”
Additionally, Table 11.2-2 to 11.2-7 and supporting text will be revised to
include appropriate mitigation measures and BMPs as identified in other
marine biological resource volumes.
A-008-104
Thank you for your comment. The reference section has been updated
to include all literature referenced in the text.
A-008-105
Thank you for your comment. The alternative proposed by NMFS was
based on preliminary dredge areas. In the DEIS, further modifications to
the turning basin were made to minimize impacts, including decreasing
the size and moving it south (see Section 2.3.3, Volume 4). Based upon
a review of operational and safety factors, it has been determined that
the alternative proposed by NMFS is not a reasonable alternative under
NEPA, nor a practicable alternative under the CWA 404(b) permitting
process.
A-008-106
Thank you for your comment.
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3) This section addresses impacts of offshore construction and
operations on the geological and soil resources of the shoreline area.
The removal of reef material is analyzed in the Marine Biological
Resources chapter.
4) This is a typographical error; it should read "Therefore, the no-action
alternative would not have impacts to geology or soils." This will be
corrected in the Final EIS.
5) Again, reef removal is analyzed in Marine Biological Resources
chapter. This section addresses geologic and soil disturbances.
A-008-107
Thank you for your comment. The 3.6 acres of fill corresponds to the
"wharf" area as depicted on Figures 2.5-2 and 2.5-5. As shown on
Figure 2.5-6, this fill area is within the dredging footprint - it would backfill
the riprap that would be placed on the dredged area beneath the wharf.
EIS revised to make this proposed action clear, both in the discussion
and accompanying figures.
A-008-108
Thank you for your comment. 7. You are referring to Chapter 4, Water
Resources, please see Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources for
further details.The statement regarding the Affected Environment being
dredged 60 years ago provides an example of the anticipated recovery
time based on those organisms currently inhabiting the area and does
not make any reference to recovering quickly. See comment A-008-034
regarding soft bottom communities and No. 11 below. References and
text are present in the DEIS and have been revised for the FEIS.
8. The FEIS has been revised to indicate that there may be a time lag
between the recovery of some non-coral mobile invertebrates compared
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to coral. Additionally, the EFHA has been revised.
9. The impact analysis in the DEIS acknowledges what the comment
recommends. “Those mobile invertebrates in the ROI that are not directly
subjected to removal or fill activities could sustain impacts as a result of
transport, suspension and deposition of dredging-generated sediments.
Removal of soft bottom substrate overlying hard substrate would provide
additional potential habitat for coral and non-coral benthic organisms."
Chapter 11, identifies significant impacts to non-coral invertebrates
removed during the dredging process and nearby due to indirect
impacts.
10. Please refer to Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources section for
a description on coral coverage. The FEIS has been revised to remove
“relative percent” for comparison.
11. As evidenced by historical data related to maintenance dredging of
existing harbors, impacts to non-coral communities would be short-term
and localized. Furthermore, biological organisms associated with these
habitats are frequently exposed to natural disturbances and therefore
have adapted to that environment. No text change to FEIS.
12. The area is already specified in the text. No change to the FEIS.
13. Table references in the text have been corrected.
14. The Navy has, within this EIS, disclosed those compensatory
mitigation options on a programmatic basis. This programmatic analysis
is sufficient to allow the Navy to make a decision regarding the location
of the transient CVN wharf. However, the Navy recognizes that the
programmatic analysis of mitigation is insufficient at this time to support
the CWA Section 404 permitting process. The CWA Section 404 permit
application process will include further site specific analysis under NEPA.
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Additionally, the Navy cannot select the compensatory mitigation plan
that will be implemented until the permit application has been reviewed
by USACE. The proposed project would not be initiated prior to FY12.
15. The Navy has, within this EIS, disclosed those compensatory
mitigation options on a programmatic basis. This programmatic analysis
is sufficient to allow the Navy to make a decision regarding the location
of the transient CVN wharf. However, the Navy recognizes that the
programmatic analysis of mitigation is insufficient at this time to support
the CWA Section 404 permitting process. The CWA Section 404 permit
application process will include further site specific analysis under NEPA.
Additionally, the Navy cannot select the compensatory mitigation plan
that will be implemented until the permit application has been reviewed
by USACE. The proposed project would not be initiated prior to FY12.
16. Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies
which evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral
reef ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
and new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
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"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
17. The Navy has, within this EIS, disclosed those compensatory
mitigation options on a programmatic basis. This programmatic analysis
is sufficient to allow the Navy to make a decision regarding the location
of the transient CVN wharf. However, the Navy recognizes that the
programmatic analysis of mitigation is insufficient at this time to support
the CWA Section 404 permitting process. The CWA Section 404 permit
application process will include further site specific analysis under NEPA.
Additionally, the Navy cannot select the compensatory mitigation plan
that will be implemented until the permit application has been reviewed
by USACE. The proposed project would not be initiated prior to FY12.
18. All mitigation options associated with the proposed CVN transient
wharf, including the use of artificial reefs and watershed restoration, are
being considered by the Navy. When the Navy develops its proposed
compensatory mitigation plan, mitigation options contained within the
plan will be evaluated by the USACE to determine compliance with the
Compensatory Mitigation Rule. The final conceptual determination would
not be made until the Record of Decision on this EIS.
19. Text has been revised in the FEIS.
20. All mitigation options associated with the proposed CVN transient
wharf, including the use of artificial reefs and watershed restoration, are
being considered by the Navy. When the Navy develops its proposed
compensatory mitigation plan, mitigation options contained within the
plan will be evaluated by the USACE to determine compliance with the
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

Compensatory Mitigation Rule. The final conceptual determination would
not be made until the Record of Decision on this EIS.

21. Noted paragraph has been moved.
A-008-109
Thank you for your comment.
22. The FEIS has been revised and strives to present information in the
clearest manner possible. Impact acreage data will be included in the
FEIS.
23. The FEIS has been revised.
24. The FEIS has been revised to include the approximate fill for the
finger piers.
25. The Former SRF is located closer to sea turtle resting and foraging
areas; FEIS has been revised to clarify this point.
26. Table references have been corrected in the FEIS.
27. In our evaluation of the alternatives considered in the EIS (Polaris
Point, Former SRF), Polaris Point was determined to be the LEDPA.
Text has been revised to provide clarifications.,
28. Verified for consistency.
29. In our evaluation of the alternatives considered in the EIS (Polaris
Point, Former SRF), Polaris Point was determined to be the LEDPA.
Text has been revised to provide clarifications.
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30. Noted. Text has been revised.
31. Text has been revised to reflect acres instead of percentages.
A-008-110
Thank you for your comment. All BTS-related activities described are
applicable to the JGPO action. The FEIS has been revised to indicate
that a combination of temporary and permanent barriers for BTS control,
depending on site conditions, would be employed. Volume 2, Chapter
10, Section 10.2.2.6 has been updated to include information on the
Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP) and other efforts that concern the
prevention of BTS spread to islands.
A-008-111
Thank you for your comments.
35). The Viehman et. al. (2009) paper is as stated in Section 11.1.1 and
is appropriately placed before describing the recent studies (i. – iv.) and
their general objectives. No re-write is necessary for this section.
36). Sentence will be revised as suggested.
37). Five revised to four on Page 11-3. The fifth study was reviewed, but
was considered to dissimilar to the other studies and due to the lack of
substance to conclusions reached by authors.
38). If this study (Smith 2007) is not in the Appendices it was
inadvertently left out and will be included with the FEIS.
39). As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS), “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
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methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.” The Navy will continue to work with
the USACE and EPA/GEPA to satisfy the requirements of Section
10/404 and Section 401 permit documentation.
40). Please see comment No. 37.

A-008-112
Thank you for your comment.
41). No revision required. All photos used in this EIS were derived from
the marine biology field surveys that were conducted. The photos are
provided to the reader for a visual representation.
42). Describing the 8 secondary biotopes within the 3 major biotopes
provide the Affected Environment “structure of the marine benthic
environment” for the proposed aircraft carrier channel area. The
information is used indirectly and directly throughout the document,
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including caption below the photos, which helps the reader visualize
percent coverage for each secondary biotopes of the survey area and
the tables identifying the six levels of coral coverage. No change.
43). Information provided in the Appendices were used to develop a
valuation of the action area and are appropriate in assessing potential
impacts.
44). Noted paragraph has been removed from the FEIS.
45). The map is accurate in the EIS.
46). Comment noted.
47). Paragraph has been revised.&bsp;
48). This statement was removed. Actual acreage values are provided
in the DEIS and are provided in the FEIS.
A-008-113
Thank you for your comment.
49. The FEIS text has been revised to remove “relative calculations” and
associated text for htis section.
50. The numbers have been corrected in the FEIS. Of the 67 transect
sites, 27 and 26 were in the direct (co-located) and indirect area,
respectively. The 14 direct sites exclusively associated with Alternative 1
and 2, respectively, remains the same.
51. Analyzing the 14 survey sites exclusive to either Alternative 1 or
Alternative 2 provides some insight to LEDPA. Alternative 2’s proximity
to Middle Shoals and Big Blue reef is apparent; however, based on
review of survey data and coral coverage maps, Alternative 2 also has
higher quality coral reef in the direct impact area.
52. This study has been added to the Appendices in the FEIS.
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53. The Figure has been “revised” so it will reproduce better in the FEIS.
54. This statement, as identified in the DEIS, are major findings from
Smith (2007) dive surveys and transects. The DEIS attempted to
provided the best available information from multiple historical dive
survey and transect information to characterize the area.
55. The indirect impact analysis was performed on 100% (terrestrial and
marine sediment) of the potential sediment resuspension. The EIS
identifiedthe areas (in distances from the dredge zone) that will received
>6mm sedimentation (adverse effect) and <6mm sedimentation based
on sediment transport modeling, which will beverified by OE ERDC.
A-008-114
Thank you for your comment.
56. This study (NAVFAC Pacific 2006) was provided to assist with
screening of potential alternative wharf sites. Further, it offers valuable
information regarding sediment characterization, which is the subsection
header.
Comment noted that there is some confusion and edits have been made
to the FEIS.
58. This is a Navy 2003b source figure and is not subject to revision.

59. Clarification has been added. The "strata" are not the typical strata
that most ecologists think of, which are biologically defined, which if not
statistically different would not need to be discussed separately.
However, these strata are artificially defined in terms of dredging zones
(direct, indirect impact etc) so they have to be discussed separately. In
retrospect, the term "strata" which was first used by Duane Minton, is not
the best term to define the different zones of impact. Because of the
incompatibility of the methodology used with other Navy data, it was not
representative of the entire impact area, and therefore it was not
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

appropriate to extrapolate out to the greater area.
61. Revisions have been made to clarify.
A-008-115
Thank you for your comment.
62. The source for Figure 11.1-18 is the Guam Coastal Atlas, which
includes revised data collected from 2004-2006. Although this figure is
not as detailed as other benthic coral coverage figures shown in this
Chapter, it is satisfactory for the purposes of showing sensitive marine
biological resources, focusing on T&E species and EFH of the Apra
Harbor region.
63. Text has been revised to reconcile the descriptions of distribution of
elephant ear sponges for the FEIS.
A-008-116
Thank you for your comment.
64. Section 11.2.2.2, pp 11-45: same as comment Vol. 4, #9.

65. The FEIS has been revised as appropriate.
66. The 200 meter indirect zone, was selected to provide a conservative
(error to benefit to coral) estimate of indirect impacts to coral. The FEIS
has been revised to more accurately reflect the indirect impact area.
67. Text changed in FEIS.
68. In-water construction activities that the Navy proposes to minimize
by using best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures
will be determined and agreed upon during the US Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) permit phase of the projects. The Kilo Wharf project
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and the proposed action occur in very different areas of Apra Harbor.
69. Text has been revised in the FEIS.
A-008-117
Thank you for your comments.
70. This statement is relevant regarding the potential compensatory
mitigation sites within the inner reef flats associated with Guam
watershed and stream discharge points.
71. The text was revised per resource agency comment for the ERDEIS.
No text change will be made for the FEIS.
72. The Navy collected a robust data set to include coral distribution,
benthic cover, fish biomass, and fish and invertebrate species
abundance. A standard functional assessment technique that
accurately characterized and quantifies losses and gains of coral aquatic
resource functions, would ideally be used. However, functional
assessment methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies
of existing methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific
community. Further, the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes the
evolving nature of science on this issue and does not mandate any
particular assessment methodology. The Navy assessment used a
historically approved methodology followed by the USACE and NMFS for
quantifying impacts to coral reef ecosystems. For well over 30 years
coral reef ecosystem monitoring and impact assessments have been
based on percent coral cover. Due to the complexity of this ecosystem
percent coral cover has been identified as "the best current available
science" standard (or proxy) to attempt capturing the thousands of
elements that comprise a coral reef ecosystem. In light of the continued
dispute on what parameters need to be collected to fully capture the
impact to coral reefs, the Navy's assessment is currently under review by
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USACE . Upon completion of that in-depth review, if USACE feels
additional information is warranted the Navy will seek additional data a
revise its analysis prior to submitting a permit application.
73. For the sake of discussion, the text specifically states “Areas that
lack hard stable surfaces, such as sand, mud, and algae covered sea
floor areas do not support substantial coral growth. Algae are clearly a
limiting factor for coral growth. The text has been further clarified for the
FEIS.
74. Text has been revised in FEIS.
75. Text has been revised in FEIS to clarify the indirect impacts.

A-008-118
Thank you for your comment.
76. The information provided was based on best currently available
information.
77. Information in the EIS associated with this comment has been
removed.
78. The Navy disagrees that soft bottom community removal constitutes
a significant impact, as evidenced by historical data related
to maintenance dredging of existing harbors. Furthermore, biological
organisms associated with these habitats are frequently exposed to
natural disturbances and therefore have adapted to that environment.
Impacts to soft bottom community would be short-term and localized. No
text change to FEIS.
79. Text has been revised as suggested in the FEIS.
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80. Text has been revised to correctly reference Pauley et al. (2002) or
appropriate reference has been provided in FEIS.
81. The Navy, in accordance with all applicable USACE guidance, will
implement appropriate BMPs.

A-008-119
Thank you for your comment.
82. As evidenced by historical data related to maintenance dredging of
existing harbors, impacts to non-coral communities would be short-term
and localized. Furthermore, biological organisms associated with these
habitats are frequently exposed to natural disturbances and therefore
have adapted to that environment. No text change to FEIS.
A-008-120
Thank you for your comments.
83. Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically
approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other
methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR)
satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems
impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and associated
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dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
84. As evidenced by historical data related to maintenance dredging of
existing harbors, impacts to non-coral communities would be short-term
and localized. Furthermore, biological organisms associated with these
habitats are frequently exposed to natural disturbances and therefore
have adapted to that environment. No text change to FEIS.
85. As evidenced by historical data related to maintenance dredging of
existing harbors, impacts to non-coral communities would be short-term
and localized. Furthermore, biological organisms associated with these
habitats are frequently exposed to natural disturbances and therefore
have adapted to that environment. No text change to FEIS.

86. All mitigation options associated with the proposed CVN transient
wharf, including the use of artificial reefs and watershed restoration, are
being considered by the Navy. When the Navy develops its proposed
compensatory mitigation plan, mitigation options contained within the
plan will be evaluated by the USACE for permitting to determine
compliance with the Compensatory Mitigation Rule. The
final determination for permitting would not be made until after the
Record of Decision on this EIS.
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A-008-121
Thank you for your comment.
90. The intent of the artificial reef is to provide a surface by which
macroalgae and sessile invertebrates may attach increasing surface
area and habitat for fish and other organisms. As stated in the DEIS, the
HEA includes a discussion of pros and counterpoints/cons of artificial
reefs and watershed management projects. The text has been modified
as appropriate in the FEIS
91. Statement has been reviewed and revised as appropriate in FEIS.
While your comment regarding artificial reefs not being able to exactly
recreate the coral and fish communities that may have existed prior to
the action has merit, the aggregate beneficial effects of the total
compensatory mitigation measures that will be approved by the USACE
must be considered.
A-008-122
Thank you for your comment. Please refer to the previous respective
responses for Volume 4, comment numbers 14, 19, and 20.
A-008-123
Thank you for your comment. The text has been revised as appropriate.
A-008-124
Thank you for your comments.
96. The text has been modified as appropriate to clarify the percentages
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of coral cover impact.
97. The table reference in the text has been modified in the FEIS.
98. While presenting this information in terms of acres may have some
value, it is felt that the discussion of percentages may present the
relative situation between the Alternatives in a more meaningful manner
to the public. The text has been modified as appropriate in the FEIS to
enhance its readability for the public.
A-008-125
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been revised to
standardized text describing coral reef.
A-008-126
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to incorporate
information from the ESA Section 7 consultation.
A-008-127
Thank you for your comment. Responses to numbered comments
follow. 2) interrelated impacts are addressed in Volume 2 (Chapter 16
Socioeconomics), Volume 6, and Volume 7. 3) The footprint includes
some open space areas that are not part of facilities sizes; text was
modified accordingly. 4) As stated in Chapter 2, analysis of weapons
emplacement sites is contained in a classified appendix. 5) Chapter 2
has been updated with references to the housing information presented
in Volume 2; no additional land area is needed to accommodate the
housing facilities, and that has been added to the text. 6) Munitions
storage facilities information is presented in Section 2.3.2.2, Table 2.3-3,
and Figure 2.4-2. 7) Analysis of EMR associated with radars is in the
classified appendix; the text of Chapter 2 was updated to make that
clear. 8) Figure 2.4-1 has been updated with proposed housing
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footprints. 9) This statement is accurate, so no additional information is
available on whether the existing facilities will need to be relocated, nor
where that could occur. 10) Statement about allowing for future
expansion was removed, as it is not part of the proposed action. 11)
Munitions Storage Alternative 1 is the Army's preferred alternative. 12)
The impact of Alternative 3 to designated mitigation areas is part of the
impact analysis; analysis of weapons emplacement sites effects on
mitigation areas is presented in the classified appendix.
A-008-128
Thank you for your comment. Operational noise from the AMDTF would
be minimal because no live-fire exercises are proposed. Any noise
generated by these activities would be location dependent and the
specific activities and locations are classified and have been addressed
in the classified annex to this EIS.
A-008-129
Thank you for your comment. Indirect impacts for non-classified actions
have been added to the FEIS. Utilities would not result in additional
impacts to habitat. The construction of the Army Missile Defense Task
Force weapons emplacement sites will take place on Guam on Andersen
Northwest Field. The project will consist of three separate fenced areas
where construction and operations will take place. The projects footprint
includes all activities within the 30-foot clear zone outside of the outer
fence line and all construction, maintenance, operations, and training
that are necessary to support the Army Missile Defense Task Force at
the weapons emplacement sites. This includes but is not limited to: new
facilities, internal access roads, security, lighting, and electromagnetic
radiation hazard areas. Existing roads will be used to access the sites
and utilities will be connected to the project site along already existing
disturbed areas (i.e., right-of-way). The total action area of the weapons
emplacement sites is 129.1 acres (52.1 hectares). This consists of
approximately 2.1 acres (0.8 hectares) of limestone forest, 21 acres (8.5
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hectares) of disturbed limestone forest, 66 acres (27 hectares) of scrub
or scrub forest, 12 acres (4.8 hectares) of Vitex-closed canopy or sparse
canopy, 2.0 acres (0.8 hectares) coconut grove and 26 acres (11
hectares) of developed lands. Of the total project footprint, 101 acres (41
hectares) is within the Guam National Wildlife Refuge Overlay.
A-008-130
Thank you for your comment. The impacts for Alternatives 1 and 3 have
been added to the table.
A-008-131
Thank you for your comment. The AMDTF is located at Andersen and
new roadways would be limited to the AMDTF site. The current
roadways near the site have enough capacity for the buildout of the
AMDTF site.
The Andersen shuttle is an existing shuttle service.
A-008-132
Thank you for your comment. The impacts for Alternatives 1 and 3 have
been added to the table.
A-008-133
Thank you for your comment. Roadways not used by the general public
on Guam are not evaluated in Volume 6 but in other volumes.
A-008-134
Thank you for your comment. The Proposed Action would result in the
acquisition of lands on the east side of Guam near Route 15 and the
existing Andersen Air Force Base South property and the construction of
a live fire training range complex on the site. The lands consist of
Government of Guam controlled parcels as well as a few privately owned
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parcels. The Government of Guam parcels are held by two entities, the
Chamorro Land Trust and the Ancestral Lands Commission. These
entities manage certain Government of Guam land holdings to support
native Chamorro interests and compensate land owners for lands
currently controlled by the federal government.
In the northern most parcel, under the control of the Chamorro Land
Trust, there exits the Guam International Raceway. This entity, which is
a non-profit organization, operates a raceway complex consisting of a
drag strip and various motorcycle and off-road vehicle courses pursuant
to a 20 year license with the Chamorro Land Trust. These recreational
facilities satisfy a significant component of the public demand for racing
as well as accommodating periodic police vehicle training. The license is
set to expire in 2018. Under the terms of the license the Guam
International Raceway is able to remove aggregate mined from the site
to improve its operations, but at the option of the Chamorro Land Trust
must return the property in "pristine" condition upon the termination of
the license. The license clearly states that the Guam International
Raceway has no interest in the underlying property pursuant to its
license. Further, there is no right to renew the license.
Should DoD decide to acquire land for the Route 15 training range
complex, an offer of just compensation would be made to the owners of
the property, including the lands held by the Chamorro Land Trust. The
just compensation offer would be at the full fair market value of the
property, based upon an appraisal of the property and its highest and
best use. Since DoD would acquire the property from the fee owners,
any compensation to the operators of the Guam International Raceway
would be a matter to be determined between the current land owner, the
Chamorro Land Trust, and the tenant, the Guam International Raceway.
In the event DoD acquires the land, the Guam International Raceway
would have to decide whether to continue operation in another location.
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If it chose to continue operations it may be eligible for relocation
assistance from DoD pursuant to the Uniform Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970. If eligible, DoD would provide
relocation assistance in the form of advisory services, and some specific
financial assistance related to a move, but would not be responsible for
the physical relocation of the operations of the Guam International
Raceway.
As to possible sites for the relocation of the Guam International
Raceway, such actions would be under the control of Government of
Guam officials as they are responsible for non-federal land use decisions
on Guam. Given that a raceway complex is an industrial activity, it is
most likely that any siting of a future raceway complex will be on lands
zoned for such industrial activities and not within lands deemed recovery
habitat for ESA listed species. Should the Guam International Raceway
decide to continue operations and be eligible for relocation assistance
from DoD, DoD will work with Government of Guam land use and natural
resource officials to ensure that habitat concerns for ESA listed species
are taken into account in any relocation effort.

A-008-135
Thank you for your comment. The Navy is currently in
formal consultation and continues to work with the USFWS and will
incorporate additional appropriate conservation measures into the FEIS
as applicable.
A-008-136
Thank you for your comment. The projected increase in tonnage and
number of boxes handled is approximately double or slightly more than
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double from present to the 2010-2014 timeframe according to the Port of
Guam 2009 report to the legislature. Increases in cargo due to the
military buildup are discussed in Volume 2 Chapter 14 (marine
transportation), using the Port of Guam Master Plan as a primary
reference. In addition, Volume 2 Chapter 10 Section 10.2.2.6 includes
updated information on the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan. Regarding
evaluation of moving DoD goods and personnel through the port,
additional information on procedures and responsibilities are being
added to the FEIS. It is anticipated that increased customs and
agricultural inspection recommendations resulting from military cargo
and personnel at the port will be coordinated through both Guam and
relevant Federal officials, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
DoD will also work with the por to develop plans to ensure that required
inspections are conducted prior to release of materials to DoD
construction sites. Formal agreements with Federal and Guam agencies
on inspections will be pursued. Information on this subject in the MBP
will be provided to the port and DoD will provide technical assistance to
develop the procedures and progress will be tracked. DoD anticipates
agreements with the Port and relevant Guam and federal officials to
handle the costs of customs and agricultural inspections.
A-008-137
Thank you for your comment. Workforce housing would be provided by
the contractors as described in Volume 2, Chapter 16, “Socioeconomics
and General Services.” DoD would not provide workforce housing, but
design/construction contracts would require the contractor to
accommodate the workforce in accordance with specified health and
safety standards. Various proposals are being developed by potential
contractors in anticipation of winning a contract. The timing and location
are unknown for construction and/or renovation of housing to
accommodate the construction workforce, but it is possible that some of
the workforce housing projects would begin independently of DoD’s
Record of Decision.
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

There are no plans to allow contractors to locate workforce housing on
DoD-controlled land. Therefore, it is anticipated that should workforce
housing needs require the construction of new housing, such workforce
housing would be located on either private or Government of Guam
lands. In either instance Guam officials would control the underlying
land use and permit decisions associated with the siting of such
housing. DoD would work with Government of Guam land use and
natural resource officials to identify any contractor plans or efforts to
construct workforce housing and DOD shall ensure that contractors are
informed of their responsibilities to comply with Government of Guam
land use restrictions. In particular, the Guam Land Use Commission
recently issued GLUC 2009-1 which specifically addresses the issue of
zoning for workforce housing.
A-008-138
Thank you for your comment. Figure 2.5-3 does not illustrate proposed
road projects. Figure 2.5-3 shows the existing mass transit network and
demand service areas on Guam.
As indicated by the figure titles, Figures 2.5-2 and Figures 2.5-6 depict
the preferred haul routes for cargo and the Guam road network. They
also include locations of EXISTING rock quarries, landfills, concrete
batch plants, and precast concrete fabrication facilities. They have been
included in the figures to illustrate the most likely travel routes that will be
taken when transporting construction materials from either the port or
from the quarries, concrete batch plants, and prefab facilities to various
project sites and also when transporting construction waste from the
project sites to municipal landfills for disposal. The DoD does not
propose to establish rock quarries, landfills, concrete batch plants and
precast concrete fabrication facilities and are therefore not included in
the environmental impact analysis.
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A-008-139
Thank you for your comment. The exclusion of analysis for certain
projects and certain project types are for direct impacts. Encroachment
of invasive species from disturbed-scrub edge vegetation was
considered as an indirect impact when vegetation removed was adjacent
to habitat areas (e.g. along roads edged with scrub vegetation adjacent
to Northern Guam forests). Project types, such as pavement
strengthening, may indirectly affect Mariana common moorhens through
noise during the construction phase. The FHWA has committed to preconstruction Mariana common moorhen surveys during the Section 7
ESA consultation between the Navy and the USFWS PIFO. Text has
been included in Volume 2 Chapter 12 discussing these indirect impacts
and the inclusion of pre-construction monitoring for moorhens in the
roadways mitigation discussion. These surveys will occur along roadway
projects adjacent to moorhen habitats (e.g. palustrine wetlands along Rt
1, and the wetland area in the vicinity of Rt 8 & Rt 16 junction).
A-008-140
Thank you for your comment. The new fuel storage facility has been
removed from the proposed action. Additional discussion of impacts from
proposed powerlines has been added.
A-008-141
Thank you for your comment. The figures have been updated to more
clearly indicate wells. Locations of waterlines and wells are being reevaluated to determine if they can be moved. Discussion has been
added regarding avoidance of Tabernaemontana rotensis trees.
A-008-142
Thank you for your comment. The possibility of including a single set of
tables for an overall impact summary and the format in the context of the
entire EIS is being considered.
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A-008-143
Thank you for your comment. Volume 6 Chapter 2.5 provides the
roadway project descriptions which the subsequent resource chapters
refer to. Volume 6 Table 2.5.1 lists each roadway project (off-base) by
project number with location description. Project 35 includes bridge
crossings at Atantano, Laguas, Sasa, and Fonte Rivers. Projects 24 and
26 occur along Route 1 and 2A (respectively) and are adjacent to
palustrine wetlands with suitable habitat for the Mariana common
moorhen. These projects, however, are pavement strengthening projects
and will not directly affect the Mariana common moorhen habitat.
Because these projects do not widen in these areas, there will be no
impact on overlay refuge units on Navy properties. Because these
projects may indirectly affect Mariana common moorhens through noise
during the construction phase, the FHWA has committed to preconstruction Mariana common moorhen surveys during the Section 7
ESA consultation between the Navy and the USFWS PIFO. Text has
been included in Volume 2 Chapter 12 discussing these indirect impacts
and the inclusion of pre-construction monitoring for moorhens in the
roadways mitigation discussion. The FHWA examined ROW issues on
both the north side and south side of Route 9. Existing ROW to the south
will be used to the extent possible to minimize widening into the essential
habitat. The south side of Route 9 is predominantly residential where
ROW acquisition may not be possible. Therefore, since the south side of
Route 9 residential properties were a mitigatable restraint, FHWA
designed the project to expand on the north side of Route 9. Mitigations
and conservation measures for habitat removal on the north side of
Route 9 are included in the Section 7 ESA consultation between the
Navy and the USFWS Pacific Islands Field Office.
A-008-144
Thank you for your comment. Tables for each alternative are not
necessary because of the similarity of projects that require vegetation
clearing across all alternatives. As stated in Vol 6 Ch 12.2.6.2, proposed
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road projects under Alternative 2 are the same as the proposed road
projects under Alternative 1, with the exception of military access point
locations at NCTS Finegayan and Andersen AFB. These military access
point projects that are included as part of Alternative 2 (GRN # 38, 39,
and 41) would have the same direct and indirect impacts as those
military access point projects included as part of Alternative 1 (GRN #
38A, 39A, and 41A). As stated in Vol 6 Ch 12.2.6.3, gate locations for
Alternative 3 are the same for Alternative 1, except that NCTS
Finegayan Main Gate and commercial gate locations (GRN # 38 and 39)
are in different locations than the Main Gate and commercial gate
locations in Alternative 1 (GRN #38A and 39A). The GRN # 38 and 39
locations would have the same direct and indirect impacts as GRN # 38A
and 39A. Therefore, impacts to terrestrial biological resources of
Alternative 3 are similar to Alternative 1 for each region. As stated in Vol
6 Ch 12.2.6.4, proposed road projects under Alternative 8 are the same
as the proposed road projects under Alternative 1, with the exception of
the military access point location at Barrigada (Air Force). This gate
location project included as part of Alternative 8 (GRN # 49A) would
have the same direct and indirect impacts as the military access point
project included as part of Alternative 3 (GRN # 49); therefore, impacts
to terrestrial biological resources of Alternative 8 are similar to
Alternatives 1 and 3 for each region.
A-008-145
Thank you for your comment. The Navy is in formal consultation with the
USFWS under section 7 of the ESA. Based on the on-going consultation,
mitigation measures for the moorhen will be incorporated into the FEIS
as appropriate.
A-008-146
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to include
additional information on adaptive management. DoD anticipates that
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a multi-agency workgroup chaired by DoD will be established to oversee
adaptive management implementation and decision-making.
A-008-147
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS will contain updated information
reflecting the on-going investigation of potential wetland areas. The
platoon battle course will be located such that no wetland habitat is
impacted during construction and all construction will begin during the
dry season so that noise impacts to Mariana common moorhen are
avoided. If the action cannot begin in the dry season, pre-construction
surveys will be completed. DoN will work with the U.S. Department of
Transportation and Guam Public Works Department to ensure road and
bridge work will be designed, to the maximum extent practical, so that
wetland impacts are minimized up and downstream of the site such that
habitat for listed species is not negatively impacted (i.e., permanently
altering habitat such that the moorhens will no longer use it) due to the
improvements. Bridge and road construction and improvements at the
Atantano and other wetland areas adjacent to Route 1 on Guam will
occur when moorhen are not nesting at or near (within 300 meters) the
project site to avoid effects to moorhen (Takara 2010). Pre-construction
surveys, one week prior to the onset of work will be completed by a
biologist (experienced in the identification of the Mariana common
moorhen by sight and vocalizations and experienced with
implementation of USFWS protocol survey methodology) to ensure that
no nesting moorhens are present. If nesting moorhens are present,
clearing and construction will be postponed until the chicks have fledged.
If work stops for more than 1 week, pre-construction surveys should be
repeated to ensure that no moorhens have begun nesting (Takara 2010).
All bridge replacements occur along Route 1 and and most include
minimal if any wetland habitat. None of them are within the Guam
National Wildlife Refuge Overlay. The Atantano wetlands are secondary
habitat as identified in the recovery plan for the Mariana common
moorhen (USFWS 1992, p. 5-10). Conservation measures will be
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incorporated into the projects where wetlands are present to ensure
wetland habitat function and value are not altered.
A-008-148
Thank you for your comment. The change in climate conditions caused
by the burning of fossil fuels is a global effect, and requires that an
analysis of greenhouse gas emissions impact on climate change be
assessed on a global or regional scale, not at the local scale of a city or
an island. The proposed alternatives mostly involve the relocation of the
military operations already occurring in the West Pacific region;
therefore, fossil fuel burning activities in the region are unlikely to change
significantly. The analysis presented in the FEIS does not make the
assumption that GHG emissions would not increase as a result of the
relocation of activities within the region and estimates the GHG
emissions resulting from relocating activities on Guam. Overall global
greenhouse gas emissions are likely to remain near the current levels on
a regional or global scale, resulting in an insignificant impact to current
global climate change trends. As discussed in Volume 7, Chapter 4 of
the FEIS, the operational CO2 equivalent emissions from the preferred
alternatives would comprise less than 0.00085% of the U.S. 2007 CO2
equivalent emissions. Given this very slight contribution, it is difficult to
speculate on the potential impacts of global warming on the resources of
the project area. It should also be noted that DoD operations incorporate
reductions of GHGs through energy reduction initiatives, the Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) system, recent Executive
Orders (EOs) on GHGs and other measures (see Volume 2, Chapter 5
and Volume 7, Chapter 4 of the FEIS).
A-008-149
Thank you for your comment. The suggested text has been added.
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A-008-150
Thank you for your comments. The Navy's various operational
instructions and technical guides contain instructions and procedures on
how to manage ballast water and hull fouling-- the two primary pathways
of potentially invasive marine species. In addition, the Navy's Micronesia
Biosecurity Plan (MBP), scheduled for completion in late 2010, will
contain recommended BMPs for further reducing the likelihood of marine
invasive species introductions.
A-008-151
Thank you for your comment.
There was an error in the summary of impacts in Volume 7 of the Draft
EIS. The Final EIS has been corrected to identify a significant and
mitigable impact to recreational resources, including reefs, during
construction and operation of the proposed action.
A-008-152
Thank you for your comments.
13) Categorically excluded projects are considered in the Final EIS
cumulative impact assessment as requested.
14) These specific mitigation measures are being discussed in the
Section 7 consultation with USFWS. Mitigation measures resulting from
the consultation have been included in the Final EIS, if they
were available in time for publication.
15) Edits are made to the Figures, as suggested, in the Final EIS.
16) The assessment is consistent with CEQ guidelines and the
references to specific guidelines are provided. Due to the complexity of
the project, there are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the
summary of impacts for all components of the proposed action and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action on other past,
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present and reasonably foreseeable projects. A systematic methodology
was applied in both analyses.

A-008-153
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-154
Thank you for your comments. The FEIS has been updated to reflect the
latest mitigation commitments and to present a balanced review of pros
and cons. The report you refer to (artificial reef mitigation) is a final
report and will not be edited at this time. There may be updates to the
report, along with other new mitigation information, to support the Army
Corps of Engineers permits following the ROD.
A-008-155
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
A-008-156
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. Mitigation regarding impacts to coral habitat is
continually being updated as consultation progresses. There may be
updates to the report to support the Army Corps of Engineers permits,
but they would be considered new reports with new information.
A-008-157
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
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Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS), “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation.
A-008-158
Thank you for your comment. The report you refer to is a final report and
will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
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reports with new information.
Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically
approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other
methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR)
satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems
impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and associated
dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-008-159
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
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DEIS), “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation.
A-008-160
Thank you for your comment. The report you refer to is a final report and
will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
A-008-161
Thank you for your comment. The report you refer to is a final report and
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will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
The FEIS body of the document contains appropriate conversions. The
FEIS text has been revised, replacing EO 13089 definition of coral reefs
with the CWA definition as requested, not in the Appendices, but in the
Methodology Section of Volumes 2 and 4.
A-008-162
Thank you for your comment. The report you refer to is a final report and
will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information. Some of these comments are repeats from
the DEIS Volumes and have been addressed appropriately.
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A-008-163
Thank you for your comment. DoD is working with OIA and other
Federal agencies to coordinate solutions that will minimize adverse
impacts to the citizens of Guam from the proposed military relocation
program.
A-008-164
Thank you for your comment. The MBP will not be finalized until 2011.
Specific biosecurity measures have been added to the FEIS to
supplement existing practices that address invasive species. It is
expected that the Legal authorities for invasive species control are listed
in the MBP. Additional information has been added on invasive species
risks as suggested. Additional details on mitigation of threats from BTS
are being added to the EIS. Information pertaining to the MBP and
biosecurity issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10, Section
10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11, Section
11.2.2.6 for marine species.
A-008-165
Thank you for your comment. Volume 6 Chapters 6 (Water Resources),
12 (Terrestrial Biological Resources), and 13 (Marine Biological
Resources) have been updated to include tables for direct impacts to
stream crossings. Potential indirect impacts into specific drainages and
watersheds have been updated in Volume 6 Chapter 12 in relation to
aquatic habitats and Volume 6 Chapter 13 for marine habitats. Section
404 CWA permitting will be required and need not be completed for the
NEPA analysis.
A-008-166
Thank you for your comment. The referenced incorrect information on
Tinian monarchs has been removed. Impacts to the monarch have been
evaluated in the EIS.The siting of the ranges has been carefully
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considered and the current proposed locations were chosen to meet
mission requirements as well as numerous other resource area
requirements. Description of protection and conservation measures were
included in the DEIS and have been been expanded in the FEIS. Details
that are requested on the Ungulate Management Plan are not currently
available and would be in the Ungulate Management Plan when it is
finalized.The engineer equipment and decontamination training area will
result in the construction of a water runoff control pond. A wash-down
pad and oil-water separator will be installed to ensure hazardous
materials are not washed into the pond. The pond will be a small, rocklined pit with a drainage sump and constructed such that it does not
serve as an attractant for the endangered Mariana common moorhen or
other shore or sea birds. Though the soils are porous limestone, the
pond will have steeply sloping sides and vegetation will be mowed or
removed such that foraging and nesting habitat is not created. A
Biological Monitor will survey the water runoff control pond to ensure that
the completed project does not serve as an attractant for the endangered
Mariana common moorhen. The Biological Monitor shall survey the area
for one year post-construction after all rainfall events sufficient to allow
ponding in the area, to determine if it is an attractant. As part of the
proposed action, the DoN has funded and is a participating agency in the
development of the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan. Individual activities for
various species will continue, but the DoN and others agree it is more
efficient to manage pathways and prescribe corrective measures for a
suite of species which will be monitored at discrete control points through
time. This approach will be applied to transportation and handling of all
the proposed action related cargos (construction and training activities;
military and contractors), coming into and out of Guam and Tinian.
However, the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is much greater and is
applicable to all agencies in Micronesia and will provide a platform for
coordination and integration of inter-agency invasive species
management efforts such as control, interdiction, eradication, and
research. The purpose of the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is to address
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pathways and encourage a more holistic approach to managing invasive
species. The National Invasive Species Council (NISC) will develop and
coordinate risk assessments and the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan in
cooperation with U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal Plant Health
Inspection Service (USDA APHIS) Wildlife Services, USDA APHIS Plant
and Protection and Quarantine, USDA APHIS Veterinary Services; U.S.
Geological Survey Biological Resources Division; NAVFAC Pacific;
Smithsonian Environmental Research Center. The overall goal of
biosecurity for the proposed action is to avoid and minimize the potential
impacts posed by non-native invasive species to the natural resources of
Guam and Tinian. Until the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is developed,
pathway analysis may be used as a tool to improve programmatic
efficiency. Methods such as Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points
or similar will be used to conduct pathway analysis as applied to aspects
of interdiction for brown treesnake and other potential invasive species.
The approach for the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan will involve risk
assessments which will provide decision support and corrective actions
that integrate techniques involving exclusion, detection, eradication, and
control of non-native and invasive organisms that can be
readily developed into standard operating procedures, training
instructions, and applied best management practices related to
supporting and completing construction projects and infrastructure
repairs. Many of these techniques already exist The risk assessments
will identify and prioritize hazards and risks for species, pathways, and
vectors which could include, but are not limited to, non-native species,
construction equipment, training materials, personal protective
equipment, foot traffic, vehicles and vessels, and shipping/packing
material. The outcomes from the risk assessments will be corrective
measures, monitoring techniques, and best management practices to
avoid and minimize the introduction of non-native invasive species to
Guam, the CNMI, and other Pacific Islands. The control of ants that may
be impacting the the eight-spot butterfly and the invertebrate Platydemus
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manokwari that may be impacting the native tree snails is being
evaluated as possible mitigation for these species.
A-008-167
Comment noted.
A-008-168
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-169
Thank you for your comment. NPS has been an important team member
during the agency partnering process and preparation of the
Programmatic Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the
team.
A-008-170
Comment noted.
A-008-171
Thank you for your comment. It is anticipated there would be a rapid rise
in H2B visa foreign workers (for construction jobs), followed by a decline
because their construction jobs would go away after structures and
facilities for the buildup are completed. This would also occur because
of the conditions of their employment status (to leave Guam when their
job is completed). The result of this characteristic "boomtown" economy
is discussed in the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study (SIAS) that
is in Appendix F, Volume 9 of the DEIS (section 1.2.2).
A-008-172
Thank you for your comment.
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A-008-173
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-174
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. Volumes 1 and 7 have also been updated. A
determination of significance for impacts to NPS units is presented in the
Volume 2 Chapter 9.
A-008-175
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 2 of Volume 8 discusses the
consistency of the proposed actions with relevant federal, state, and
local plans, policies, and controls. This chapter has been updated based
on NPS comments.
A-008-176
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the
combined potential impacts of the preferred alternatives for the entire
proposed action on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of Volumes 2
through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume 7, Chapter
3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all components
of the preferred alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in
the resource health due to anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic factors
that impact resource health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are
described. This section includes limited quantitative data for proposed
action impacts. For example, special-status species habitat loss due to
the proposed action and current amount of habitat available island wide
is presented in Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative islandwide data readily available for most of the resource areas assessed and
the impact analysis is often qualitative.
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Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when compared to potential
impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects. The
period of consideration for the cumulative impact analysis is 2004 to
2019. The project list is based on best available information from DoD
and the Guam Land Use Commission database. There is no National
Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document disclosing project
impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed; therefore, there is
insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to conduct a
quantitative impact analysis. There is a table at the end of Chapter 4 that
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts. Potential significant
cumulative impacts are identified for some resources. Mitigation
measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative impacts
analysis has been expanded in the FEIS.
A-008-177
Thank you for your comment. DoD conducted an extensive scoping
effort back in 2007 that helped frame the issues analyzed in the Draft
EIS. The Draft EIS evaluates a full range of alternatives and uses the
best available information to asses impacts on the macro and localized
level. DoD worked closely with local and Federal resource agencies to
collect the latest information and provide a sufficient level of detail in the
Draft EIS.
A-008-178
Thank you for your comment. NPS has been an important team member
during the agency partnering process and preparation of the
Programmatic Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the
team.
A-008-179
Thank you for your comment.
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A-008-180
Thank you for your comment. NPS has been an important team member
during the agency partnering process and preparation of the
Programmatic Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the
team.
A-008-181
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-182
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-183
Thank you for your comment. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been
added to Volume 1 identifying information and analysis that has been
added between publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This
includes a section specifying effects associated with indirect and induced
growth. NPS effects are included in this chapter.
A-008-184
Thank you for your comment. There may be temporary impacts to traffic
and public safety during the construction of the road. These temporary
impacts will be mitigated by implementing a Traffic Management Plan
that includes, but is not limited to, the use of traffic control devices,
phasing of construction, reduced speed limits and lighting.
A-008-185
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources analysis
(Chapter 9) in Volume 2 has been updated based on NPS comments.
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A-008-186
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources analysis
(Chapter 9) in Volume 2 has been updated based on NPS comments.
A-008-187
Thank you for your comment.
A-008-188
Thank you for your comment. Effects to tourism are addressed in the
recreation chapter (Chapter 9 of Volume 2), socioeconomic
chapter(Chapter 16 of Volume 2) and the Socioeconomic Impact
Assessment Study (SIAS) that is Appendix F, Volume 9 of the DEIS.
More information on has been included in the FEIS relating to impacts on
the national park units on Guam.
A-008-189
Thank you for your comment. The items identified in this comment are
not part of the proposed action and are therefore not addressed in the
EIS.
A-008-190
Thank you for your comment. A chapter has been added to Volume 1
(Chapter 4) summarizing changes made to the Final EIS. This includes
a section specifying effects associated with indirect and induced growth.
As one form of mitigation, the DoD would conduct historic property
awareness training of Marines and soldiers to promote protections of
sensitive sites. NPS has been an important team member during the
agency partnering process and preparation of the Programmatic
Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the team. This
will continue following the Record of Decision. DoD will continue to work
with NPS, other agencies, and the public to ensure that the short term
impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the long term
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effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good
neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam.
A-008-191
Thank you for your comment. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been
added to Volume 1 identifying information and analysis that has been
added between publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This
includes a section specifying effects associated with indirect and induced
growth.
A-008-192
Thank you for your comment. A percentage increase of invasive species
cannot be predicted with any accuracy and the species that may become
problematic are difficult to determine. The Micronesia Biosecurity Plan
(MBP) that is being developed in conjunction with the proposed action
will provide an analysis. The MBP will also provide inspection
recommendations for cargo entering and leaving Guam and will
recommend steps to prevent spread of invasive species. The MBP will
address all aspects of the potential for the transport of brown treesnake
and all potential non-native invaseive species to other Pacific Islands
and to Guam due to military activities originating on Guam. The Navy is
in ongoing discussions with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
specific procedures and requirements for inspections of cargo and these
will be incorporated into the EIS. Information pertaining to the MBP and
general biosecurity issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10,
Section 10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11,
Section 11.2.2.6 for marine species. Volume 2, Chapter 14 (marine
transportation) has been updated to include estimated increases of
cargo traffic associated with both organic growth and the military buildup.
A-008-193
Thank you for your comment. Watershed erosion studies and projects
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are being considered as mitigation for marine impacts in Apra Harbor,
and other greenbelt plantings are being considered.
Additional discussion on impact to national park units on Guam is
provided in the Final EIS.
A-008-194
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.

An analysis of the effects of recreational fishing has been added to
Chapter 16 of Volume 2.
A-008-195
Thank you for your comment. As documented in this EIS, DoD
acknowledges the existing sub-standard 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
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adverse impacts associated with the proposed military relocation
program, DoD is leading a federal inter-agency effort to identify other
Federal programs and funding sources that could benefit the people of
Guam.
Due to the complexity of the project, there are two parts of the
cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts for all components
of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an assessment of the
additive impacts of the proposed action in combination with other past,
present and reasonably foreseeable projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A
systematic methodology was applied in both analyses. Volume 7,
Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of the preferred
alternatives for the entire proposed action on Guam and Tinian. The
impacts of Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of
Volume 7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined
impacts of all components of the preferred alternatives. Significant
impacts are identified. Trends in the resource health due to
anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic factors that impact resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when compared to potential
impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects. The
period of consideration for the cumulative impact analysis is 2004 to
2019. The project list is based on best available information from DoD
and the Guam Land Use Commission database. There is no National
Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document disclosing project
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impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed; therefore, there is
insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to conduct a
quantitative impact analysis. There is a table at the end of Chapter 4 that
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts. Potential significant
cumulative impacts are identified for some resources. Mitigation
measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative impacts
analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition of
climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-008-196
Thank you for your comment. In addition to continuing to implement
existing standard operating procedures and DoD requirements covering
the inspection and transport of material and personnel from Guam to
other locations, the Navy is also funding and coordinating the
preparation of a Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP). This plan will
address all aspects of the potential for the transport of the brown
treesnake, and all potential non-native invasive species, to other Pacific
Islands and from other locations to Guam due to the military activities
originating on Guam. Information pertaining to the MBP and biosecurity
issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2.6 for
terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11, Section 11.2.2.6 for
marine species. Volume 2 Chapter 14 (marine transportation) has been
updated to include projected cargo traffic through the Port of Guam
associated with both organic growth and the military buildup.
A-008-197
Thank you for your comment. Although not included in the Habitat
Equivalency Analysis, assessment of soft sediment benthic habitat
effects is included in the impact analysis and mitigation measure
strategies.
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A-008-198
Thank you for your comment. Watershed erosion studies and projects
are being considered as mitigation for marine impacts in Apra Harbor,
and other greenbelt plantings are being considered. The Final EIS
contains a number of additional mitigation measures that would lessen
surface water runoff. This is in addition to the proposed surface water
drainage measures that are included in the proposed design of the
proposed main cantonment and other areas that would be developed as
part of this proposed action.
A-008-199
Thank you for your comment. Monitoring of sea turtle harassment safety
zones will be conducted by qualified observers. Pile driving or dredging
will not be initiated or re-initiated during nighttime hours when visual
clearance of the zone cannot be conducted.
A-008-200
Thank you for your comment. Amphibious craft landings are not part of
the proposed actions.
A-008-201
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. The Programmatic Agreement is a way to
streamline the workload for the SHPOs. We would like to reiterate that
the NPS has been an important team member during the agency
partnering process and preparation of the Programmatic Agreement.
The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the team. This will continue
following the Record of Decision.
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A-008-202
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. Funding for additional staffing for NPS and the
Guam and CNMI HPOs is not included in the mitigation measures.
However, NPS has been an important team member during the agency
partnering process and preparation of the Programmatic Agreement.
The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the team. This will continue
following the Record of Decision.
A-008-203
Thank you for your comment. In accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act, the EIS contains a comprehensive analysis of
potential impacts of the proposed actions and alternatives. Additional
studies have been completed following preparation of the Draft EIS; the
Final EIS has been updated with this information. Furthermore, revisions
have been made to the EIS based on comments from agencies and the
public. In addition, a chapter has been added to Volume 1 (Chapter 4)
summarizing changes made to the Final EIS. This includes a section
specifying effects associated with indirect and induced growth. The
DEIS describes the intensive selection process that the Department of
the Navy went through to select alternatives for the location of the firing
range on Guam in Section 2.3.1. The remaining alternatives do have
different impacts in terms of individual environmental resources.
Consequently, the Final EIS contains sufficient information for the
decision maker to make an informed decision.
A-008-204
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 2 of Volume 8 discusses the
consistency of the proposed actions with relevant federal, state, and
local plans, policies, and controls. This chapter has been updated based
on NPS comments. Also, the NPS comment package has been added
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to Appendix G (Cultural Resources) which addresses consultations
associated with the Programmatic Agreement.
A-008-205
Thank you for your comment. NPS has been an important team member
during the agency partnering process and preparation of the
Programmatic Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the
team. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been added to Volume 1
identifying information and analysis that has been added between
publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This includes a section
specifying effects associated with indirect and induced growth. The
Record of Decision will contain a description of practicable means
implemented to avoid or minimize environmental impacts. It will also
specify the mitigation measures and associated monitoring efforts to be
implemented by DoD.
A-008-206
Thank you for your comment. DoD appreciates NPS comments and the
recommended mitigation measures.
A-008-207
Thank you for your comment. No direct or indirect impacts have been
identified at this location.
A-008-208
Thank you for your comment. This figure has been corrected.
A-008-209
Thank you for your comment. This figure has been corrected.
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A-008-210
Thank you for your comment. It is anticipated there would be a rapid rise
in H2B visa foreign workers (for construction jobs), followed by a decline
because their construction jobs would go away after structures and
facilities for the buildup are completed. H2B workers must leave Guam
after their work contracts or projects are completed.
A-008-211
Thank you for your comment. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been
added to Volume 1 identifying information and analysis that has been
added between publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This
includes a section specifying effects associated with indirect and induced
growth.
A-008-212
Thank you for your comment. Funding for additional staffing for NPS
and the Guam and CNMI HPOs is not included in the mitigation
measures. However, there are a number of potential mitigation
measures that have been added in the Final EIS to avoid, minimize, or
compensate for adverse impacts.
A-008-213
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS has been updated (Volume
2) to better address impacts on social services, including recreational
areas such as NPS units.
As documented in this EIS, DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of key public infrastructure systems and social
services on Guam and the interest to have DoD fund improvements to
these systems and services. DoD’s ability to fund actions is limited by
Federal law. However, to minimize adverse impacts associated with the
proposed military relocation program, DoD is leading a federal interGuam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

agency effort to identify other Federal programs and funding sources that
could benefit the people of Guam.
A-008-214
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS has been updated with
information on NRHP-eligible site complexes in the MLA. The site
complexes are based on historic features rather than pre-Contact artifact
distributions. A Cultural Landscape Report, Thematic Synthesis
Publications, and Historic Properties Pamphlet Driving Tour Update were
included as proposed mitigation measures.
A-008-215
Thank you for your comment. The pink area is where the boundary of
the NHL overlaps a high probability area. This has been clarified in the
Final EIS.
A-008-216
Thank you for your comment. Given the density of NRHP eligible sites
on Tinian, it has been difficult to locate ranges in an area that would
completely avoid impacting such sites. However, ranges were sited to
avoid some of the most important sites on Tinian, such as Unai Dankulo,
Unai Chulu, the North Field National Historic Landmark and various
shrines. Information on the impacts to the NHL has been expanded in
the Final EIS, as has a discussion of access to the NHL. DoD would not
restrict access to the NHL; access would be maintained through 8th
Avenue. Control points would be used to prevent the public from
traveling on to ranges when in use, but would not delay or deny access
to the North Field area. However, in recognition of the importance of the
NHL, the potential for increased use, and that some areas to the east
would be restricted during certain times of the year, DoD has proposed
several mitigation measures to mitigate some of these indirect impacts.
These include printing brochures about North Field for public distribution,
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and incorporation of treatment recommendations from the Cultural
Landscape Report on North Field into an updated Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan for Tinian.
A-008-217
Thank you for your comment. The North Field NHL on Tinian would be
accessed through 8th Avenue and this will be solidified in the
Programmatic Agreement.
A-008-218
Thank you for your comment. The TCPs in Table 12.2-4 were evaluated
in a study by the Micronesian Area Research Center in 2009. These
TCPs were identified by interviewing local people. The TCPs had
attributes such as: 1) spiritual power, 2) practice, 3) stories, 4)
therapeutic quality, and 5) remembrances. All of the TCPs were tied to
practices and remembrances. Some were also identified as places with
therapeutic or healing properties. Impacts to such resources would
occur if access were prohibited to areas that are important for traditional
practices or if the character of the place changed so that it was no longer
recognized as it is today. The Final EIS addresses impacts such as
restricted access and changes in the setting and feeling of the location.
DoD has proposed mitigation measures specifically to address these
impacts.
A-008-219
Thank you for your comment. Significant impacts to NPS resources are
not identified in Volume 4. However, this chapter was updated based on
NPS comments.
A-008-220
Thank you for your comment.
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A-008-221
Thank you for your comment. Evaluation of alternative energy options is
presented in Section 2.1.2 of Volume 6.
A-008-222
Thank you for your comment. The text has been modified.
A-008-223
Thank you for your comment. The document has been modified.
A-008-224
Thank you for your comment. Mitigation measures were modified for
each volume.
A-008-225
Thank you for your comment. The impact analysis and mitigation
measures are based on the latest information available at the time of the
Final EIS.
A-008-226
Thank you for your comment. DoD does not have the authority to
restore, protect and preserve natural resources on non-federal land.
A-008-227
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. Funding for additional staffing for NPS and the
Guam and CNMI HPOs is not included in the mitigation measures.
However, NPS has been an important team member during the agency
partnering process and preparation of the Programmatic Agreement.
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The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the team. This will continue
following the Record of Decision.
A-008-228
Thank you for your comment. In Volume 7, the study area is island-wide
(Guam and Tinian) for each resource. The cumulative impacts study
area extends 164 ft (50 m) from the coastline of each island into marine
waters. The islands are sufficiently distant from one another that additive
impacts between the islands are not anticipated. Cumulative impacts to
Guam are addressed in Section 4.3.5.1 and cumulative impacts to Tinian
are addressed in Section 4.3.5.2. Because climate change is a global
problem, the climate change impacts resulting from the preferred
alternatives, along with the projected impacts of climate change on
Guam and Tinian, are assessed in Section 4.4., Climate Change and
Global Warming.
A-008-229
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 2 of Volume 8 discusses the
consistency of the proposed actions with relevant federal, state, and
local plans, policies, and controls. This chapter has been updated based
on NPS comments. Also, the NPS comment package has been added
to Appendix G (Cultural Resources) which addresses consultations
associated with the Programmatic Agreement.
A-008-230
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS has been updated based on
NPS comments. Responses to individual comments identify how each
comment is addressed.
A-008-231
Thank you for your comment. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been
added to Volume 1 identifying information and analysis that has been
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added between publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This
includes a section specifying effects associated with indirect and induced
growth. NPS effects are included in this chapter.
A-008-232
Thank you for your comment. Analysis of indirect marine biology and
recreational fishing effects has been updated in Chapters 11 (Marine
Biological Resources) and 16 (Socioeconomics and General Services) of
Volume 2. The analysis of resulting effects to NPS units in Chapter 9
(Recreational Resources) has also been updated.
A-008-233
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS has been updated based on
NPS comments. Responses to individual comments identify how each
comment is addressed.
A-008-234
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources (Chapter 9),
cultural resources (Chapter 12), and socioeconomics and general
services (Chapter 16) sections of Volume 2 have been updated based
on NPS comments. Volumes 1 and 7 have also been updated. A
determination of significance for impacts to NPS units is presented in the
Volume 2 Chapter 9.
A-008-235
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 2 of Volume 8 discusses the
consistency of the proposed actions with relevant federal, state, and
local plans, policies, and controls. This chapter has been updated based
on NPS comments.
A-008-236
Thank you for your comment. NPS has been an important team member
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during the agency partnering process and preparation of the
Programmatic Agreement. The DoD will ensure NPS remains part of the
team.
A-008-237
Thank you for your comment. This appendix has been updated with
correspondence since the November 2009 Draft EIS. Agency comments
are included in Volume 10.
A-008-238
Thank you for your comment. The CCD is included in the Final EIS.
A-008-239
Thank you for your comment. The discounted rate is identified in
the example HEA. To clarify the HEA found within the DEIS is merely an
example of how this tool may be used to aid in the development of a
compensatory mitigation plan.
A-008-240
Thank you for your comment. Species lists have been updated for the
Final EIS.
A-008-241
Thank you for your comment. The recreational resources portions of
Volume 2 and Volume 9 have been updated in the Final EIS based on
NPS comments.
A-008-242
Thank you for your comment. Appendix J has been updated for the
Final EIS. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been added to Volume 1
identifying information and analysis that has been added between
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publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This includes a
description of additional marine survey data and a comparative analysis
of different coral assessment methods.
A-008-243
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.
A-008-244
Thank you for your comment. Appendix J has been updated for the
Final EIS. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been added to Volume 1
identifying information and analysis that has been added between
publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This includes a
description of additional marine survey data and a comparative analysis
of different coral assessment methods.
A-008-245
Thank you for your comment. Appendix J has been updated for the
Final EIS. A new chapter (Chapter 4) has been added to Volume 1
identifying information and analysis that has been added between
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publication of the Draft EIS and the Final EIS. This includes a
description of additional marine survey data and a comparative analysis
of different coral assessment methods.
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A-009-001
Thank you for your comment. The Navy appreciates the close
coordination with EPA since scoping in 2007, and looks forward to
continuing close coordination with EPA. The Navy, as the lead agency,
anticipated the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation was a major federal
action that would have a significant effect on the quality of the human
environment and announced its intent to prepare an EIS in 2007 and
circulated the DEIS for review in November 2009. The Navy has
received EPA’s comment letter and the rating of Environmentally
Unsatisfactory: Inadequate Information (EU-3).
EPA rated the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS EU-3 because
1) the DEIS did not contain detailed plans to mitigate significant impacts
to the existing substandard drinking water and wastewater infrastructure,
and 2) the DEIS did not contain detailed plans to mitigate significant
impacts to 71 acres of coral reef ecosystem in Apra Harbor.
The Navy analyzed a “worst-case” population growth scenario and is
required to identify mitigation measures in the EIS, including those
outside the Navy’s jurisdiction as the lead agency. A detailed plan has
not been provided in the EIS for the existing substandard environmental
conditions on Guam because no plan has been made available and
governance of Guam’s population as well as repairing the existing
substandard conditions on Guam is outside of the Navy’s mission and
the purpose and need of the Guam and CNMI Military Relocation. The
Navy is committed to participate in an interagency adaptive management
group to avoid significant impacts, but can not lead such a group as the
Navy does not have authority over the governance of Guam, its
agencies, and the missions and responsibilities of other federal resource
agencies. Through implementation of adaptive management and as part
of an interagency adaptive program management group, the Navy would
have the authority to reduce or alter its plans and schedules to
counteract the effects of population growth, but cannot make
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commitments during planning because doing so would not meet the
timelines agreed to in international agreements. The Navy cannot make
commitments for actions that would be the responsibility of the Guam
government and other federal agencies to implement.
Due to increased durations of munitions operations, kilo wharf can no
longer be relied on to berth the aircraft carrier during transient visits.
Dredging of a channel and construction of a new wharf is required to
support the increased presence of nuclear aircraft carriers in the pacific.
The extent of dredged area to support construction would result in
significant impacts to corals. Although the appropriate science for
measurement of the value of coral reef ecosystems is still debated at
the scientific level, the Navy used standard methodology and procedures
to assess impacts to coral reef ecosystems. The Navy has coordinated
with EPA, USFWS, NMFS, and USACE since scoping in 2007 in attempt
to resolve the scientific debate, but no resolution has been obtained and
the debate continues at the scientific level. A compensatory mitigation
plan would be submitted as part of the permit application for construction
affecting the navigable waters of the United States of America, but one is
not yet available for incorporation into the Guam and CNMI Military
Relocation EIS.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-009-002
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been substantially modified
to assess potential impacts from the off-base indirect workforce and
induced populations. This assessment is largely qualitative because
DoD does not own the off-base utilities, control where construction
workforce housing and induce populations will ultimately be, and
because there is limited information on existing conditions of water and
wastewater systems from GWA, GEPA and EPA Region IX reports. The
FEIS looks at breakpoint years where water demand could exceed
available supply, and commits to providing excess water to meet offbase demands during the construction phase of the military relocation by
installing DoD wells early, and finding other sources of excess water
from existing DoD systems. For wastewater, the FEIS commits to
upgrading the NDWWTP that is expected to receive two-thirds of the
wastewater flows from the construction workforce housing areas.
The FEIS also identifies off-base impacts that will be significant in the
event that GovGuam and GWA do not complete needed repairs and
upgrades to the water and wastewater systems as currently required
under a 2003 Stipulate Order and the GWA Capital Improvements
Program (CIP). The FEIS does not provide details of what projects are
required off-base beyond what has already been identified in the GWA
CIP and in follow-on assessment reports prepared by EPA Region IX
which assessed the validity of the CIP.
DoD acknowledges the existing sub-standard conditions of key public
infrastructure systems including the potable water and wastewater
systems on Guam and the interest to have DoD fund improvements to
these systems. The DoD cannot take full responsibility to repair GWA's
off base water and wastewater systems to remedy these serious existing
conditions because DoD’s ability to fund infrastructure improvements is
limited by Federal law. However, to minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program, the DoD is
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leading a federal inter-agency effort to identify other Federal programs
and funding sources that could benefit the people of Guam. DoD has
identified mitigation measures within DoD control and outside DoD
control, including measures that GWA and GovGuam could implement to
address the shortfalls provided funding sources could be found. Because
it is doubtful that GWA could fund and implement required upgrades in
time for the start of the proposed DoD relocation, it is anticipated that
public health and safety impacts from increased demand on potable
water would be significant until the necessary off-base infrastructure
improvements could be completed.
A-009-003
Thank you for your comment.
Interim Sustainable Yield Assessment: DoD agrees that protection of the
sole source NGLA is imperative. The FEIS discussed the two available
estimates of the NGLA that have been published, one by the Northern
Guam Lens Study (NGLS) (CDM 1982) and one by Barrett Consulting
with John Mink (Barrett 1992). The CDM 1982 study estimated the
sustainable yield of the NGLA as 57.5 MDd, and the Barrett 1992 study
estimated the sustainable yield as 80.5 MGd. University of Guam (UoG)
Water and Environmental Research Institute (WERI) provided an expert
technical review for DoD of the two sustainable yield estimates for the
NGLA in 2009. The study concluded that the approach and methodology
used in Barrett 1992 to estimate the sustainable yield are still valid and
are appropriate for initial planning; and the Barrett 1992 sustainable-yield
estimates should be used instead of the earlier 1982 sustainable-yield
estimates because the later values are based on an additional decade of
field data. Additionally, this expert communicated that the additional data
that had been gathered from the NGLA since the 1992 study would not
likely change the sustainable yield estimate for purposes of the FEIS
because the data collected was from sub-basins of the aquifer that are
not located where DoD proposes to withdrawal water. Therefore, the
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FEIS uses the Barrett 1992 sustainable yield estimate of approximately
80 million gallons per day. However, it is important to note that the
estimated total average daily demand from the aquifer for all sources
(DoD and non-DoD) during the peak construction year of 2015 is 50.33
MGd, which is below both sustainable yield estimates. Volume 6,
Chapter 2, Section 2.2.4.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3.1 discuss this in
detail.
During meetings with GWA in November 2009, GWA, GEPA
and DoD jointly met with UoG-WERI to discuss the proposed USGS
study and it was agreed that a working group of stakeholders would be
established to guide the efforts to successfully manage the NGLA. This
working group which includes, EPA, GEPA, GWA, DoD, UoG-WERI, and
USGS is meeting in Guam in early March 2010 to allow the stakeholders
to collaboratively shape the USGS study that DoD is funding. This
meeting will allow stakeholders to provide their input into the
development of a 3-dimentional model that will be created as a
management tool to guide and shape the long term development,
protection and continued operation of the aquifer as a critical resource.
It is expected that the stakeholders will agree on parallel efforts to
leverage available information to address military buildup related impacts
to the NGLA for the FEIS while defining the parameters that will shape
the creation of the 3-dimentional model that will establish baseline
conditions of the aquifer to support long term decisions related to
groundwater quantity and quality management. GWA has placed
significant weight on the timely development of the 3-D model and
through its involvement in the upcoming stakeholder meeting and the
near monthly meetings with DoD has the ability to influence the
development of the model to address its specific concerns and interests
raised in its comments in the DEIS. Data gathered during the DoD well
siting study will be used to continue to guide and steer the comanagement of the aquifer and development of a 3-D model, and It is
also important to note that although GWA’s comments stressed the need
to involve UoG-WERI in the USGS study of the NGLA due to the body of
information held at WERI; GWA, EPA and GEPA all questioned UoGGuam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

WERI’s confirmation that the 1991 report “Groundwater in Northern
Guam, Sustainable Yield and Groundwater Development” supports the
adequacy of the NGLA to meet the water demand related to the military
buildup. It is expected that the stakeholders will steer the USGS study to
provide sufficient information to address the concerns about sustainable
yield of the NGLA (at the sub-basin level) and provide that information to
address the concerns raised in the review of the DEIS for inclusion in the
FEIS.
Long-term Comprehensive Aquifer Study: DoD has already committed
funds to conduct the NGLA 3-D model. During meetings with GWA in
November 2009, GWA, GEPA and DoD jointly met with UoG-WERI to
discuss the proposed USGS study and it was agreed that a working
group of stakeholders would be established to guide the efforts to
successfully manage the NGLA. This working group which includes,
EPA, GEPA, GWA, DoD, UoG-WERI, and USGS is meeting in Guam in
early March 2010 to allow the stakeholders to collaboratively shape the
USGS study that DoD is funding. This meeting will allow stakeholders to
provide their input into the development of a 3-dimentional model that
will be created as a management tool to guide and shape the long term
development, protection and continued operation of the aquifer as a
critical resource. It is expected that the stakeholders will agree on
parallel efforts to leverage available information to address military
buildup related impacts to the NGLA for the FEIS while defining the
parameters that will shape the creation of the 3-dimentional model that
will establish baseline conditions of the aquifer to support long term
decisions related to groundwater quantity and quality management.
GWA has placed significant weight on the timely development of the 3-D
model and through its involvement in the upcoming stakeholder meeting
and the near monthly meetings with DoD has the ability to influence the
development of the model to address its specific concerns and interests
raised in its comments in the DEIS. Data gathered during the DoD well
siting study will be used to continue to guide and steer the coGuam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

management of the aquifer and development of a 3-D model.
Aquifer Management Plan: In October 2009, fully comprehending the
importance of protecting the sole source NGLA, DoD initiated an effort
with GWA/CCU to co-manage the NGLA. In fact, co-management of the
aquifer, and pursuit of a comprehensive 3-D model of the aquifer was a
DoD recommendation, not one made by EPA, GWA or GEPA. This
effort proposed that GWA and DoD, the two entities that rely on the
NGLA as a major source of water would need to work as one to protect
this critical resource. The proposal was to cooperatively assess the
impacts of proposed developments, use the upcoming USGS study to
guide efforts to manage the NGLA, and leverage DoD and GWA
resources to cooperatively address potential impacts and propose
alternatives to mitigate adverse impacts to the NGLA. Although this
initiative to work together cooperatively has been advanced at
subsequent meetings that created consensus on the way ahead, both
GWA and EPA raised concerns with the DEIS knowing that many of the
issues they raised are already being addressed. Additionally, EPA was
invited to these meeting, but declined to attend unless DoD funded their
participation. It is important to note that although GWA’s comments
stressed the need to involve UoG-WERI in the USGS study of the NGLA
due to the body of information held at WERI; GWA, EPA and GEPA all
questioned UoG-WERI’s confirmation that the 1991 report “Groundwater
in Northern Guam, Sustainable Yield and Groundwater Development”
supports the adequacy of the NGLA to meet the water demand related to
the military buildup. It is expected that the stakeholders will steer the
USGS study to provide sufficient information to address the concerns
about sustainable yield of the NGLA (at the sub-basin level) and provide
that information to address the concerns raised in the review of the DEIS
for inclusion in the FEIS.
Cost Share Agreement: Funding to meet on-base DoD water demand is
described in the FEIS and is expected to come from Government of
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Japan loans. Additionally, DoD proposes to transfer excess DoD water to
meet anticipated off-base shortfalls during the military relocation
construction period, and will also seek Government of Japan loans to
provide interconnection between the DoD and GWA water systems.
Funding for needed upgrades to the off-base GWA island-wide water
system is not identified in the FEIS beyond what has already been
identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and in a
recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP and companion
conceptual cost estimate for 5-year and 25-year capital and operational
needs. The FEIS provides information on GWA and GovGuam's ability
to fund upgrades, including information on GovGuam's debit rating and
history of funding shortfalls. DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of the GWA water system on Guam and the desire
by many for DoD to fund improvements to these systems and services.
DoD’s ability to fund projects that are not within direct DoD ownership or
control is limited by Federal law. However, DoD recognizes the need to
identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and off-base utility
infrastructure on Guam, and desires to minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program. To this end,
DoD is serving as the lead federal agency on a multi-agency group
charged with identify Federal programs and funding sources to make the
necessary repairs and upgrades to Guam's utility infrastructure systems.
Concurrently, DoD, EPA Region IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU are
working together to identify and integrate solutions for off-base water
needs which meet environment requirements, provide reliable and
uninterruptable service, and are affordable for all users. Even with an
infusion of federal funds to fix the existing problems with the GWA water
system, if there is no funding to keep the systems operated properly,
maintained, and upgraded, the system will be unsustainable. This has
even been acknowledged by EPA Region IX in its CIP assessment
report. Both GWA and EPA state that the people of Guam should not
have to carry the financial burden of supporting the military buildup. It is
hard to argue with this position. However, what is not said is that the
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people of Guam should carry the burden of sustaining compliant water
and wastewater systems required to ensure their health and well being.
GWA’s Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) which was
developed to achieve compliance with an EPA stipulated order, identifies
projects required to correct $200 Mil in infrastructure deficiencies that
existed in the water and wastewater systems at the time the report was
prepared. This estimate has increased after the preparation of the CIP.
Very few of the deficiencies have been addressed to-date because GWA
does not have the financial resources to address these issues. The
Consolidated Commission on Utilities (CCU) and GWA continually push
for a single water system on Guam. They feel that without the capital
that would come from including DoD into a single island-wide water
system and infusing the significant capital that would come with a large,
paying customer, they are unlikely to ever have sufficient capital to
sustain a compliant water system. The reality is that even with DoD as
a customer they will not have sufficient capital to sustain their water
system without raising the water rates. The ability to sustain the water
and wastewater systems will be a topic of discussions with GWA, CCU
and EPA in early March 2010. Without a continuous influx of federal
funds to support daily operations, GWA cannot sustain their current
systems. Hence the fundamental problem that will not be fixed by a
huge infusion of federal funds to correct all of the ills of the GWA water
and wastewater systems. GWA’s rate base is not sufficient to sustain its
system. If the user rates are not increased to a level that will allow GWA
to sustain their systems, in a matter of just a few years the systems will
be back to a state of total disrepair and require another large infusion of
federal money. Guam is unwilling to require its users to pay what is
required to sustain their water and wastewater systems at a level that will
ensure their safety and well being. So either the rates have to be
increased or EPA needs to find a continual source of funds to support
routine operation and maintenance of the GWA water and wastewater
systems.
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Indirect Population Water Demand: The FEIS provides a detailed
analysis of water demands from the direct DoD population, and the
indirect population (construction workers and induced population). Refer
to Volume 6, Chapters 2 and 3. All water demands are accounted for,
both on-base and off-base, during the construction phase of the military
relocation and after all construction is completed in 2019. DoD and GWA
sources of water are counted in the FEIS when assessing the off-base
shortfall that potentially could occur in the peak construction year of
2014. As described in the FEIS, the total indirect off-base demand on
the GWA water system (including demand associated with the
construction workforce and induced civilian growth) is projected to reach
50.6 MGd in 2014. That same year, the GWA water system would have
the capacity to supply 42.4 MGd of potable water. Based on discussions
with GWA, they plan to install new wells to meet expected baseline
growth, adding an additional supply of 1.3 MGd. This results in a
shortfall of water of 6.9 MGd. DoD has agreed to transfer water up to
7.0 MGd to GWA to meet this shortfall. This would include the continued
transfer of 4 MGd to GWA under the current memorandum of
understanding, 1.7 MGd from existing DoD wells, and the remainder
from new DoD wells that would be installed early (new well capacity in
2014 will be 4.7 MDd).
A-009-004
Thank you for your comment. NDWWTP: Repairs and upgrades to the
NDWWTP that are needed to bring the plant into compliance absent the
military relocation, and those needed to expand the plant as part of the
military relocation were identified were detailed in a report conducted by
DoD and included in the FEIS. This includes repairs and upgrades to
the existing primary treatment facilities at the plant to meet both interim
flows and maximum flows during the construction phase of the military
relocation and long-term secondary treatment plant upgrades that may
be needed in the event that the 301(h) secondary waiver denial stands.
These upgrades considered the current civilian flows to the plant, DoD
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and civilian flows to resulting from the military relocation, and future
growth on Guam absent the military relocation. The FEIS provides
information related to the funding of the NDWWTP upgrades. Funding
for NDWWTP: While the Navy will continue to coordinate with GWA and
USEPA Region 9 to ensure that GWA implements planned Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) projects designed to refurbish the existing
primary treatment capability of the NDWWTP and expand it to meet
needs associated with the proposed Marine Corps realignment and
associated civilian population growth, the ability of GWA to secure
necessary funding for the required CIP projects remains a key concern
and potential impediment to the Guam military realignment effort and the
return of GWA to full compliance with the requirements of the CWA. In
the underlying agreements with the Government of Japan covering the
realignment of Marine Corps forces from Okinawa to Japan, the
Government of Japan agreed to provide funding to develop facilities and
infrastructure on Guam to support the realignment of Marine Corps
forces. These agreements further recognize that necessary
infrastructure improvements will cover not only improvements on military
installations, but also improvements to the civilian infrastructure.
Therefore, the U.S. Government, through the Department of Defense
(DoD), is currently seeking approximately $50M in Japanese Fiscal Year
2011 (JFY11) funding from the Government of Japan to cover required
CIP projects necessary for refurbishment and expansion of primary
treatment capabilities at the NDWWTP. Such funding would allow
necessary improvements to be made by the 2013 date noted
above. Should DoD fail to secure necessary funding from the
Government of Japan, significant environmental impacts would occur as
outlined in Volume 6. Further, consistent with Navy's commitment to
apply adaptive management noted in Volume 7, failure to secure
necessary funding would severely impact construction pace and the
ability of Navy to completed required construction to support the Marine
Corps realignment. As with refurbishment and expansion of primary
treatment, the ability of GWA to secure necessary funding for CIP
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projects required to achieve secondary treatment at the NDWWTP
remains a concern and potential impediment to the Guam military
realignment effort and the return of GWA to full compliance with the
requirements of the CWA. As with efforts to secure funding for required
primary treatment refurbishment and expansion, DoD is working to
secure necessary funding, including funding from the Government of
Japan.Adverse impacts associated with the failure to secure funding for
secondary treatment upgrades, including impacts on the proposed
Marine Corps realignment, would be similar to those noted with failure to
secure funding for primary treatment.
Other GWA Wastewater Plants: The FEIS has been modified to include
a qualitative assessment of indirect impacts to GWA wastewater
treatment plants and their associated collection systems other than the
NDWWTP from wastewater generated by the construction workforce and
induced populations that are anticipated as a result of the military
relocation. Assumptions were made about where the construction
workforce would most likely reside on Guam by reviewing zoning and
building applications submitted to the Government of Guam planning
department by prospective contractors. This showed the construction
workforce is expected to be resident two-thirds in northern Guam and
one-third in central Guam. A socioeconomic analysis was conducted for
the EIS using data from GovGuam and found that the induced civilian
population growth is likely to be 38% in northern, 43% in central and
19% in south Guam. This information, coupled with limited available
information from GWA and EPA on the condition of the GWA wastewater
collection and treatment systems, was used to qualitatively assess
impacts. Impacts to ecological resources and to human health were
assessed for both the construction phase and the operational phase of
the proposed military relocation, and can be found in the various
resource chapters of Volume 6.
Funding for Other GWA Wastewater Plants: Funding for needed
upgrades to the GWA wastewater treatment plants and island-wide
sewage collection system (other than that which is directly related to
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upgrades and repairs the NDWWTP) is not identified in the FEIS beyond
what has already been identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements
Program (CIP) and a recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP.
The FEIS provides information on GWA and GovGuam's ability to fund
upgrades, including information on GovGuam's debit rating and history of
funding shortfalls. DoD acknowledges the existing sub-standard
conditions of the GWA wastewater system on Guam and the desire by
many for DoD to fund improvements to these systems and services.
DoD’s ability to fund projects that are not within direct DoD ownership or
control is limited by Federal law. However, DoD recognizes the need to
identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and off-base utility
infrastructure on Guam, and desires to minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program. To this end,
DoD is serving as the lead federal agency on a multi-agency group
charged with identify Federal programs and funding sources to make the
necessary repairs and upgrades to Guam's utility infrastructure systems.
Concurrently, DoD, EPA Region IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU are
working together to identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and
off-base wastewater needs which meet environment requirements,
provide reliable and uninterruptable service, and are affordable for all
users.
A-009-005
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
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methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS has
been updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-009-006
Thank you for your comment. The GPA, Guam EPA, DoD and EPA are
collaborating to achieve island-wide adoption of ULSD, with GEPA and
GPA as lead. An agreement among the parties was made to begin data
collection to help determine the fueling logistics and other economic
factors associated with the cost differential between ULSD and current
diesel fuels used on Guam. The current timeline calls for an economic
analysis with data collection completed by end of year 2012. The DON is
committed to mandating the use of ULSD in its operations and DoD
construction activities upon execution of the island-wide implementation
plan. DoD will work with stakeholders to determine what measures can
be implemented for actions under DoD’s control prior to the DoD switch.
A-009-007
Thank you for your comment. DoD has prepared the Guam Solid Waste
Utility Study that looks at the existing and projected solid
waste volumes generated from the future Marine Corp buildup.
Estimates for this Utility Study were developed using Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay (KB) solid waste characterization analysis.
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Solid waste generation activities for military installation on Guam and
MCB Hawaii-KB are similar. Both military installations have similar
facilities including maintenance shops, administrative officers,
commissary and exchange facilities, fast-food establishments, club
operations, family housing and unaccompanied personnel housing. The
results of the solid waste characterization study will be incorporated into
the FEIS.
The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.
The DoD has also prepared a Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Reuse and Diversion Study which addresses the anticipated waste
streams during the demolition of old buildings and construction of new
facilities identified in the EIS. The study also addresses green waste that
will be generated from clearing many acres of vegetation. The goal of
the study is to divert 50% of the C&D debris by the end of fiscal year
2015.
The non-DoD project solid waste volumes will be handled in accordance
with the existing Guam Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP). GBB is expediting the closure of Ordot and the opening of
Layon in the most expeditious manner possible.
DoD is in the process of updating the military Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now
and in the future. The updated DoD ISWMP will include any new
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information from studies and reports that have been conducted as part of
the NEPA process.
A-009-008
Thank you for your comment. Funding for needed upgrades to the GWA
island-wide water system is not identified in the FEIS beyond what has
already been identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements Program
(CIP), and in a recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP and
companion conceptual cost estimate for 5-year and 25-year capital and
operational needs. The FEIS provides information on GWA and
GovGuam's ability to fund upgrades, including information on
GovGuam's debit rating and history of funding shortfalls. DoD
acknowledges the existing sub-standard conditions of the GWA water
system on Guam and the desire by many for DoD to fund improvements
to these systems and services. DoD’s ability to fund projects that are not
within direct DoD ownership or control is limited by Federal law.
However, DoD recognizes the need to identify and integrate solutions for
both on-base and off-base utility infrastructure on Guam, and desires to
minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed military
relocation program. To this end, DoD is serving as the lead federal
agency on a multi-agency group charged with identify Federal programs
and funding sources to make the necessary repairs and upgrades to
Guam's utility infrastructure systems. Concurrently, DoD, EPA Region
IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU are working together to identify and
integrate solutions for off-base water needs which meet environment
requirements, provide reliable and uninterruptable service, and are
affordable for all users.
Even with an infusion of federal funds to fix the existing problems with
the GWA water system, if there is no funding to keep the systems
operated properly, maintained, and upgraded, the system will be
unsustainable. This has even been acknowledged by EPA Region IX in
its CIP assessment report. Both GWA and EPA state that the people of
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Guam should not have to carry the financial burden of supporting the
military buildup. It is hard to argue with this position. However, what is
not said is that the people of Guam should carry the burden of sustaining
compliant water and wastewater systems required to ensure their health
and well being. GWA’s Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP)
which was developed to achieve compliance with an EPA stipulated
order, identifies projects required to correct $200 Mil in infrastructure
deficiencies that existed in the water and wastewater systems at the time
the report was prepared. This estimate has increased after the
preparation of the CIP. Very few of the deficiencies have been
addressed to-date because GWA does not have the financial resources
to address these issues.
The Consolidated Commission on Utilities (CCU) and GWA continually
push for a single water system on Guam. They feel that without the
capital that would come from including DoD into a single island-wide
water system and infusing the significant capital that would come with a
large, paying customer, they are unlikely to ever have sufficient capital to
sustain a compliant water system. The reality is that even with DoD as
a customer they will not have sufficient capital to sustain their water
system without raising the water rates. The ability to sustain the water
and wastewater systems will be a topic of discussions with GWA, CCU
and EPA in early March 2010. Without a continuous influx of federal
funds to support daily operations, GWA cannot sustain their current
systems. Hence the fundamental problem that will not be fixed by a
huge infusion of federal funds to correct all of the ills of the GWA water
and wastewater systems. GWA’s rate base is not sufficient to sustain its
system. If the user rates are not increased to a level that will allow GWA
to sustain their systems, in a matter of just a few years the systems will
be back to a state of total disrepair and require another large infusion of
federal money. Guam is unwilling to require its users to pay what is
required to sustain their water and wastewater systems at a level that will
ensure their safety and well being. So either the rates have to be
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increased or EPA needs to find a continual source of funds to support
routine operation and maintenance of the GWA water and wastewater
systems.
A-009-009
Thank you for your comment. DoD disagrees with the assertion that the
interconnectedness of the two systems has the potential to indirectly
affect the NGLA and directly affect the two water distribution systems. It
is unclear from the comment why EPA believes this would be the case.
The FEIS addresses the sustainability of the Northern Guam Lens
Aquifer (NGLA). The planned DoD water supply wells are located in
sub-basins which are almost entirely undeveloped, and separate from
the sub-basins where the majority of GWA wells are located. Only 2
percent of GWA's water supply well capacity is located in the aquifer
sub-basins where DoD wells are planned. As discussed in the FEIS, the
average daily demand on these sub-basins is less than the most
conservative estimates of sustainable yield. Based on a discussion with
Dr. Jensen at Universtity of Guam, as revised estimate of sustainable
yield, incorporating available climate and groundwater information since
the early 1990s is likely to result in higher estimates of sustainable yield.
Therefore, no negative impacts are anticipated from installing the wells
based on existing information. The FEIS also describes the
interconnectedness of the GWA and DoD island-wide systems, and
plans to provide even greater interconnectedness to provide DoD water
to areas on the island close to where GWA cannot meet off-base needs
during the peak construction years. Additionally, the FEIS addresses the
transient CVN water demand, which, contrary to EPA's comment, can be
met by the Fena Reservoir supply. In October 2009 DoD initiated an
effort with GWA/CCU to co-manage the NGLA. This effort proposed that
GWA and DoD, the two entities that rely on the NGLA as a major source
of water would need to work as one to protect this critical resource. The
proposal was to cooperatively assess the impacts of proposed
developments, use the upcoming USGS study to guide efforts to
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manage the NGLA, and leverage DoD and GWA resources to
cooperatively address potential impacts and propose alternatives to
mitigate adverse impacts to the NGLA. Although this initiative to work
together cooperatively has been advanced at subsequent meetings that
created consensus on the way ahead, both GWA and EPA raised
concerns with the DEIS knowing that many of the issues they raised are
already being addressed. Additionally, EPA was invited to these
meeting, but declined to attend unless DoD funded their participation.
DoD, EPA Region IX, GWA, GEPA, USGS and University of Guam
WERI have also agreed to work jointly on the DoD-funded USGS study
and jointly guide the efforts to successfully manage the NGLA. It is
expected that the stakeholders will agree on parallel efforts to leverage
available information to address military buildup related impacts to the
NGLA for the FEIS while defining the parameters that will shape the
creation of the 3-dimentional model that will establish baseline conditions
of the aquifer to support long term decisions related to groundwater
quantity and quality management. This can be a forum for EPA to
explain concerns over how the interconnectedness of the GWA and DoD
island-wide systems may have an impact on the NGLA, and have these
concerns addressed.
A-009-010
Thank you for your comment. EPA recommends that the water
distribution system be downsized to address the reduced demand. For
the new water system being developed for Finegayan, the demand on
the base will be reduced (ave. daily demand of 6.2 MGD reduced to ave.
daily demand of 4.5 MGD) but the system is still being designed in
accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) 2010
which requires the system to be in accordance with the Unified Facilities
Criteria (UFC). Based on the UFC, the water system must be able to
provide a maximum daily demand of 10.7 MGD. A waiver to this
requirement is not being pursued since it is our intent to use water
excess to DoD needs to support off-base demands related to the
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buildup. Since we do not know the exact locations of the demands offbase, the intent is to not downsize the water system to allow maximum
flexibility to address the potential to connect to the system to address offbase water needs. For actual water demand, the FEIS recalculates the
demand using more recent information for including current well
production and usage data for both DoD and GWA, and actual estimates
for the percentage of leakage that make up the UFW for both DoD and
GWA. The FEIS includes revised estimates and calculations for both
current DoD and GWA systems based on production data obtained from
the Andersen system and GWA. It also includes revised estimates for
the leakage percent of the UFW for GWA based on comments received
from GWA (this estimate is 10%). And it includes a revised estimate for
UFW for the Andersen system based on new information provided in
April 2010 as part of the turnover of this system to NAVFAC MAR
Region, which is estimated at 50%. UFW estimates for the Navy system
remain at 10% based on a study that was conducted of the system and
cited in the FEIS. Water demand reflected in the FEIS accurately
estimates the demand from visiting aircraft carriers even absent the use
of on-board desalination systems, and accurately reflects the water
demand from equipment and vehicle washing operations. It is
anticipated that Fena Reservoir will serve as the main source of water for
visiting ships. As for maximizing conservation measures, the FEIS
describes in detail more detail than that provided in the DEIS a
Sustainability Study that has been drafted that recommends specific
measures that will be incorporated into new facility designs to reduce
energy and water demand footprints. This is described in detail in
Volume 8, and measures that are being recommended are detailed in
Volume 6, Chapter 2. Additionally, these Volumes discuss the federal
mandates that drive the implementation of conservation measures. DoD
is pursuing efforts to incorporate sustainability into all of the projects
related to the military buildup. Each project is targeted to meet LEED
Silver and efforts are underway to evaluate infrastructure from the
standpoint of good, better or best wherein good meets LEED Silver and
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better and best exceed that standard and provide the opportunity to
determine the affordability of exceeding the minimum. This effort is
being accomplished using a trademark system “SSIM”. With respect to
water usage the SSIM process evaluates: low impact landscaping,
Intelligent irrigation (with the exception of key limited areas no irrigation
will be incorporated), high efficiency water fixtures, reuse of rainwater,
and detain, retain and treat techniques for stormwater. It is DoD’s intent
to incorporate many of these requirements into its facilities and site
infrastructure. By applying low impact development (LID) initiatives, DoD
will focus on precluding and/or minimizing runoff and maximizing the
infiltration of quality water to recharge the NGLA. So a conscious effort
is being undertaken to reduce water demand, maximize infiltration of
quality water and reuse water resources wherever possible to minimize
demand for water from the NGLA. As recommended by EPA, DoD
could address a Joint Region effort to conserve water by applying
policies that would limit the use of water and initiate water saving
improvements throughout installations on Guam. With the support of
NAVFAC MAR this should be something that DoD could commit to in the
FEIS.Energy star appliances will be incorporated into the new facilities
being constructed and encouraged for use in existing facilities. The
DoD acknowledges the existing sub-standard conditions of key public
infrastructure systems including the potable water system on Guam and
the interest to have DoD fund improvements to these systems. The DoD
cannot take full responsibility to repair GWA's off base water distribution
system to remedy these serious existing conditions because DoD’s
ability to fund infrastructure improvements is limited by Federal law.
However, to minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed
military relocation program, the DoD is leading a federal inter-agency
effort to identify other Federal programs and funding sources that could
benefit the people of Guam. DoD has identified mitigation measures
within DoD control and outside DoD control, including measures that
GWA and GovGuam could implement to address the shortfalls provided
funding sources could be found. Because it is doubtful that GWA could
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fund and implement required upgrades in time for the start of the
proposed DoD relocation, it is anticipated that public health and safety
impacts from increased demand on potable water would be significant
until the necessary off-base infrastructure improvements could be
completed. It is important to note that supply enough water to the GWA
system is not enough to mitigate potential public health impacts.
Impacts to public health exist today due to low water pressure,
improperly sized pipes and pumps, and poor water quality due to
malfunctioning equipment. Problems with the GWA distribution system
go well beyond just leaks. This is reflected in the FEIS.
A-009-011
Thank you for your comment. EPA recommends that the water
distribution system be downsized to address the reduced demand. For
the new water system being developed for Finegayan, the demand on
the base will be reduced (ave. daily demand of 6.2 MGD reduced to ave.
daily demand of 4.5 MGD) but the system is still being designed in
accordance with the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) 2010
which requires the system to be in accordance with the Unified Facilities
Criteria (UFC). Based on the UFC, the water system must be able to
provide a maximum daily demand of 10.7 MGD. A waiver to this
requirement is not being pursued since it is our intent to use water
excess to DoD needs to support off-base demands related to the
buildup. Since we do not know the exact locations of the demands offbase, the intent is to not downsize the water system to allow maximum
flexibility to address the potential to connect to the system to address offbase water needs. For actual water demand, the FEIS recalculates the
demand using more recent information for including current well
production and usage data for both DoD and GWA, and actual estimates
for the percentage of leakage that make up the UFW for both DoD and
GWA. The FEIS includes revised estimates and calculations for both
current DoD and GWA systems based on production data obtained from
the Andersen system and GWA. It also includes revised estimates for
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the leakage percent of the UFW for GWA based on comments received
from GWA (this estimate is 10%). And it includes a revised estimate for
UFW for the Andersen system based on new information provided in
April 2010 as part of the turnover of this system to NAVFAC MAR
Region, which is estimated at 50%. UFW estimates for the Navy system
remain at 10% based on a study that was conducted of the system and
cited in the FEIS. Water demand reflected in the FEIS accurately
estimates the demand from visiting aircraft carriers even absent the use
of on-board desalination systems, and accurately reflects the water
demand from equipment and vehicle washing operations. It is
anticipated that Fena Reservoir will serve as the main source of water for
visiting ships. As for maximizing conservation measures, the FEIS
describes in detail more detail than that provided in the DEIS a
Sustainability Study that has been drafted that recommends specific
measures that will be incorporated into new facility designs to reduce
energy and water demand footprints. This is described in detail in
Volume 8, and measures that are being recommended are detailed in
Volume 6, Chapter 2. Additionally, these Volumes discuss the federal
mandates that drive the implementation of conservation measures. DoD
is pursuing efforts to incorporate sustainability into all of the projects
related to the military buildup. Each project is targeted to meet LEED
Silver and efforts are underway to evaluate infrastructure from the
standpoint of good, better or best wherein good meets LEED Silver and
better and best exceed that standard and provide the opportunity to
determine the affordability of exceeding the minimum. This effort is
being accomplished using a trademark system “SSIM”. With respect to
water usage the SSIM process evaluates: low impact landscaping,
Intelligent irrigation (with the exception of key limited areas no irrigation
will be incorporated), high efficiency water fixtures, reuse of rainwater,
and detain, retain and treat techniques for stormwater. It is DoD’s intent
to incorporate many of these requirements into its facilities and site
infrastructure. By applying low impact development (LID) initiatives, DoD
will focus on precluding and/or minimizing runoff and maximizing the
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infiltration of quality water to recharge the NGLA. So a conscious effort
is being undertaken to reduce water demand, maximize infiltration of
quality water and reuse water resources wherever possible to minimize
demand for water from the NGLA. As recommended by EPA, DoD
could address a Joint Region effort to conserve water by applying
policies that would limit the use of water and initiate water saving
improvements throughout installations on Guam. With the support of
NAVFAC MAR this should be something that DoD could commit to in the
FEIS.Energy star appliances will be incorporated into the new facilities
being constructed and encouraged for use in existing facilities. The
DoD acknowledges the existing sub-standard conditions of key public
infrastructure systems including the potable water system on Guam and
the interest to have DoD fund improvements to these systems. The DoD
cannot take full responsibility to repair GWA's off base water distribution
system to remedy these serious existing conditions because DoD’s
ability to fund infrastructure improvements is limited by Federal law.
However, to minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed
military relocation program, the DoD is leading a federal inter-agency
effort to identify other Federal programs and funding sources that could
benefit the people of Guam. DoD has identified mitigation measures
within DoD control and outside DoD control, including measures that
GWA and GovGuam could implement to address the shortfalls provided
funding sources could be found. Because it is doubtful that GWA could
fund and implement required upgrades in time for the start of the
proposed DoD relocation, it is anticipated that public health and safety
impacts from increased demand on potable water would be significant
until the necessary off-base infrastructure improvements could be
completed. It is important to note that supply enough water to the GWA
system is not enough to mitigate potential public health impacts.
Impacts to public health exist today due to low water pressure,
improperly sized pipes and pumps, and poor water quality due to
malfunctioning equipment. Problems with the GWA distribution system
go well beyond just leaks. This is reflected in the FEIS.
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A-009-012
Thank you for your comment. DoD agrees that protection of the sole
source NGLA is imperative. However, DoD does not agree that a
comprehensive model of the NGLA is necessary prior to making
decisions about the sustainability of the aquifer or before making
decisions about placement and withdrawal rates from new wells.
Additionally, a comprehensive model that would provide a
comprehensive tool to manage the NGLA would take several years to
develop, would be quite complex, and is already being pursued by DoD
as part of the military relocation effort. These efforts are described in the
FEIS in Volume 6, Chapters 2 and 3. The FEIS discussed the two
available estimates of the NGLA that have been published, one by the
Northern Guam Lens Study (NGLS) (CDM 1982) and one by Barrett
Consulting with John Mink (Barrett 1992). The CDM 1982 study
estimated the sustainable yield of the NGLA as 57.5 MDd, and the
Barrett 1992 study estimated the sustainable yield as 80.5 MGd.
University of Guam (UoG) Water and Environmental Research Institute
(WERI) provided an expert technical review for DoD of the two
sustainable yield estimates for the NGLA in 2009. The study concluded
that the approach and methodology used in Barrett 1992 to estimate the
sustainable yield are still valid and are appropriate for initial planning;
and the Barrett 1992 sustainable-yield estimates should be used instead
of the earlier 1982 sustainable-yield estimates because the later values
are based on an additional decade of field data. Additionally, this expert
communicated that the additional data that had been gathered from the
NGLA since the 1992 study would not likely change the sustainable yield
estimate for purposes of the FEIS because the data collected was from
sub-basins of the aquifer that are not located where DoD proposes to
withdrawal water. Therefore, the FEIS uses the Barrett 1992 sustainable
yield estimate of approximately 80 million gallons per day. However, it
is important to note that the peak demand year on the aquifer (for the
average daily demand) from all sources (DoD and non-DoD) will be in
2015 at 50.44 MGd, which is below both sustainable yield estimates.
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Volume 6, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.4.1 and Chapter 3, Section 3.2.3.1
discuss this in detail. In October 2009, fully comprehending the
importance of protecting the sole source NGLA, DoD initiated an effort
with GWA/CCU to co-manage the NGLA. In fact, co-management of the
aquifer, and pursuit of a comprehensive 3-D model of the aquifer was a
DoD recommendation, not one made by EPA, GWA or GEPA. This effort
proposed that GWA and DoD, the two entities that rely on the NGLA as a
major source of water would need to work as one to protect this critical
resource. The proposal was to cooperatively assess the impacts of
proposed developments, use the upcoming USGS study to guide efforts
to manage the NGLA, and leverage DoD and GWA resources to
cooperatively address potential impacts and propose alternatives to
mitigate adverse impacts to the NGLA. Although this initiative to work
together cooperatively has been advanced at subsequent meetings that
created consensus on the way ahead, both GWA and EPA raised
concerns with the DEIS knowing that many of the issues they raised are
already being addressed. Additionally, EPA was invited to these
meeting, but declined to attend unless DoD funded their participation.
DoD has already committed funds to conduct the NGLA 3-D model.
During meetings with GWA in November 2009, GWA, GEPA and DoD
jointly met with UoG-WERI to discuss the proposed USGS study and it
was agreed that a working group of stakeholders would be established to
guide the efforts to successfully manage the NGLA. This working group
which includes, EPA, GEPA, GWA, DoD, UoG-WERI, and USGS is
meeting in Guam in early March 2010 to allow the stakeholders to
collaboratively shape the USGS study that DoD is funding. This meeting
will allow stakeholders to provide their input into the development of a 3dimentional model that will be created as a management tool to guide
and shape the long term development, protection and continued
operation of the aquifer as a critical resource. It is expected that the
stakeholders will agree on parallel efforts to leverage available
information to address military buildup related impacts to the NGLA for
the FEIS while defining the parameters that will shape the creation of the
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3-dimentional model that will establish baseline conditions of the aquifer
to support long term decisions related to groundwater quantity and
quality management. GWA has placed significant weight on the timely
development of the 3-D model and through its involvement in the
upcoming stakeholder meeting and the near monthly meetings with DoD
has the ability to influence the development of the model to address its
specific concerns and interests raised in its comments in the DEIS. Data
gathered during the DoD well siting study will be used to continue to
guide and steer the co-management of the aquifer and development of a
3-D model, and It is also important to note that although GWA’s
comments stressed the need to involve UoG-WERI in the USGS study of
the NGLA due to the body of information held at WERI; GWA, EPA and
GEPA all questioned UoG-WERI’s confirmation that the 1991 report
“Groundwater in Northern Guam, Sustainable Yield and Groundwater
Development” supports the adequacy of the NGLA to meet the water
demand related to the military buildup. It is expected that the
stakeholders will steer the USGS study to provide sufficient information
to address the concerns about sustainable yield of the NGLA (at the subbasin level) and provide that information to address the concerns raised
in the review of the DEIS for inclusion in the FEIS.
A-009-013
Thank you for your comment. DoD acknowledges the 1991/2 sustainable
yield study is almost 20 years old. For that reason, DoD had the Water
and Environmental Research Institute (WERI) of the University of Guam
review that report and render an opinion if the assumptions it used are
still valid today. That review was performed and the conclusion drawn
was that yes those assumptions are still valid. The DoD has committed
to support the USGS modeling of the aquifer, which is estimated to take
at least 3 years. This model will assist in aquifer management, however
would be completed too late to support the early phases of expansion of
the extraction well system. In the interim while the USGS model is being
developed, DoD will fund an update to the 1992 model to allow for data
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that has been collected on subaquifers in the northern part of Guam to
be added to the data assessed for aquifer sustainablilty DoD has
proposed to GWA to jointly manage the aquifer with input from experts,
including USGS and WERI. This coordination with Northern Guam Lens
Auqifer experts will provide a way for the best science and scientist to
make decisons that will protect the aquifer. DoD shares your concern
over aquifer management.
A-009-014
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS includes a detailed discussion
of many of the items recommended for inclusion by EPA, and is
contained in the water resource chapters of Volumes 2, 3, 4, and 5, and
under Chapters 3, 6 and 13 of Volume 6. Since the publication of the
DEIS, several studies have been completed that provide more detailed
information that related to protection of the NGLA from contamination
and reduction of water demand that will minimize the amount of water
needed for withdrawal from the aquifer, including a Low Impact
Development (LID) Study, a Sustainability Study, and preparation of a
Comprehensive (umbrella) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan . There
are two areas to be addressed on this issue, one is actions and efforts
during construction and the other is addressing controls that will be buildin to sustain good practices after construction is complete. A SWPPP
has been prepared for all construction sites that are part of the proposed
military relocation. This umbrella plan outlines specific stormwater
management requirements during construction and requires each
contractor for individual projects to comply with the overall requirements
of the umbrella SWPPP, and prepare a site specific SWPPP for their
site. Additionally, a construction stormwater general permit will also be
required as part of construction activities; this permit will require the
SWPPP be implemented as a permit condition. It is expected that a team
of experienced personnel will be engaged to oversee the execution and
oversight of the SWPPPs, ensuring that Best Management Practices
(BMPs) are provided as outlined in the site specific plans. Once
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construction is complete, a SWPPP will be developed to control
stormwater runoff and infiltration from base operations. This is being
done on a regional DoD Guam-wide scale, and has the involvement of
Guam EPA. Although significant vegetation will be removed at
Finegayan, DoD is pursuing Low Impact Development (LID) technology
that will focus on ensuring that the runoff from the site does not increase
and that the quality of the water that is infiltrated does not degrade. The
LID study proposes various projected storm events to address the
detention, retention and infiltration of surface runoff from the developed
land, and makes recommendations for which LID designs and measures
are best suited for the specific area of the project. Specific measures will
be incorporated into the design of the facilities and site infrastructure to
address stormwater quantity and quality issues. Porous pavement and
detention ponds will help to ensure that stormwater is controlled and
directed back into the aquifer. Natural vegetation will be used to help
filter stormwater that is being directed back to the aquifer. Contractors
will be directed to not compact materials in open areas around new
facilities to maximize the porosity of those materials and the ability of
them to absorb rainwater to recharge the aquifer. The FEIS has a
detailed discussion of GEPA requirements related to avoidance of areas
that could threaten the NGLA during well siting. It includes a detailed
discussion and map of existing Installation Restoration (IR) sites where
past contamination of soils and/or groundwater have occurred, locations
of existing wells, locations of know sinkholes and groundwater flow
patterns. However, much of the information requested by EPA for
inclusion on the FEIS is part of the GEPA well siting and permitting
process, and will be considered in more detail at that time. With respect
to saltwater intrusion into wells, this has been a topic of discussion with
GWA and EPA Region IX. Of particular concern is saltwater intrusion in
GWA wells, and the potential for further intrusion as more wells are
added by DoD. This is an issue that will be addressed as part of DoD,
GWA and GEPA's efforts to co-manage the NGLA, jointly making
decisions about well placement, pumping rates and other parameters
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that will protect the aquifer from saltwater intrusion and contamination.
Additionally, as part of DoD's effort to “wring out” excess water from
existing DoD water systems (wells and Fena Reservoir), the demands on
the NGLA will be reduced in the areas where water is currently
withdrawn by GWA and saltwater intrusion is occurring. Regarding
commitment by DoD to conduct a detailed source water assessment,
DoD does not agree that this is necessary since the proposed wells are
new and the things that would be considered in the source water
assessment are being addressed in the well permitting process.
A-009-015
Thank you for your comment. Guam's GWUDI program is currently
being developed by GEPA and EPA Region IX. During the first week of
March 2010, EPA and GEPA conducted a session that address the way
ahead with respect to GWUDI on Guam. Based on that session, it
appears that the GWUDI program on Guam will no include a requirement
to treat all water from the NGLA, but will rather require treatment only for
specific wells on a well-by-well basis. DoD's test well effort will assist in
determining the best locations for the proposed 22 wells based on the
best hydrogeology and the ability to avoid surface and contamination
influences. Therefore, GWUDI should not be an issue for the new
proposed DoD wells since there is an opportunity to locate them away
from surface and contamination influences during the well siting stage.
The FEIS includes an expanded discussion of the GWUDI program,
including the GEPA and EPA Region IX session that constitutes the
latest available information on this program in Guam. In the event that
individual DoD wells are found to be subject to to GWUDI requirements,
DoD will provide the appropriate treatment for those wells once that
determination is made by GEPA and EPA Region IX; this would be
during the new well siting and permitting process.
A-009-016
Thank you for your comment. As stated in the EIS, the proposed action
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“...would be implemented in accordance with all applicable orders, laws,
and regulations, including the preparation and implementation of a
SWPPP, SWMP, and SPCC Plans that would control runoff and
minimize potential leaks and spills.” In addition, the Navy plans to
conduct a Watershed Assessment of Fena Reservoir, which would
include a follow-on watershed management plan.
Explosives will not be used during training in the NMS and the EIS has
been updated. Pyrotechnics (i.e., flares, smoke) will be used in the NMS
training area. Beyond the proposed access road no additional roads will
be established in the training area. The training will consist of up to
company level maneuver training on foot. The training area will be
utilized approximately 12 weeks per year. The proposed training at the
NMS will have minimal effect on sediment runoff into Fena Reservoir.
A-009-017
Thank you for your comment. DoD is doing its part with regard to
implementing water conservation measures and sustainable design
measures that will reduce water and power demands, and reduce
wastewater generation. A detailed Sustainability Study was conduced
as part of the military buildup to identify opportunities to reduce the DoD
energy footprint for DoD-owned facilities. This study, along with other
DoD initiatives, are described in the FEIS in Volumes 6 and 8. DoD
supports the concept of conducting energy audits at GWA facilities, but
cannot commit DoD funds to conduct these audits. While DoD believes
it is EPA's job to assist GWA in energy conservation, DoD would be
willing to serve in a mentoring role to GWA for any energy audits that
might be pursued by GWA.
A-009-018
Thank you for your comment. DoD policy requires a Water System
Vulnerability Assessment when a water system serves over 25
consumers (Sect. 10-3.35, OPNAVINST 5090.1C). A Vulnerability
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

Assessment was completed in December 2003. The Vulnerability
Assessment and the Emergency Response Plans will be adjusted as
part of the proposed action to account for the new water systems and
increased populations. In addition, wellhead protection measures will be
implemented under the well permitting program for the new proposed
wells.
A-009-019
Thank you for your comment. Since EPA is well aware of its regulatory
oversight responsibilities as they relate to Guam, we do not see the
added benefit of listing these programs that involve EPA regulatory
oversight in that it does not influence the impact analysis or conclusions
of the FEIS.
A-009-020
Thank you for your comment.
The DoD and regulatory agencies are equally concerned about
preventing contamination of surface waters and groundwater (particularly
drinking water aquifers). The EIS describes numerous programs and
actions that will be taken to protect surface waters and groundwater from
potential contaminants. Refer to Volume 9, Appendix D, Project
Description Technical Appendix, Munitions, for a discussion of the
munitions and constituents of concern associated with the proposed
ranges.
The proposed ranges would be designed and maintained in accordance
with all applicable federal and local regulations. Specifically, Military
Handbook 1027/3B contains procedures for reducing potential impacts
from ranges through the implementation of BMPs. These include
introducing soil amendments, vegetation management, engineering
controls, instituting contaminant monitoring, reclaiming, and recycling.
With ranges, lead is the primary leaching contaminant of concern and
best management practices can minimize or prevent leaching of this
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constituent. Impact rounds from pistol rounds generally stay intact and
impact rounds from rifle rounds often fragment. Intact rounds and
rounds fragmented into relatively large pieces are not easily transported
by natural transport mechanisms (such as groundwater) and are largely
contained within the berm or physical barrier where they can be
recovered and disposed.Through the proper design of ranges,
application of BMPs, and monitoring, the potential for groundwater
contamination would be minimized. BMPs can reduce or eliminate the
leaching of lead to the environment. These procedures include
controlling soil pH to between 6 to 8 to prevent dissolution of lead,
mining of lead from back stop berms, implementing a soil leaching
monitoring program, and adding phosphate containing soil amendments
to bind dissolved lead to the soil. Prior to building the ranges, an
engineering study would determine the minimum depth of soil cover to
ensure sufficient soil cover of the limestone, and to assess the suitability
and optimum technique to add soil amendments such as phosphate to
prevent lead leaching. In addition, when percolating water reaches the
porous limestone the pH will increase, encouraging the precipitation of
lead out of solution. The DoD will monitor for selected contaminants of
concern. If monitoring identifies significant impacts, such as indications
that chemicals of concern may exceed regulatory standards, reduce
beneficial uses, result in adverse human or environmental health effects,
or conflict with federal or local regulations, then additional action would
be taken to address these impacts.The Final EIS contains an updated
analysis of potential impacts to groundwater from proposed range
operations.
A-009-021
Thank you for your comment. DoD would avoid use of chemicals in
Port-a-potties. Contractors would be required to use no chemicals or
“green chemicals” which could be used effectively in conjunction with the
septic tank and leaching field. It has been confirmed that the existing
septic tank and leaching field has adequate capacity to handle the
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additional loading. The septic tank and leaching field would be inspected
regularly to ensure the system is operating properly. The DoD consulted
with CNMI DEQ to obtain IWDS permit for construction and installation of
the septic tank and leaching field in 1999. DoD would continue to work
with the CNMI DEQ office to comply with local regulations. The Final
EIS has been updated with a figure depicting the existing wells.
A-009-022
Thank you for your comment. Funding for NDWWTP: While the Navy
will continue to coordinate with GWA and USEPA Region 9 to ensure
that GWA implements planned Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
projects designed to refurbish the existing primary treatment capability of
the NDWWTP and expand it to meet needs associated with the
proposed Marine Corps realignment and associated civilian population
growth, the ability of GWA to secure necessary funding for the required
CIP projects remains a key concern and potential impediment to the
Guam military realignment effort and the return of GWA to full
compliance with the requirements of the CWA. In the underlying
agreements with the Government of Japan covering the realignment of
Marine Corps forces from Okinawa to Japan, the Government of Japan
agreed to provide funding to develop facilities and infrastructure on
Guam to support the realignment of Marine Corps forces. These
agreements further recognize that necessary infrastructure
improvements will cover not only improvements on military installations,
but also improvements to the civilian infrastructure. Therefore, the U.S.
Government, through the Department of Defense (DoD), is currently
seeking approximately $50M in Japanese Fiscal Year 2011 (JFY11)
funding from the Government of Japan to cover required CIP projects
necessary for refurbishment and expansion of primary treatment
capabilities at the NDWWTP. Such funding would allow necessary
improvements to be made by the 2013 date noted above. Funding for
Other GWA Wastewater Plants. Funding for needed upgrades to the
GWA wastewater treatment plants and island-wide sewage collection
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system (other than that which is directly related to upgrades and repairs
the NDWWTP) is not identified in the FEIS beyond what has already
been identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and
in a recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP and companion
conceptual cost estimate for 5-year and 25-year capital and operational
needs. The FEIS provides information on GWA and GovGuam's ability
to fund upgrades, including information on GovGuam's debit rating and
history of funding shortfalls. DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of the GWA wastewater system on Guam and the
desire by many for DoD to fund improvements to these systems and
services. DoD’s ability to fund projects that are not within direct DoD
ownership or control is limited by Federal law. However, DoD recognizes
the need to identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and off-base
utility infrastructure on Guam, and desires to minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program. To this end,
DoD is serving as the lead federal agency on a multi-agency group
charged with identify Federal programs and funding sources to make the
necessary repairs and upgrades to Guam's utility infrastructure systems;
EPA Headquarters and EPA Region IX is a part of this multi-agency
group. Concurrently, DoD, EPA Region IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU
are working together to identify and integrate solutions for both on-base
and off-base wastewater needs which meet environment requirements,
provide reliable and uninterruptable service, and are affordable for all
users. Adaptive Program Management: Volume 7 of the FEIS describes
measures that could be taken to mitigate impacts to GWA wastewater
treatment facilities should such measures be deemed necessary by
DoD, GovGuam, EPA Region IX and GEPA. Reductions in force flow
(i.e.: the number and timing of new DoD personnel and their dependents
on Guam) could be used as a means to reduce demands on wastewater
treatment facilities. Additionally, a change in the temp of construction
could be implemented, which may include limiting and/or delaying the
award or start of construction efforts that bring off-island workers and the
associated induced population to Guam. Other adaptive program
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management efforts could include measures that divert wastewater flows
from GWA plants that are experiencing compliance problems and/or
have not been repaired or upgraded, to the NDWWTP. NDWWTP
Clarifier Capacity: DoD conducted as study that identifies the repairs and
upgrades needed at the NDWWTP. This study is included in the FEIS as
an appendix, and is entitled, "Final Evaluation of Northern District
Wastewater Treatment Plant Capacity" dated December 2009. The
study evaluated what treatment steps are needed to adequately treat the
wastewater expected at the NDWWTP during the construction phase of
the military relocation when flows are expected to peak at the plant, and
in the long term once construction is complete. This study concluded
that the existing primary clarifier could be operated in a way that allows
increased flows through the addition of chemical flocculants to remove
solids quicker, and by modifying the overflow at the clarifier weir to allow
longer retention times in the clarifier. A follow-on evaluation is underway
to further define what operational parameters and/or physical changes to
the plant would be needed to meet existing effluent limits in the interim
until the primary treatment plant upgrades can be completed. This may
include on-site trials of chemical treatment and/or jar tests, and working
with GWA and their treatment plant operator to determine the best
course of action .
Construction Workforce Housing: Currently there
are no plans to allow contractors to locate workforce housing on DoD
controlled land. Workforce housing would be provided by the contractors
as described in Volume 2, Chapter 16, “Socioeconomics and General
Services.” Therefore, it is anticipated that should workforce housing
needs require the construction of new housing, such workforce housing
would be located on either private or Government of Guam lands. In
either instance Guam officials would control the underlying land use and
permit decisions associated with the siting of such housing. DoD would
not provide workforce housing, but design-build contracts would require
the contractor to accommodate the workforce in accordance with
specified health and safety standards. Various proposals are being
developed by potential contractors in anticipation of winning a contract.
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The ultimate timing and location are unknown for all of the potential
construction and/or renovation of housing to accommodate the
construction workforce, but it is likely that some of the workforce housing
projects would begin independently of the record of decision.
Nonetheless, the FEIS includes information on the workforce housing
proposals that have been submitted to the Government of Guam,
Department of Land Management, Division of Land Planning as of April
2010, along with an assessment of which GWA wastewater treatment
plant these housing areas would serviced by. This information is in
Volume 1 and Volume 6, Chapter 3 of the FEIS. It is important to note
that the applications received reflect the prospective contractors, and not
necessarily those who will ultimately be awarded a DoD contract. DoD
will work with Government of Guam land use and natural resource
officials to assit in identifing any contractor plans or efforts to construct
workforce housing and DOD shall ensure that contractors are informed
of their responsibilities to comply with Government of Guam land use
restrictions. In particular, the Guam Land Use Commission recently
issued GLUC 2009-1 which specifically addresses the issue of zoning for
workforce housing. Additionally, DoD will work with GWA to identify
where increased wastewater demands are likely to occur, and assist with
decision-making to address these increased flows. EPA Administrative
Order: As a future major user of the NDWWTP and the entity that is
being held responsible for securing funding for plant upgrades and
expansions, for determining what treatment processes and costs are
needed, and determining potential impacts at the plant and plant
discharge related to the military relocation, DoD is a major stakeholder in
any future decisions with regard to the NDWWTP. Therefore, the
proposed Administrative or Enforcement Order that will enforce
secondary treatment standards for the NDWWTP is a vital instrument in
directing these future requirements, and a critical part of the impact
assessment that is in the FEIS.
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A-009-023
Thank you for your comment. Funding for needed upgrades to the GWA
wastewater treatment plants and island-wide sewage collection system
(other than that which is directly related to upgrades and repairs the
NDWWTP) is not identified in the FEIS beyond what has already been
identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and in a
recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP and companion
conceptual cost estimate for 5-year and 25-year capital and operational
needs. The FEIS provides information on GWA and GovGuam's ability
to fund upgrades, including information on GovGuam's debit rating and
history of funding shortfalls. DoD acknowledges the existing substandard conditions of the GWA wastewater system on Guam and the
desire by many for DoD to fund improvements to these systems and
services. DoD’s ability to fund projects that are not within direct DoD
ownership or control is limited by Federal law. However, DoD recognizes
the need to identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and off-base
utility infrastructure on Guam, and desires to minimize adverse impacts
associated with the proposed military relocation program. To this end,
DoD is serving as the lead federal agency on a multi-agency group
charged with identify Federal programs and funding sources to make the
necessary repairs and upgrades to Guam's utility infrastructure systems.
Concurrently, DoD, EPA Region IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU are
working together to identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and
off-base wastewater needs which meet environment requirements,
provide reliable and uninterruptable service, and are affordable for all
users.
Even with an infusion of federal funds to fix the existing problems with
the GWA wastewater system, if there is no funding to keep the systems
operated properly, maintained, and upgraded, the system will be
unsustainable. This has even been acknowledged by EPA in its CIP
assessment report. Both GWA and EPA state that the people of Guam
should not have to carry the financial burden of supporting the military
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buildup. It is hard to argue with this position. However, what is not said is
that the people of Guam should carry the burden of sustaining compliant
water and wastewater systems required to ensure their health and well
being. GWA’s Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) which was
developed to achieve compliance with an EPA stipulated order, identifies
projects required to correct $200 Mil in infrastructure deficiencies that
existed in the water and wastewater systems at the time the report was
prepared. This estimate has been increased since the time the CIP was
prepared. Very few of the deficiencies have been addressed to-date
because GWA does not have the financial resources to address these
issues. In the case of wastewater, GWA has the DoD demand in the
north and the wastewater system is still deficient. The ability to sustain
the water and wastewater systems will be a topic of discussions with
GWA, CCU and EPA in early March 2010. Without a continuous influx of
federal funds to support daily operations, GWA cannot sustain their
current systems. Hence the fundamental problem that will not be fixed
by a huge infusion of federal funds to correct all of the ills of the GWA
water and wastewater systems. GWA’s rate base is not sufficient to
sustain its system. If the user rates are not increased to a level that will
allow GWA to sustain their systems, in a matter of just a few years the
systems will be back to a state of total disrepair and require another
large infusion of federal money. Guam is unwilling to require its users to
pay what is required to sustain their water and wastewater systems at a
level that will ensure their safety and well being. So either the rates have
to be increased or EPA needs to find a continual source of funds to
support routine operation and maintenance of the GWA water and
wastewater systems.
A-009-024
Thank you for your comment. The GWA flow estimate at the NDWWTP
is based on the GWA Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) data
(October 2006); however, GWA recently reported that this flow was
based on faulty flow metering at the head of plant. The FEIS corrects
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the flows based on new information from GWA. The corrected flow
without I/I: 5.73 x 1,000,000 / (47283 + 15982) = 90.6 gallon per capita.
DoD and GWA recognize that flow meters at the NDWWTP need to be
repaired or replaced as part of the plant repairs in order to provide
reliable flow data for both design of the upgrades and for permit
compliance reporting.
A-009-025
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS provides a revised assessment
of impacts from the NDWWTP discharge to marine resources in Volume
6, Chapter 13, Marine Resources. This revised assessment is based on
two studies that were finalized after the publication of the DEIS: 1) "Final
Report, Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant Outfall
Assessment Tanguisson Point, Guam" dated December 2009 (also
referred to as the "Phase I Report"); and 2) "Final Report Northern
District Wastewater Treatment Plant Ocean Outfall Assessment - Phase
II, Proposed DoD Outfall at Tanguisson Point, Guam" dated January
2010. These reports are appendices to the FEIS. Recreational resource
impacts are described in Volume 6, Chapter 11.
A-009-026
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been modified to include a
qualitative assessment of indirect impacts to GWA wastewater treatment
plants and their associated collection systems other than the NDWWTP
from wastewater generated by the construction workforce and induced
populations that are anticipated as a result of the military relocation.
Assumptions were made about where the construction workforce would
most likely reside on Guam by reviewing zoning and building
applications submitted to the Government of Guam planning department
by prospective contractors. This showed the construction workforce is
expected to be resident two-thirds in northern Guam and one-third in
central Guam. A socioeconomic analysis was conducted for the EIS
using data from GovGuam and found that the induced civilian population
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growth is likely to be 38% in northern, 43% in central and 19% in south
Guam. Likewise, estimates were made for increased flows to GWA
plants expected from the induced population based on a socioeconomic
study that is included in the FEIS an appendix, and predicts where
civilian population growth will occur based on housing availability and
information provided by GovGuam. This information, coupled with
limited available information from GWA and EPA on the condition of the
GWA wastewater collection and treatment systems (including the
troublesome Hagatna collection system), and was used to qualitatively
assess impacts. Impacts to ecological resources and to human health
were assessed for both the construction phase and the operational
phase of the proposed military relocation, and can be found in the
various resource chapters of Volume 6.
A-009-027
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS includes more detailed
information on the Navy's Apra Harbor WWTP, including permit
compliance issues and non-compliance, and on-going efforts to address
this non-compliance. Included in the FEIS is an assessment of potential
impacts to the ability the Apra Harbor WWTP to handle increased flows,
and the impact of those increased flows on ecological resources. The
information on the plant compliance history, on-going studies to address
non-compliance, sources of pollutants, and ability of the plant to
adequately treat the new flows from visiting ships, treatment of
wastewater from the Fena Reservoir, sludge management, and
pretreatment programs can be found in Volume 6, Chapters 2 and 3.
Impacts from the plant discharge on the various environmental resources
can be found in the individual resource chapters of Volume 6.
A-009-028
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS includes an assessment of how
new and increased discharges from construction activities (primarily
stormwater) and new wastewater discharges at GWA and DoD-owned
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plants may have an affect on Clean Water Act 303(d) listed waters and
TMDLs promulgated by GEPA. This assessment can be found in
Volume 6, Chapter 6 (Water Resources) and Chapter 11 (Marine
Biological Resources).
A-009-029
Thank you for your comment. The increased demand for drinking water
from the Navy water treatment plant is limited by plant capacity as well
as reservoir capacity. Current production as reflected in the FEIS is
approximately 85% of the capacity of the plant. Fena Rservoir levels are
constantly modeled to keep within the treatment plant capacities.
Additional water demand would be met through the installation of new
wells, refurbishment of existing wells, and "wringing out" of excess water
in the existing DoD water system. NAVFAC MAR applied for a permit for
the plant overflow on March 30,2010. The letter attached to the pending
permit acknowledged this and stated we would be required to adhere to
the specifications in the current wastewater treatment plant permit at
Apra Harbor until a new permit for this discharge point is received.
A-009-030
Thank you for your comment.
Apra Harbor: The FEIS includes more detailed information on the Navy's
Apra Harbor WWTP, including information on the Navy's internal
program to control industrial wastewater sources to the plant. Navy
Owned Treatment Works (NOTWs) are not required by regulation to
have pretreatment programs. COMNAVMARIANAS Instruction 5090.3A
“COMNAVMARIANAS Wastewater Pollutant Minimization and
Pretreatment Program” issued on 14 Jan 03 covers basic pretreatment
requirements and allows for certificates of discharge to non-domestic
users, and is currently being updated. Military Specifications for many
industrial facilities require pretreatment systems as part of the design
and construction of specific facilities. Examples include grease traps for
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food service areas, oil/water separators in areas where oily wastes may
be generated, silver recovery units for photo shops, and Navy-designed
bilge and oily water separators for shipboard oily wastes.
Apra Harbor WWTP sewage sludge is tested for metals prior to disposal
at the Navy landfill, although there are no requirements in the treatment
plant permit or the landfill permit that require this testing or restrict the
disposal of the sludge a the landfill. Although sludge tests have show
the presence of metals, the concentrations are compared against criteria
for land application for agricultural use and they have historically been
well below these levels. Therefore, it is not anticipated that new
wastewater flows from visiting ships would cause significantly higher
metals concentrations in the sludge.
GWA: GWA does not have a pretreatment program in place. In fact,
establishment of a pretreatment program is a requirement of the 2003
Stipulated Order, and the failure of GWA to implement an adequate
program is one of several reasons cited by EPA Region IX as a basis of
denying the secondary treatment variance for the NDWWTP and the
Hagatna WWTP. At such time as GWA establishes a pretreatment
program and issues permits, DoD will comply with the requirements of
the program. In the meantime, DoD will install pretreatment equipment
in accordance with military specifications for specific facilities.
A-009-031
Thank you for your comment. Wastewater collection lines will be
constructed in the Andersen South area to service the MOUT and other
training that would occur there. DoD is currently preparing a Routing
Study that includes evaluating sewer routing options for this area along
with areas around the Andersen AFB North Ramp and Naval Base Apra
Harbor wharf area. Conceptually, the sewer routing at Andersen South
will be along newly constructed roads and will tie into the GWA sewer.
Because this study is on-going, this sewer line was not included in the
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FEIS. A follow-on NEPA analysis will be prepared for these sewer lines
once the study is completed, which is scheduled after the FEIS and
ROD.
A-009-032
The FEIS has been modified to include a qualitative assessment of
indirect impacts to the GWA wastewater treatment collection system
from wastewater generated by the construction workforce and induced
populations that are anticipated as a result of the military relocation.
This impact assessment is based on the limited available information
from GWA and EPA on the condition of the GWA wastewater collection.
Impacts to ecological resources and to human health were assessed for
both the construction phase and the operational phase of the proposed
military relocation, and can be found in the various resource chapters of
Volume 6.
DoD agrees that the an detailed analysis of the GWA collection system
is needed to identify needed repair and upgrade projects. However, this
is the responsibility of GWA as the system owner and operator. Indeed,
it is recognized as a need two reports prepared for GWA by their
operations and preventative maintenance contractor, Veolia Guam, LLC
- "Final Capital Improvements Projects and Performance Improvement
Projects (CIP/PIP)" dated June 2007 and "Final Capital Improvements
Projects and Performance Improvements Projects (CIP/PIP) Review
2008 Status Update" dated November 2008. Veolia has communicated
to DoD that a comprehensive model is needed for the wastewater
collection system in order to accurately assess which areas of the
system require repairs and upgrades. As part of its on-going
cooperation with GWA, DoD could provide technical assistance to a
GWA effort to model the sewer collection system.
Funding for needed upgrades to the GWA sewage collection system
(other than that which is directly related to upgrades and repairs the
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NDWWTP) is not identified in the FEIS beyond what has already been
identified in the GWA's Capital Improvements Program (CIP), and in a
recent EPA Region IX assessment of GWA's CIP and companion
conceptual cost estimate for 5-year and 25-year capital and operational
needs. DoD acknowledges the existing sub-standard conditions of the
GWA wastewater system on Guam and the desire by many for DoD to
fund improvements to these systems and services. DoD’s ability to fund
projects that are not within direct DoD ownership or control is limited by
Federal law. However, DoD recognizes the need to identify and integrate
solutions for both on-base and off-base utility infrastructure on Guam,
and desires to minimize adverse impacts associated with the proposed
military relocation program. To this end, DoD is serving as the lead
federal agency on a multi-agency group charged with identify Federal
programs and funding sources to make the necessary repairs and
upgrades to Guam's utility infrastructure systems. Concurrently, DoD,
EPA Region IX, GEPA, GWA and the CCU are working together to
identify and integrate solutions for both on-base and off-base wastewater
needs which meet environment requirements, provide reliable and
uninterruptable service, and are affordable for all users.
A-009-033
Thank you for your comment. Implementing energy projects from oils
and methane at the NDWWTP is under the control of GWA as the plant
owner and operator. While these projects may be a benefit, the focus of
plant repairs and upgrades needs to be on bringing the NDWWTP into
compliance after decades of violations and neglect. DoD would support
efforts by GWA to reclaim and burn for energy recovered oils and
methane from the plant, DoD would not want these systems installed if
they result in a significant increase in operational and maintenance
costs, or are difficult to operate and maintain.
A-009-034
Thank you for your comment. Section 4.1.1.2 has been expanded to
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further describe the federal and local requirements involving stormwater,
sediment, and erosion control, including the Construction General Permit
(CGP), Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP), requirements for erosion
control permits, BMPs, and environmental protection plans. A discussion
of the potential issuance of an MS4 permit, pending results of the 2010
census, has been added to the text. The text has been updated to reflect
that a new CGP is anticipated for July 2011. The recommended table
identifying the specific federal and Guam authorities for proposed
activities requiring stormwater permits has been added to Section
4.1.1.2. All statements that CWA NDPES program is delegated from
EPA to GovGuam have been corrected to indicate EPA is the CWA
permitting and enforcement authority.
A-009-035
Thank you for your comment. A new table is added to the Final EIS that
shows the types of proposed construction activities at main cantonment
area-Finegayan, AAFB, Apra Harbor and road construction and the
policies that would be applicable to these actions. To address the largescale land disturbance anticipated for the projects and impacts to
stormwater, enforcement of adequate erosion and sediment control
measures, site specific best management practices (BMPs) would be
aggressively maintained throughout construction. Storm events would be
closely monitored and additional BMPs provided along vulnerable areas
in anticipation for a storm event. 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).
The Construction Contractors would be required to comply with the
updated 2011 USEPA Construction General Permit (CGP) which would
include provisions of the Effluent Limitation Guideline (ELG) & Standards
for Construction and Development Point Source Category, dated Dec. 1,
2009 (40 CFR, Part 450), including the turbidity limit of 280 NTU. The
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requirements of this standard are included in the Navy’s draft
Comprehensive Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) for the Guam military buildup.
The criteria and standards in the CNMI/Guam Stormwater Management
Manual, October 2006, may not apply to the FHWA/Guam DPW related
projects as Guam DPW/FHWA is currently reviewing the applicability of
the CNMI/Guam Stormwater Management Manual and developing their
own Stormwater Manual to address road way projects on non-military
roads. To address these issues and develop criteria and standards for
FHWA/FHWA roadway projects, a Stormwater Policy Task Force has
been established consisting of FHWA, FHWA’s consultants, Guam
DPW, GEPA, and USEPA.
Construction stormwater BMPs include the practices described in
Chapter 2 of the 2006 Guam and CNMI Stormwater Management
Manual, however, schedule clearing and grading during the dry season
would be unlikely as construction would occur year-round. However,
erosion and sediment control practices would be aggressively
maintained across all aspects of construction, as indicated in the Navy’s
draft Comprehensive Construction SWPPP. Additionally, internal
phasing and BMPs would be provided by the Navy’s contractor to reduce
the amount of cleared land at any one time.
With respect to off-base roadways: In the Draft Guam Transportation
Stormwater Drainage Manual, Section 7.1.1, there is a discussion
regarding the Scheduling BMP. It is noted that construction sequencing
should be scheduled to minimize land disturbance for all projects during
the rainy season and that appropriate BMPs should be implemented
during both the rainy and non-rainy seasons. It emphasizes that
schedules should show how the rainy season relates to soil-disturbing
activities and that work should be scheduled to minimize soil-disturbing
activities during the rainy season. Moreover, the BMP states that:
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·
Major grading operations should be scheduled during the nonrainy season, when practical;
·
Non-active areas should be stabilized within 4 days from the
cessation of soil-disturbing activities or one day prior to the onset of
precipitation;
·

Forecast weather for storm events; and

·
When rainfall is predicted, adjust the construction schedule to
allow the implementation of soil stabilization and sediment controls and
sediment treatment controls on all disturbed areas prior to the onset of
rain.
A-009-036
Thank you for your comment. The DoD intends to incorporate state-ofthe-art measures to control stormwater and erosion impacts consistent
with the most current and future permit requirements and guidance
developed by regulatory authorities. The DoD has been coordinating
these measures with regulatory stormwater experts and would continue
to coordinate details of the site-specific measures with regulatory
experts throughout the permitting processes.
To reduce stormwater discharges in the new development areas, DoD
would implement the low impact development (LID) practices to reduce
runoff volume and mimic the pre-development site hydrology for the
projects using a suite of measures, such as bioretention, vegetative
swales, pervious pavement with infiltration bed, infiltration basin and
trench. Requirements of Section 438 of the Energy independence and
Security Act (EISA) and EPA’s December 2009 Technical Guidance for
Implementing Section 43825 will be considered as site-specific
measures are developed in coordination with permitting agencies. DoD
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

Policy on Implementing Section 438 of the EISA requires federal
development and redevelopment projects with a footprint exceeding
5,000 square feet to maintain or restore pre-development hydrology to
the maximum extent technically feasible, consistent with USEPA’s
Technical Guidance on Implementing the Stormwater Runoff
Requirements for Federal Projects under Section 438 of EISA, dated
December 2009 (http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/section438/) DoD’s
compliance with EPA’s Technical Guidance would reduce hydrologic
impacts of the stormwater discharges, as well as pollutant discharges.
The LID/Drainage Study draws upon several Karst- and Northern Guamspecific references, including the Chesapeake Stormwater Network
Technical Bulletin No.1: Stormwater Design Guidelines for Karst Terrain
in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. This study provides the project with
additional tools to protect groundwater where project activities overlie
Karst geology and the NGLA. Additional measures to minimize impacts
to water resources from stormwater discharges include preparation and
implementation of an effective Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) for the new facilities under the NPDES Multi-Section General
Permit. The SWPPP would include all facilities listed under 40 CFR
122.26, subject to the MSGP, including training facilities. The housing
areas would be covered under the SPE Housing Entity’s Stormwater
Management Plan, which would be required by DoD’s Real Estate
Ground Lease. These stormwater management plans address roles and
responsibilities, stormwater training, prohibited non-stormwater and
stormwater discharges, pollution prevention measures, water quality
monitoring and inspection requirements, acceptable BMPs, noncompliance responses and reporting.
Around Apra Harbor, areas would have drainage that goes directly to the
oil-water separator and sediment separator system. The wash water for
this facility is intended to be recycled to limit the amount of fresh water
that is consumed during the wash down process. The water within this
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

wash down system would eventually be drained into the sanitary sewer
system. The solids from the sediment separator are currently anticipated
to be handled as solid waste, which would be properly handled and
disposed of by the base BOS Contractor. The current layout is such that
any rainwater falling within the wash down area would also be directed
into the oil-water and sediment separators.
A-009-037
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been revised to reflect the
discussions and the outcome of the ongoing USFWS section 7
consultation. There are no ESA-listed in-water freshwater species on
Guam. To protect the large water source, there are no current or
proposed major stormwater discharges into Fena reservoir that would
impact a listed species such as the endangered Mariana common
moorhen.
A-009-038
Thank you for your comment. The Haul Road Network (HRN) Storm
Water Implementation Plan provides typical source control and treatment
control BMPs to be used for the various HRN projects. The plan includes
a suite of treatment BMPs that can be used throughout the network. Sitespecific BMP selection would take into consideration pollutants of
concern, right of way constraints, maintainability, existing drainage
infrastructure, proximity to wellheads, existing treatment devices, etc.
A summary of the outcomes of the Task Force has been described in the
Final EIS. Currently, a Draft Stormwater Implementation Plan for the
Guam Roadway Network (GRN) is being developed to describe and
illustrate the various stormwater control measures to be incorporated in
the overall network. In Section 6 of the Draft Storm Water
Implementation Plan for the GRN, the post-construction source control
and treatment control strategies discusses long-term stormwater BMPs
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such as biofiltration strips/swales, infiltration basins, and detention
basins.
A-009-039
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS has
been updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-009-040
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
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Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
The Navy agrees that percent coral cover does not represent the sum
total of all ecosystem parameters, but it is considered internationally the
single most significant parameter in capturing ecosystem structure and
function. In light of the continued dispute on what parameters need to be
collected to fully capture the impact to coral reefs, the Navy's
assessment is currently under review by USACE ERDC. Upon
completion of that in-depth review, if USACE feels additional information
is warranted the Navy will comply and re-run its analysis based on the
additional data parameters.

It is purposely misleading to refer to the method the Navy used as not an
in-situ method. In biology, in situ means to examine the phenomenon
exactly in place where it occurs (i.e. without moving it to some special
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medium). The Navy coral surveys were at the site of the proposed
project area and the observations were made in the water. The analysis
of the data was performed in a lab, which provided the qualitative and
repeatable data set used in the impact analysis. It is appropriate to
mention that the "Navy Contractor" are in fact two Nationally recognized
Universities, one of which (National Coral Reef Institute) is recognized
and funded by NOAA. The Navy has reviewed the cases where the
resource agencies have used their survey data parameter in the past,
and disputes that it has been widely used. To be specific, the data
parameters the resource agencies have identified as "important inputs"
have not been widely applied to impact assessments and are suspect
with regard to the practicable nature of those data inputs when applying
to Habitat Equivalency Assessments (HEA).

A-009-041
Thank you for your comment. The Navy has made a good faith effort in
describing how the Polaris Point alternative is the LEDPA. While it is
accurate to say the amount of dredge material is greater for the Polaris
Point alternative, this factor alone does not eliminate it from being the
LEDPA. In our evaluation of the alternatives considered in the DEIS
(Polaris Point, SRF), Polaris Point was determined to be the LEDPA
when considering all aspects to include: amount of dredging required,
amount of coral anticipated to be removed, proximity of completed wharf
to identified high value resources (West of Big Blue reef is known resting
and foraging areas for ESA listed sea turtles), potential long-term
impacts associated with berthing a CVN (re-suspension of sediments by
tug thrusters), proximity to other nuclear vessels, force protection
concerns, active duty quality of life, available utilities infrastructure, etc.
Considering all of these factors as well as many more, the Polaris Point
alternative was identified as the LEDPA. It is acknowledged that final
determination of the Navy's LEDPA shall fall to USACE determination
during the CWA 404 permit process.
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The reduced turning basin alternative provided by NMFS is being
evaluated for operational risk associated with CVN vessel movements.

To clarify dredge depth required for the CVN is 51.5 feet. Evaluation of
impacts to coral reef resources were conducted using planar coral cover
combined with bathymetry to capture the 3 Dimentional impact
associated with the proposed action alternatives. The 60 foot isobath
was selected for the following two reasons: (1) 60 feet is the limitation of
the imagery used to capture the full breadth of the action area (2) Given
the complexity of the marine ecosystem and the relative lack in scientific
agreement on which ecological parameters should be measured, an over
estimate of direct and indirect impacts for an additional 8.5 feet was
deemed appropriate. The MILCON is a design build construction and
therefore will not be 100% designed until prior to submission of CWA
Section 404 permit. The description of the pier structure is stated as pile
supported with an estimate of 400 piles needed.
To clarify dredge depth required for the CVN is 51.5 feet. Evaluation of
impacts to coral reef resources were conducted using planar coral cover
combined with bathymetry to capture the 3 Dimentional impact
associated with the proposed action alternatives. The 60 foot isobath
was selected for the following two reasons: (1) 60 feet is the limitation of
the imagery used to capture the full breadth of the action area (2) Given
the complexity of the marine ecosystem and the relative lack in scientific
agreement on which ecological parameters should be measured, an over
estimate of direct and indirect impacts for an additional 8.5 feet was
deemed appropriate. The MILCON is a design build construction and
therefore will not be 100% designed until prior to submission of CWA
Section 404 permit. The description of the pier structure is stated as pile
supported with an estimate of 400 piles needed.
The 200 meter indirect zone, was selected to provide a conservative
(error to benefit to coral) estimate of indirect impacts to coral. The Navy
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understands that this generalized zone of indirect impact is not refined
enough to satisfy USACE permit requirements and have solicited the
assistance of USACE Environmental Research and Design Center
(ERDC) to refine the level of indirect impacts associated with the
dredging activities.

A-009-042
Thank you for your comment. The EIS acknowledges that dredging
would result in short-term, localized impacts to water quality as
discussed in Section 4.2.2.2, Volume 4. As noted in this Section, there
would be short-term increases in turbidity, short-term decreases in
dissolved oxygen, and resuspension of sediments possibly containing
metals. Wharf construction and dredging activities in Apra Harbor have
shown that there has only been short term, localized impacts to water
quality with the use of BMPs. There have been no violations of water
quality standards reported. It is anticipated that construction and
dredging activities associated with the proposed transient CVN wharf
would be consistent with previous actions regarding impacts to water
quality.
Impacts related to the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 230.10(b) are
being addressed for the CVN dredging via the USACE Evironmental
Research and Design Center (ERDC) sediment plume modeling that is
being conducted. ERDC sediment plume models are used as standard
practice for all US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) dredging projects
nation-wide.
Under the guidance of USACE, the Navy will comply with all required
Best Management Practices (BMPs) called out within the CWA Section
404 permit. The Navy has identified within the EIS those BMPs that
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

have been required by USACE for other dredging projects in Apra
Harbor. If USACE requires additional BMP's, the Navy will comply with
their regulatory authority. Because this process has yet to occur, the
Navy cannot commit to any specific BMPs in the FEIS. BMPs to reduce
the potential for erosion, runoff, sedimentation, and associated water
quality impacts from construction of the wharf and staging area are
included in Volume 7.
A-009-043
Thank you for your comment. Mitigation options have been discussed
with our regulatory partners throughout the development of this EIS and
will continue to be discussed until an USACE approved option(s) is
selected. This is the expressed purpose of developing a compensatory
mitigation plan prior to submission of the required CWA Section 404
permit application. The Compensatory Mitigation Plan is under the
purview of the USACE and is intended to capture the provisions stated
within the CWA compensatory mitigation rule.
A-009-044
Thank you for your comment. The HEA referred to (Volume 4,Chapter 11
and Volume 9, Appendix E) provides an example of how mitigation could
look. It is not intended to be considered as a final compensatory
mitigation plan. Through coordination with our regulatory partners the
Navy will develop a compensatory mitigation package that will include a
revised HEA and conform to the regulatory guidance provided by
USACE. All mitigation options will be evaluated to the satisfaction of the
USACE prior to issuance of the CWA Section 404 permit application.
The Navy continues identify new alternatives in addition to those called
out in this DEIS to further increase the chances of successful mitigation.
A-009-045
Thank you for your comment. Per discussions with USACE the Navy
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cannot select the compensatory mitigation plan that will be implemented
until the permit application has been reviewed by USACE. A permit
application cannot be submitted until the Navy has completed the
required NEPA environmental review. The Navy has, within this EIS,
disclosed those compensatory mitigation options that have been
evaluated to be likely candidates for selection through the CWA Section
404 permit application process (and memorialized within the USACE
requisite Compensatory Mitigation Plan). Selection of any option would
be pre-decisional at this time.
A-009-046
Thank you for your comment. Impact assessment methods were
selected based upon examples taken nation-wide as well as
internationally. The biological parameters used in evaluating the impact
to coral resources have been used for over 30 years as the industry
standard and were validated as appropriate by 9 internationally
renowned coral reef ecologists. The Navy acknowledges that in light of
the newly revised CWA Compensatory Mitigation Rule, that additional
data may be needed to further capture coral reef structure and function.
Per the Navy's request for review of the method used to assess impact
to coral, USACE has requested the assistance of ERDC to evaluate the
adequacy of the Navy impact assessment as it relates to the required
CWA Section 404 permit application. If at the conclusion of ERDC
review, and USACE approval, that additional data parameters will be
required, the Navy will collect the required data prior to submitting a
completed permit application.
A-009-047
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to the Haputo Ecological Reserve
Area are not anticipated. Recreational use of the nearshore DoD lands
may see an increased level of activity during portions of the year, but are
not anticipated to place an undue burden upon the resources.
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A-009-048
Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs that 404(b)(1) guidelines
apply to all Waters of the US (WUS) and not just wetlands. DoD will
comply with 404(b)(1) guidelines as part of the Clean Water Act
permitting process.
The DEIS included planning-level WUS information from a number of
existing sources. In response to USACE and USEPA input during
development of the DEIS, DoD initiated a contract to use remote sensing
combined with field verification to supplement exisiting WUS data in the
EIS. Additional WUS information and impacts discussion has been
included in the FEIS.
DoD acknowledges that additional site-specific WUS information may be
needed for all follow-on permitting actions.
A-009-049
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS used existing planning-level
Waters of the US (WUS) information from a number of existing sources
including NWI mapping, existing (but old) jurisdictional determinations,
aerial photographs, and site visits by wetland scientists.
In response to input from USACE and USEPA during development of the
DEIS, DoD initiated a contract to use remote sensing, combined with
field verification, to supplement existing WUS information and impact
analysis in the FEIS. Additional information has been added to the
FEIS.
DoD is confident that remote sensing, combined with field verification,
can be used effectively to supplement WUS data and impact analysis in
the EIS. The FEIS contains sufficient information for the decision-maker
to make an informed decision on the proposed action. However, DoD
recognizes that additional site-specific information (and jurisdictional
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determination) may be required as part of the CWA permitting process.

A-009-050
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS included planning-level
information from a number of existing sources including NWI mapping,
old jurisdictional determinations, aerial photography and site visits by
wetland scientists. The FEIS contains additional planning-level Waters
of the US (including wetlands) information as a result of a remote
sensing/field verification effort.
DoD acknowledges that additionald site-specific WUS information may
be required as part of the CWA permitting process and that any LEDPA
discussion in the FEIS may need to augmented to satisfy 404(b)(1)
guidelines. DoD is confident that the WUS/wetlands information
contained in the FEIS is sufficient for the decision-maker to make and
informed decision in the ROD.
The FEIS has been modified to correct discrepancies.
A-009-051
Thank you for your comment. As a result of input from USACE and
USEPA during development of the DEIS, DoD initiated a contract to
collect additional planning-level Waters of the US (WUS) information
through remost sensing with field verification. The FEIS has been
updated to reflect this new information.
DoD is confident that impacts to wetlands and other WUS can be
avoided in the NMS.
A-009-052
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS included planning-level Waters
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of the US (WUS) information from a number of exisiting sources. In
response to USACE and USEPA input during development of the DEIS,
DoD initiated a contract to use remote sensing, combined with field
verification, to supplement existing WUS impacts discussion in the EIS.
The FEIS has been updated to correct inconsistencies and include this
supplemental WUS/wetlands information.
Detailed wetland delineations and jurisdictional determinations are not
required for planning-level NEPA analysis. However, DoD recognizes
that additional WUS/wetlands information may be required as part of the
CWA permitting process and to comply with 404(b)(1) guidelines.
A-009-053
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been modified to reflect that
ranges on Tinian would be designed to avoid impacts on Waters of the
US (including wetlands). No impacts are anticipated.
A-009-054
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
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section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-009-055
Thank you for your comment. As recommended, the cumulative impacts
section has been expanded in the FEIS to add discussion of impacts of
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, in combination with
the proposed action, on coral at Guam. Added discussion identifies past
dredging, breakwall and wharf construction, storm water runoff,
wastewater discharge, fishing and anchoring, and other historical
anthropogenic and natural disturbances as significantly reducing coral
cover and recruitment at Apra Harbor and Guam. Additional analysis of
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future and planned actions has been provided, along with a discussion of
the potential of impacts from the proposed action to act as stressors that
could exacerbate potential impacts from climate change.
A-009-056
Thank you for your comment. We look forward to working with the EPA
in developing the project specific sediment Sampling and Analysis Plans
(SAPs) for Sierra Wharf and the CVN project as these projects proceed.
A-009-057
Thank you for your comments. We look forward to working with the EPA
in developing the project specific sediment Sampling and Analysis Plans
(SAPs) for Sierra Wharf and the CVN project as these projects proceed.
Response to Section 1. Potential for Contaminated Sediments,
Paragraph 1
Chapter 2, Volume 4 text states that preliminary sediment
characterization data suggest most of the material from Outer Apra
Harbor and Inner Apra Harbor would meet the testing criteria and be
suitable for disposal/dewatering on land or ODMDS disposal (NAVFAC
Pacific 2006). Test results for samples taken in the vicinity of Sierra and
Romeo Wharves in Inner Apra Harbor indicate that dredged material
from portions of these areas may not be suitable for ocean disposal
(NAVFAC Pacific 2007). However, the indication for the Sierra Wharf
dredge sediments not being likely suitable for ocean disposal was based
upon only one amphipod test where the toxicity levels were only slightly
elevated. Based upon the high survival rate of all the test organisms in
the Suspended Particulate Phase tests, Neanthes arenaceodentata high
survival rates in the Solid Phase (SP) tests, the relatively low
contaminant concentrations, tissue concentrations below published
effects levels, and low total PCB tissue concentrations (<20
micrograms/kilogram), the proposed dredged material from the P-436C
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area (Sierra Wharf) should be considered for ocean disposal despite the
slightly reduced survivorship observed in the amphipod SP test for Sierra
Wharf (NAVFAC Pacific 2007). Additional analysis of the sediments in
the vicinity of Romeo Wharf would be required to determine ocean
disposal suitability of those materials. The results of the 2007 dredge
sediments study are available in Volume 9, Appendix K. The results of
the site specific SAP for Sierra Wharf dredging will determine the final
handling of materials dredged from this area.
Response to Paragraph 2
Figure 4.1-30 has been added to Volume 2 Chapter 4 that shows the
locations of the 2007 sampling and the proposed project study limits for
the two projects being evaluated during the 2007 study. For Inner Apra
Harbor, these were projects P-436 and P-518. P-436 involved the areas
around Sierra, Tango, and Romeo Wharves as well as the wharves north
of these wharfs along western Inner Apra Harbor. P-518 is in the area
adjacent to X-ray Wharf.
Figures 4.1-29 and 4.1-30 in Chapter 2, Volume 4 have been revised
and added to reflect the individual locations for the sampling points in the
2006, 2007, and in the 2010 sediment testing for Outer Apra Harbor. The
2007 study included sediment sample locations in Inner Apra Harbor.
Text has been added to refer to the additional figure that shows the
sampling location for the 2007 study, Figure 4.1-30, and the test results.
Text has been added that discusses the results of the March 2010
testing as well as an additional figure, Figure 4.1-29, that shows the
locations of the 2010 sampling stations (see response to paragraph 1).
The text in Chapter 4, Volume 2 states that while most of the dredged
materials from Inner Apra Harbor should be suitable for ocean disposal,
if necessary, additional testing of the sediments in the vicinity of Romeo
Wharf may be necessary to confirm the suitability of ocean disposal for
these sediments. Text has also been added to make it clear that the
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reports for all three of the sediment testing episodes for 2006, 2007, and
2010 are included in Volume 9 Appendix K.
Also in Volume 4, Section 2.3.5, the following text has been added:
“Additional sediment sampling and analyses were conducted in March
2010 to delineate the distribution and magnitude of chemicals of
potential concern within the dredge footprints of the two potential CVN
berthing sites; Polaris Point and the former SRF wharf. Material from the
proposed CVN turning basin was also evaluated. (NAVFAC Pacific
2010). The full report of this study is contained in Volume 9 Appendix K.
Figure 2.3-7 provides the location of the of the sediment samples for the
March 2010 testing.
Consistent with previous sediment sampling efforts conducted in these
locations, sediment samples were analyzed for physical and chemical
parameters, including general chemistry, metals, semi-volatile organic
compounds (polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs], phenols, and
phthalates), organochlorine pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs), and organotins and the results compared to effects range-low
(ER-L) and effects range-median (ER-M) sediment quality guidelines, as
established. ER-M values were also used to calculate a mean ER-M
quotient (ER-Mq). The concentration of each constituent was divided by
its ER-M value to produce a quotient, or proportion of the ER-M
equivalent to the magnitude by which the ER-M value is exceeded or
not. ER-Mq values were calculated for the 2006 Tier II sampling event
and compared to the 2010 ER-Mq values as a predictive analysis of
sediment suitability for open water disposal. The 2010 analysis
concluded that low chemical concentrations found in the most recently
collected sediment samples from Polaris Point, the former SRF Wharf,
and the Turning Basin were consistent with other previous Tier III
dredged material evaluations conducted in the same areas of Apra
Harbor in the NAVFAC Pacific 2006 study where the material was
deemed suitable for ocean disposal. Details of this additional testing and
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

results are presented in Chapter 4 of this Volume 4.”
Response to Paragraph 3
As future dredging projects and long-term maintenance projects are
developed, project specific sediment Sampling and Analysis Plans
(SAPs) will be developed with EPA in determining range of contaminants
and contamination levels. The Navy is in the process of developing a
new dredged material management plan (DMMP) which will deal with the
specific areas to be dredged, specific management and controls for the
individual areas to be dredged, and the necessary monitoring for the
placement of these materials including beneficial reuse.
Acknowlegement of the preparation of this management plan has been
included in the text in Volumes 2, 4, and 9. The Navy does not agree
that data presented is a “snapshot” of the sediment quality likely to be
encountered during the dredge events. The compilation of the data
represents a comprehensive and historical presentation of physical and
chemical analyses representative of the areas where dredging is likely to
occur as part of the proposed action. Recent and historical sampling
results indicate that the sediments in Outer Apra Harbor and the majority
of Inner Apra Harbor are suitable for both upland and ocean placement.
There is a limited area in the vicinity of the Sierra and Romeo wharves
where testing indicated that all of this material may not be suitable for
ocean disposal (NAVFAC Pacific 2007). However, the indication for the
Sierra Wharf dredge sediments not being likely suitable for ocean
disposal was based upon only one amphipod test where the toxicity
levels were only slightly elevated. The overall low contaminant
concentrations and tissue concentrations below published effects levels
may allow for ocean disposal of these materials for Sierra Wharf
(NAVFAC Pacific 2007). Additional analysis of the sediments in the
vicinity of Romeo Wharf would be required to determine ocean disposal
suitability of those materials. The results of the 2007 dredge sediments
study are available in Volume 9, Appendix K. The above text regarding
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Sierra and Romeo Wharves has been added to Chapter 2 in Volume 2
and Chapters 2 and 4 in Volume 4.
Regarding special handling, the upland placement sites identified can be
designed to contain surface water runoff and no upland placement site is
over a groundwater aquifer providing potable water supplies. Also, while
not considered special handling from an environmental sense, specific
management measures will be taken to place the dredged materials in a
fashion that maximizes their ability to dewater as rapidly as possible and
keep materials considered unsuitable for reuse separate from materials
that have beneficial reuse qualities. The updated DMMP noted above is
being developed to address upland placement, dewatering, and
beneficial reuse to the maximum extent possible. As noted above, test
results indicate that portions of the areas in Inner Apra Harbor near
Romeo Wharf may not be suitable for ocean disposal. If additional
testing indicates that these materials need to be segregated from other
dredge materials due to their chemical constituency, the dredge material
management plan will specify where these materials will be placed and
what environmental protection measures will be needed, if any. The
DMMP will present in detail how the material will be placed to maximize
the efficiency and management of the material with the intention of
optimal implementation of beneficial reuse options.
Response to Paragraph 4 Recommendation
A detailed upland/contained dredged material management plan that
seeks to maximize beneficial reuse of dredged material in light of all
available placement options (including ocean disposal) is being
developed by the Navy at this time. A Dredged Material Management
Plan (DMMP) Phase 1 was developed in 2005. This plan was
subsequently updated again in 2008 based upon additional information
regarding mission requirements and sediment quality and
characteristics. Information from these plans were included in the DEIS
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and additional test results from 2010 added as well.
Beneficial reuse options, both specific and general, have been noted in
the DEIS. Additional general measures as suggested by EPA’s
comments such as road base and aggregate mixture for cement
operations have been included in the text. The text has noted specific
engineering measures, such as adequate capacity of the confined
upland dewatering sites, and dike management in Volume 9, Appendix D
that would avoid the discharge of water from the dredged material into
receiving water bodies. Recent sampling results indicate that the
sediments in Outer Apra Harbor and the majority of Inner Apra Harbor
are suitable for both upland and ocean placement. There is a limited
area where testing occurred in the vicinity of the Romeo Wharf that
indicated that this material may not be suitable for ocean disposal
(NAVFAC Pacific 2007). As noted above, this text has been added to
Chapter 2 in Volume 2 and Chapters 2 and 4 in Volume 4. If during the
permitting phase, and if justified as a result of additional testing,
appropriate permit conditions will specify what additional measures must
be taken to be compliant with the permit decision.
Response to Paragraph 5 Recommendation
The dredged material management plan will identify different disposal
sites based upon the physical qualities of dredged material and the
strategy to maximize the efficiency of the overall management of these
materials. As is typical of such a plan, the plan will consider the types of
materials being managed; the most beneficial applications to cost
effectively reuse those materials and timing of the deposition in the
different upland sites to expedite the dewatering of the materials while
supporting any additional dredge placement projects.
Response to Paragraph 6 Recommendation
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See response to paragraph 5 above. The plan will re-evaluate the
capacities of the various potential upland placement sites to manage
multiple “streams” of dredged material over the long-term.
A-009-058
Thank you for your comment.
Radioactivity associated with U.S. Navy nuclear-powered ships and the
environmental monitoring program for such radioactivity were discussed
in the Draft EIS in Volume 4, sections 18.1.1.1 and 18.2.2.6. These
sections discuss the long history of safe operations and lack of adverse
environmental impact. U.S. nuclear powered warships have safely
operated for more than 50 years without any release of radioactivity that
affected human health or had an adverse effect on the environment or
marine life. The Navy’s annual report covering environmental monitoring
at locations throughout the U.S. was discussed, including the fact that
radioactivity associated with nuclear-powered ships, chiefly cobalt-60, is
not detectable in the environment in most harbors. The latest issue of
this annual report is Report NTâ€‘09-1 dated March 20091. No cobalt60 was detected in Apra Harbor, Guam in the samples documented in
this report, which covers calendar year 2008. In addition to this
summary report for all U.S. harbors, the Navy issues a detailed report for
Apra Harbor each year2. The latest report includes the results for each
individual water, sediment, and marine life sample taken in Apra Harbor
during 2008. No cobaltâ€‘60 was detected in any of these samples. The
Navy has been conducting radiological environmental monitoring in Apra
Harbor since the early 1960s, when nuclear-powered ship operations in
Guam started. A complete history of all of this environmental monitoring
data is provided in Volume I of the Historical Radiological Assessment
for Apra Harbor3. This report documents that only trace amounts of
cobalt-60, far below any level of health or environmental significance,
have ever been detected in Apra Harbor.
The FEIS has been revised to include a detailed discussion on the nearly
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50 year history of environmental monitoring for radioactivity by the U.S.
Navy. No radioactivity associated with nuclear-powered ships (cobalt60) has been detected in Apra Harbor since 1990. Core samples taken
in the inner harbor in 2004 and in 2009 in areas of the outer harbor
considered for dredging have not had detectable cobalt-60 at any depth.
Trace concentrations of radionuclides associated with fallout from past
nuclear weapons testing (cesium-137, americium-241, and plutonium
239/240) have been detected. These fallout nuclides are detectable
worldwide. This trace amount of radioactivity in the sediment is far
below the concentration established by the International Atomic Energy
Agency for determining whether dredged sediments can be regarded as
non-radioactive or de minimis under the Convention on Prevention of
Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter (London
Convention, 1972)4.Since there is no indication of elevated radioactivity
in Apra Harbor sediments, dredged sediment from Apra Harbor may be
disposed of without any need for special considerations regarding
radioactivity.

The Final EIS has been revised in several sections to include the
information discussed in the response to the comments from Senator
Cruz and EPA. Revised sections include Volume 4, sections 2.3.5.1,
4.2.2.2, and 18.2.2.6, and Volume 2, section 4.1.4.1.
References:
1. U.S. Navy Report NT-09-1, “Environmental Monitoring and Disposal
of Radioactive Wastes from U.S. Naval Nuclear-Powered Ships and
Their Support Facilities”, March 2009
2. U.S. Navy Report, “Radiological Environmental Monitoring Report,
Calendar year 2008, Apra Harbor, Guam”
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3. U.S. Navy Report, “Historical Radiological Assessment, Apra Harbor
Naval Complex Territory of Guam, Volume I, Naval Nuclear Propulsion
Program, 1961-2004”, February 2006
4. IAEA-TECDOC-1375, “Determining the Suitability of Materials for
Disposal at Sea under the London Convention 1972: A Radiological
Assessment Procedure,” IAEA, October 2003
A-009-059
Thank you for your comment. Beneficial reuse options, both specific and
general, have been noted in the EIS. Additional general measures as
suggested by EPA’s comments such as road base and aggregate
mixture for cement operations have been included in the text. Additional
text has been added to Volume 9, Appendix D to reflect the statements
in Volume 6 regarding landfill cover.

The upland/contained dredged material management strategy plan will
include stockpiling areas of dredged material for use as an aggregate
source for concrete as well as road base and these uses have been
added to Chapter 2, Volume 4. Stockpiling is just one of a number of
management tools that will be included in the dredged material
management plan.

Additional text has been added to include additional beneficial uses as
suggested by EPA. Other than those presented in the DEIS, other
specific projects are not currently known, either due to funding or
permitting, such as the Commercial Port expansion. The dredged
material management plan should provide sufficient planning and will
present any updates to possible specific beneficial use options and their
schedule of implementation if known.
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A-009-060
Thank you for your comment. The upland/contained dredged material
management strategy plan will include a new intermediate overall
dredged material management scenario reflecting known beneficial
reuse, stockpiling, contaminated sediments, and ocean disposal. Text
has been added to reflect the scenario of 50% beneficial reuse and 50%
ocean disposal as an additional management scenario to the four
presented in the DEIS.
A-009-061
Thank you for your comments. The latest dredged material
management plan in progress will include future maintenance dredging
frequency, volume, and sediment quality for the newly deepened
channel and berth areas proposed for the CVN and Sierra Wharf
projects. Outer Apra Harbor has historically shown minimal maintenance
dredging requirements since it was first dredged approximately fifty
years ago. It is likely that this trend will continue due to the typical
materials and shoaling conditions encountered in Outer Apra Harbor.
Inner Apra Harbor wharves have infrequently required maintenance
dredging due to the finer materials that are deposited from surrounding
areas. The periods of dredging for Inner Apra Harbor were 1964 when
the entire inner harbor was the project area with the removed quantity
unknown. In 1987, the entire inner harbor was also the “project area” but
only 10,000 cubic yards of material were removed. In the 2002-2003
timeframe, 13,516 cubic yards were removed from the areas in the
vicinity of Uniform, Victor, and X-ray wharves in Inner Apra Harbor. The
Entrance Channel, Romeo, Sierra, and Tango wharves were dredged in
the 2004-2005 timeframe with approximately 101,000 cubic yards of
dredged material removed (Navy 2006).
A-009-062
Thank you for your comment. The comment states that a determination
as to whether Guam water quality standards will be violated is not in the
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DEIS. Statements included in Chapters 2 and 4 of Volume 4 state that
Guam water quality standards are not expected to be violated including
turbidity with the application of BMPs such as silt curtains.
Dispersion modeling of suspended sediment from dredging activities in
Apra Harbor was conducted in March 2009 as part of the Habitat
Equivalency Analysis and Supporting Studies with a detailed summary
included in Appendix K of Volume 9 (Ericksen 2009). Input parameters
utilized for the model included: dredging production rate, percent bucket
loss (TSS load), current patterns, sediment grain size distribution, water
depth, and dredge location. Due to the similarities in site conditions and
subsequent anticipation of similar silt curtain effectiveness, the effects of
silt curtains on TSS was also considered based on data collected during
the previous dredging of Alpha-Bravo wharves. For that dredging project,
TSS and turbidity was monitored both inside and outside of the silt
curtain for 145 days. The results of the monitoring determined that the
average TSS levels outside of the silt curtain were only 10% of the level
inside the curtain (i.e., silt curtains retained 90% of the material inside).
Possible maximum adverse environmental conditions were simulated by
approximating the highest 10% TSS levels recorded outside of the silt
curtain during the Alpha-Bravo dredging project, during strong trade wind
conditions. As dredging for the proposed project would be conducted
continuously, the maximum daily rate of 24 hours was used in the model.
Under the maximum potential adverse effect scenario model run, the
dredge plume had a maximum length of 328 ft (100 m). The turbidity
plumes rapidly dissipated following dredging.
Regarding the potential for impacts to water quality standards associated
with the dredging, sediment quality investigations in Outer Apra Harbor
were conducted in 2006. Sediment core samples were taken to the
proposed dredged depth needed to accommodate visiting aircraft
carriers. The proposed dredge footprint was geographically covered by
the sediment sampling regime that included a total of fourteen discrete
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sampling sites. The areas included the proposed turning basin in the
Outer Harbor and the berthing areas of Alternative 1 and Alternative 2
(NAVFAC Pacific 2006). In general, sediment contamination was low
throughout all the areas sampled in Outer Apra Harbor. Special handling
of dredged material would not be required and it is likely that the dredged
material would meet the testing requirements for ocean disposal. None
of the composite samples exceeded any of the ER-M values.
Composites 1 and 2 did not exceed any of the ER-L values. There were
minor exceedences of the ER-L value for one metal (nickel) for
Composite 3. Nickel occurs naturally in the environment and this
exceedance is not expected to classify the dredged material as
unsuitable for ocean disposal.
Additional sediment sampling and analyses were conducted in March
2010 to delineate the distribution and magnitude of chemicals of
potential concern within the dredge footprint of the two potential CVN
berthing sites; Polaris Point and the former SRF wharf. Material from the
proposed CVN turning basin was also evaluated (NAVFAC Pacific
2010a). The full report of this study is contained in Volume 9 Appendix K.
The 2010 analysis concluded that low chemical concentrations found in
the most recently collected sediment samples from Polaris Point, the
former SRF Wharf, and the Turning Basin were consistent with other
previous Tier III dredged material evaluations conducted in the same
areas of Apra Harbor in the NAVFAC Pacific 2007) study where the
material was deemed suitable for ocean disposal and water quality
standards are expected to be met.
Generally speaking, contaminant concentrations obtained under the
most recent sediment testing program conducted within the areas
proposed for dredging for the Marine Corps relocation to Guam were
similar to or less than those obtained during the Tier III study. Nickel was
the only sediment contaminant concentration that was substantially
higher in the most recent sediment testing program. Since the material
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from the Tier III testing program was either deemed suitable for ocean
disposal or recommended to be considered for ocean disposal, with the
exception of a limited area in the vicinity of Sierra and Romeo wharves, it
is likely that, based on the most recent bulk chemistry testing results, the
majority of material proposed for dredging under the Marine Corps
relocation project would also be suitable for ocean disposal and would
not require any special handling. Test results for samples taken in the
vicinity of Sierra and Romeo Wharves in Inner Apra Harbor indicate that
dredged material from these areas may not be suitable for ocean
disposal (NAVFAC Pacific 2007). However, the indication for the Sierra
Wharf dredge sediments not being likely suitable for ocean disposal was
based upon only one amphipod test where the toxicity levels were only
slightly elevated. The overall low contaminant concentrations and tissue
concentrations below published effects levels may allow for ocean
disposal of these materials for Sierra Wharf (NAVFAC Pacific 2007).
Additional analysis of the sediments in the vicinity of Romeo Wharf
would be required to determine ocean disposal suitability of those
materials. The results of the 2007 dredge sediments study are available
in Volume 9, Appendix K.
Regarding specific measures to protect corals as related to water quality
impacts, coral-related impacts and EPA’s comments are addressed in
Section K of the EPA letter and response to it.
A-009-063
Thank you for your comment. Assumptions and methodology:
Explanations of the assumptions and methodology used to estimate the
emissions provided in the tables are mostly provided prior to the general
conformity section. Per EPA comments, the FEIS was updated to assist
the reader in following the analysis by referencing previous sections and
integrating some of the analysis into the General Conformity Rule
section in Volume 9, Appendix I. The number of construction equipment
pieces can vary from one to many depending on what the contractor
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chooses to use. For example, the same amount of construction activities
can be accomplished by using one piece of equipment for one week, or
can be shortened to half a week by using two pieces simultaneously.
The key input in the emissions calculations is the total number of
equipment hours required to complete the work. Therefore, the input of
one piece of equipment used in the calculations is only for the purposes
of completing them and does not reflect the actual number of pieces
equipment that would be used on site during construction. An
explanation of how to divide the portion of main cantonment within the
nonattainment area has also been added in the FEIS.
Uncertainty of high sulfur fuel in calculations: For non-road engines and
vehicles, a maximum sulfur content of 0.5% was used based on EPA’s
Heavy-Duty Standards/Diesel Fuel Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA)
(December 2000, EPA420-R-00-026). The RIA indicates that the actual
data observed in 1992 showed that No. 2 diesel fuel imports had sulfur
content ranging from 0.39% to 0.5%. Therefore, using the actual highest
sulfur content observed in 1992 (i.e., 0.5 %, which is coincident with the
model limit) for vehicles in this EIS is considered appropriate and
conservative. For other pollutants for which Guam does not have a
waiver, the national default parameters were used in predicting non-road
construction equipment and on-road vehicle emissions. Clarification on
sulfur content percentages was added in the FEIS.
Dredging emission estimates: Dredging related emissions estimates
were developed based on early information that specified a 758,000
cubic yard (CY) of dredging capacity and methodologies that could
involve a combination of mechanical dredging and hydraulic dredging.
However, more recent information shows a more specific dredging plan
including an elimination of the hydraulic dredging option. This updated
information was included in Volume 4 of the DEIS, but was not reflected
in the Volume 6 emissions. The dredging related emission estimates
has been revised in the FEIS to reflect the most recent information on
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planned dredging activities. From an emissions standpoint, it is not
anticipated that any substantial difference in total emissions would result
from this change in dredging except that these emissions would spread
over longer duration as indicated in EPA’s comment. This longer
dredging duration is the result of a slower dredging productivity rate of
1,800 CY/day (75 CY/hr) when a combination of mechanical and
hydraulic dredging is used, as compared to a faster dredging productivity
rate if only hydraulic dredging were used.
Commercial port transporting service: Commercial port transporting
service air emissions were excluded from the general conformity
analysis because they do not meet the indirect emissions criteria. These
emissions are not reasonably foreseeable and cannot be practicably
controlled by DoD. The FEIS added an explanation indicating why
commercial port transporting service air emissions were excluded.
A-009-064
Thank you for your comment.
Permitting Requirements: The purpose of a Title V permit is to
incorporate, in a single document, all the federal requirements of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) applicable to a source, including the PSD permitting
program. EPA granted full approval for Guam’s operating permit program
and associated State Implementation Plan revision on February 27,
2006. The Administrator for Guam is the Guam Environmental
Protection Agency (GEPA). GEPA issued (with no objection from EPA)
Title V permits to Guam Power Authority (GPA) for the four combustion
turbine facilities on March 2, 2009. Therefore, it is appropriate to consult
with GEPA for determination of Title V (including PSD) permitting
modifications.Initial DoD meetings with GPA, which included GEPA (EPA
did not attend), indicated that there would be no permit modifications
required as a result of the buildup as long as the units operate within the
Title V permitted parameters. Therefore, modifications to the air permits
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

were not anticipated and the DEIS stated that no permitting actions will
be required for the Preferred Interim Alternative 1 (reconditioning of
combustion turbines at four GPA facilities).
The DEIS did not differentiate between changes to the GPA system to
provide additional baseload power, from changes needed to provide
reserve power (backup facilities to meet reliability requirements). In the
DEIS, all of the alternatives except the preferred alternative required
GPA to install additional baseload power (from power plants) and
improve reserve power (from Combustion Turbines (CTs) and diesel
generators). Under the preferred alternative, only improved reserve
power was needed in the form of reconditioning existing CTs. Since the
DEIS was issued, there have been changes to the power need
assumptions by both DoD and GPA. First, DoD has revised its power
demand to more accurately reflect baseload power needs, and has
eliminated the need for installed baseload power for the visiting aircraft
carrier. Second, GPA and DoD have together reassessed whether
existing GPA facilities provide adequate baseload and reserve power.
This reassessment concluded that there is sufficient baseload power
capacity at existing GPA power plants to meet the baseload needs from
the buildup, but reserve capacity must be improved at the CTs. This
change is now reflected and explained in the FEIS. The change includes
the elimination of all of the interim and long-term alternatives that
describe new power generation facilities, and retention of only the
preferred alternative (to recondition up to 5 CTs).
EPA’s comment indicates that the reconditioning of the combustion
turbines may trigger “major modification” under the PSD regulations,
resulting in the need for PSD permits prior to commencing reconditioning
activities. EPA indicated that they would need to be consulted to
determine whether any of the CT reconditioning constitute routine
maintenance or major modifications, and if any such modifications
would result in a significant net emissions increase as determined in 40
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CFR 52.21. Note that not all of GPA’s combustion turbine facilities are
PSD sources, therefore, it is appropriate to consult and include GEPA in
the determination of Title V permitting modifications (including PSD
modifications for PSD sources) of any affected combustion turbine
facility. The intent of reconditioning the combustion turbines is to repair
the units and to keep the emissions within GPA’s permitted emissions.
There should be no significant emissions increase above the regulated
emissions. Therefore, major modifications are not anticipated.
However, DoD is currently conducting a study to determine the extent to
which each individual CT needs reconditioning. This study can be used
by GPA, EPA Region IX, GEPA and DoD as the basis for determining
whether PSD requirements are triggered as a result of the planned
reconditioning for each CT. It is understood that securing modifications
to the air permits would take two to three years. The reconditioning
activities of the CTs are not required immediately, and would be phased
over time; this would allow for sufficient time to modify permits if
necessary, and would not affect the construction timeline of the
proposed action. A statement was added to the FEIS indicating that if
the combustion turbines are modified so that “modifications” to the air
permits are required, the appropriate air permits would be obtained prior
to the commencement of any reconditioning activities. Therefore, the
FEIS concludes a less than significant impact for the preferred
alternative.
PSD/Title V GHG Tailoring Rule: The Rule is proposed and currently
being revised and applies to new or modified major sources. Therefore,
an analysis for GHG is premature. If an existing major source is
modified and the Rule is promulgated at the time of the modification,
then the modification would include an applicable analysis for GHG. The
FEIS includes a statement indicating that if the combustion turbines are
modified so that modifications to the air permits are required, the
appropriate air permits would be obtained prior to the commencement of
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any reconditioning activities. Therefore, the FEIS concludes that there
would be a less than significant impact.
A-009-065
Thank you for your comment.
Potential increases in emissions: The DEIS does not dismiss the
potential increases in emissions for criteria pollutants and CO2. Tables
7.2-5, 7.2-7, and 7.2-11 show these emissions for the three interim
alternatives for power. The tables also indicate the net potential
increases, if any, above the permitted emissions. For HAPs, we do not
anticipate any public health impacts given that the potential emissions
are considered insignificant [0.5 or less tons/year of each HAP, which is
based on the Guam Air Pollution Standards and Regulations (GAPSR),
Section 1104.1(f)(1) and 40 CFR 71.5(c)(11)]. As a side note, a DoD
and GPA reevaluation of the power demand projections and existing
capacity determined that the current GPA IWPS is sufficient to meet both
the current power needs and the projected additional demands
associated with the relocation. According to the reevaluation, the
required increase in load conditions above current levels at those
affected combustion turbines (CTs) would be substantially lower than
what was discussed in the DEIS because these CTs would not be used
for baseload power but only when reserve capacity was needed in the
IWPS. The FEIS contains updated tables accordingly and a column for
total HAPs was added.
Title V permits and air quality impacts: EPA indicates that being in
compliance with the Title V permits is an invalid measure for air quality
impacts, so our impact assessment methodology should be compared to
a health-based standard. We do not understand this comment since it
implies that EPA’s Title V permitting program does not protect human
health. The basis of the CAA is to protect human health and the
environment. EPA has promulgated many air standards, such as
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NAAQS, National Environmental Standards for HAP (NESHAP), etc.,
which protect human health. The air permitting program is the
mechanism for stationary air sources to comply with the CAA. Although
a Title V permit may not be a pre-construction permit, the Title V permit
incorporates all the federal regulations/requirements applicable to the
source into one document, including the preâ€‘construction review
program. For power facilities, a health-based impact analysis is normally
done in order to obtain an air permit during the construction of a facility
modification. Therefore, operating within the Title V permit is a valid
measure for air quality impacts, is sufficient for demonstrating the
compliance with the CAA-defined requirements to protect human health,
and demonstrates a less than significant impact.
EPA indicates that air quality impacts were not evaluated during the
permitting process. However, record searches were conducted which
indicate that GPA conducted a health-based NAAQS compliance
analysis for the Dededo, Macheche, and Yigo power facilities listed
below:
·
PSD Air Quality Impact Analysis for Dededo Facility (R. W. Beck
and Associates, June 11, 1992).
·
Environmental Impact Assessment for Proposed Macheche
Generating Facility (R.W. Beck and Associates, August 1992).
·
Environmental Impact Assessment for Proposed Yigo
Generating Facility (R.W. Beck and Associates, January 1993).
The CTs that would be potentially affected by the proposed action in
those facilities, operating under the permitted conditions, were modeled
in the above studies. It is believed that these health-based compliance
studies are part of obtaining air permits from GEPA/EPA during preconstruction or pre-modification permitting process.
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Although a health-based NAAQS compliance analysis was not available
from GPA for the Marbo CT facility, it does not mean that an analysis
was not conducted. However, to address EPA’s comment, DoD, in
coordination with GPA, conducted an ambient concentration dispersion
modeling analysis for the Marbo CT facility under its permitted capacity.
The results indicate that the facility is in compliance with the NAAQS.
The FEIS added a discussion on the evaluation of air quality impacts for
the four CT facilities, references the GPA air impact studies, and
includes the results of the modeling conducted for Marbo.
Impact analysis for HAPs: Given the insignificant HAPs potential to emit
at each CT under its permitted condition, we do not anticipate any public
health impacts. Therefore, no quantitative air toxics analysis is required
or warranted. Also, note that the FEIS dropped all interim alternatives
that involved the addition of power generation facilities for baseload
power ( interim alternatives 2 and 3) from the proposed action.
Combined pollutant exposures: Site specific construction activity
impacts are temporary in nature and the associated short-term impact
would be expected to occur primarily to those areas immediately
adjacent to the site since construction emissions would not travel far due
to the elevation of these sources. For the same reason, vehicular trafficrelated mobile source emissions would be quickly dispersed, with
localized concerns occurring essentially at receptors immediately
adjacent to congested intersections (e.g., when sidewalks are present).
This dispersion characteristic can be demonstrated based on the results
of Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) impact modeling analysis predicted
at the worst-case congested intersections as per EPA’s request (see
FEIS Volume 6). In the MSAT analysis, the concentration levels at actual
neighborhood receptors would be substantially below the levels
predicted at sidewalks. Therefore, cumulative localized effects from
traffic-related mobile sources and power plants are typically negligible
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since stationary power plants are not usually located immediately
adjacent to congested intersections where mobile source impact could
be of concern. Therefore, the worst-case condition analyzed in the DEIS
for respective source categories is both source- and site-specific. The
areas with potential exposure to multiple project sources would be
unlikely to have impacts exceeding the worst-case levels already
predicted around individual source categories (i.e., a power plant or a
heavily congested traffic intersection).
More information from GPA: EPA indicates that more information from
GPA is needed before EPA can determine if the reconditioning of the
CTs qualify as routine maintenance. As discussed in DoD's response to
EPA's comment concerning the need for a PSD permit review prior to
reconditioning the CTs, it is appropriate to include GEPA in any PSD
permit determinations, since GEPA administors the air permits program,
and not all of the CTs are PSD sources. Also, record searches indicate
that GPA provides EPA and GEPA applicable periodic reports for fuel
usage and stack testing for their power facilities.
There is an ongoing DoD CT study to determine the specific repairs
needed to recondition the CTs. Based on this study, if it is determined
that Title V modifications (including PSD modifications for PSD sources)
are required for one or more of the combustion turbine facilities, then
“modifications” to the respective Title V permits would be obtained prior
to the commencement of any reconditioning activities. The study was
not finalized in time for the FEIS, therefore, the information was not
included in the FEIS.
A-009-066
Thank you for your comment. The Navy is committed to working with
EPA and GPA to pursue cleaner fuels for both the long term power plant
and short term operations of the CTs. The need to meet the dates set in
international agreements remains unchanged, however, and the Navy
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cannot acknowledge a longer duration of CT operation and emissions as
a reasonable alternative because it would not meet the stated purpose
and need.
A-009-067
Thank you for your comment. Comprehensive Energy Plan: It is out of
DoD’s authority to serve as the lead agency for a comprehensive islandwide energy plan. Rather, the DEIS and FEIS describe efforts that DoD
will take to reduce it's overall energy footprint on existing and new DoD
facilities on Guam. DoD is willing, however, to participate on a
workgroup to share lessons-learned and technologies with GPA, Guam
EPA, and others to further energy conservation goals on Guam. Energy
Efficiency: DOD agrees that energy efficiency measures pursued by
GPA and DOD would reduce the power demand on the power
infrastructure. DOD has already commissioned comprehensive energy
efficiency studies for DoD infrastrucutre, and, pending the results of
those studies, would identify efficiency measures that would offer the
greatest return on investment. Specifically, the following efficiency
studies have been or would be conducted: ·
Sustainable Systems
Integration Modeling (SSIM) Pilot Study, which includes integrated
analysis of energy, water, transportation, ecological resources, green
building, socio/cultural, and economic factors. ·
Sustainability
Program Phase II, which identifies Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) that
adversely impacts sustainability efforts and propose alternative criteria to
mitigate impacts, incorporates SSIM, integrates Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) New Construction and LEED
Neighborhood Development as well as Low Impact Development into
master plan and creates Implementation and Monitoring Program.
Additionally, DOE FEMP has funded a National Renewable Energy
Laboratory (NREL) program to conduct energy efficiency assessment
training for DON staff on the ground in Guam. The NREL training is
planned for the in the April/May 2010 timeframe. DOD would continue to
conduct, in partnership with other US government agencies, audit
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programs to optimize efficiency measures. Solar power: DOD is
pursuing solar resources as a means of increasing the island’s
renewable portfolio. However, at this point, utility-scale solar arrays are
not feasible for the island. Because of climatological differences in
Guam and Hawaii, EPA’s argument regarding existing DOD solar
projects in Hawaii does not support its contention that solar is a viable
resource for utility-scale energy, in Guam. Further, DOD notes that,
while there are successful DoD solar projects in Hawaii, there are no
utility-scale photovoltaics on Hawaii. In order to optimize use of solar
power on the island, DOD has undertaken the following projects: ·
Construction of a Building Integrated Photovoltaic Roof (BIPV) using
integrated PVC membrane and flexible thin film amorphous silicon PV
laminates was completed on DRMO building in summer 2009. Guam's
NAVFAC MARIANAS energy team is collecting power output data as
well as focusing on how well the roof holds up under Guam weather
conditions.·
NAVFAC ESC awarded a contract to USD three million
to test PV adhesion to concrete roofs. Phase I is to characterize Guam
roofs and test adhesives in the laboratory that simulate Guam weather
conditions, including 200 mph wind uplift tests.·
Johnson Controls
is, under an energy savings performance contract (ESPC), currently
building a 250 kW solar array at NAVBASE Guam.·
Construction of
a 100 kW roof top mounted fixed crystalline PV array on Buildings 1 and
2.·
A wide range micro solar applications including sidewalk lighting,
wharf parking lot lighting, and guard shack lighting. DOD anticipates
that these efforts will result in 16 MW of solar power by 2011. Wind
power: DoD is presently collaborating with GPA on wind power
initiatives in the island. DoD is in the process of collecting wind data and
will be shared with GPA when completed. Also, DOD has not eliminated
consideration of wind energy and in order to optimize use of wind power
on the island, DOD has the following projects: ·
Energy
Conservation Investment Program (ECIP) funded project to install 4 wind
turbines (each 1 MW). ·
An offshore jetty wind study, with support
from NREL and financing from $115,000 from DOE FEMP. In addition,
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DOD is also exploring the potential of other renewable energy sources
such as geothermal, Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion, hydrogeneration, and rain water harvesting and has or will be undertaking
following projects: GEOTHERMAL AND GEOEXCHANGE:·
Construction of a hybrid geo-exchange system for the new MILCON
BEQ at NAVBASE Guam as part of a synergy effort with a NFESC Port
Hueneme, CA geo-exchange feasibility study.·
The Navy
Geothermal Program Officer and the (NREL) are jointly conducting a
Guam geothermal feasibility study currently at Phase II (Local
Assessment) with a site visit scheduled for April 2010.·
A recently
completed Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC) feasibility study
concluded that Guam is an excellent candidate for this technology. A 10
MW pilot plant is scheduled for construction in Hawaii in order to test
new OTEC technologies. HYDRO GENERATION AND RAIN WATER
HARVESTING·
An ECIP request to fund a micro hydro turbine
feasibility study for the Navy Fena Reservoir was submitted by NFESC
Port Hueneme, CA.·
Rain water harvesting is included wherever
possible in all new region MILCON to mitigate requirements for potable
water. Examples include planning on using rain catchment systems at
the proposed NAVBASE Guam Military Working Dog Facility for washing
dog runs and Finegayan Fire Station for minor irrigation. The FEIS was
updated to include the discussions on these developments and that the
renewable efforts on the existing bases would lessen the demand on the
IWPS and result in reduction in consumption of fossil fuel based energy.
A-009-068
Thank you for your comment.
Although Volume 6, page 19-5 indicates that the use of cleaner fuel
types would likely be required to address existing air quality impacts, the
air quality analysis for transportation and construction activities in the
DEIS and FEIS, which relates to air quality changes as a direct result of
the relocation, included modeling that assumed the use of high sulfur
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fuels. This modeling showed a less than significant impact on air quality
from the relocation. The FEIS was revised to indicate that the buildup is
less than significant for air quality and deleted the use of cleaner fuel
tupes would likely be required.
Pursuant to rulemaking as early as 1993, the EPA administrator has
granted various exemptions to Guam allowing the use of high sulfur fuel.
The rulemaking processes specifically noted that Guam had pristine air
quality, and the winds normally blew outwards from the island to sea and
that the use of high sulfur fuel was not a public health hazard.
Additionally, these rulemakings noted the use of low sulfur fuel would
result in significant economic impact to the people of Guam. EPA has
the ability to address any public health and environmental concerns
associated with the use of high sulfur fuels within its own authority.
Pursuant to 42 USC 7607(d)(1)(V), the EPA administrator has the
authority to pursue rulemaking changes to existing EPA regulations,
including those which granted exemptions to Guam from requirements,
allowing the use of high sulfur fuel. Further, pursuant to 42 USC 7603, if
the EPA administrator believes that the use of high sulfur fuel by GPA or
other users of high sulfur fuel on Guam results in eminent and
substantial endangerment to the health of the people of Guam, he/she
can pursue appropriate enforcement actions, which could possibly
prohibit the use of high sulfur fuel.
The DEIS and FEIS do not commit to the use of lower sulfur fuels by
DoD. However, DoD agrees that lower sulfur fuels would provide
cleaner air emissions. Although this was a comment by EPA in their
official comment letter to DoD on the DEIS, subsequent meetings
between DoD, EPA, GEPA, GPA and GovGuam officials have resulted
in agreement that there should be an island-wide effort to move from
higher sulfur fuels to ultra-low sulfur fuel. Therefore, DOD is currently
working with relevant stakeholders, including EPA and those on Guam
including GEPA and GPA and suppliers to determine an appropriate
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strategy for implementing an island wide switch to low sulfur fuel. There
are several on-going logistics, economics, contracts, and regulatory
issues, which must be resolved before an island wide switch to ULSF
can be realized. DON is committed to mandating the use of ULSF in its
operations and DOD construction activities upon implementation of the
island-wide implementation plan. DOD would work with stakeholders to
determine what measures can be implemented for actions under DOD’s
control prior to DOD switch.
A-009-069
Thank you for your comment. The DEIS includes the reference to the
Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) to acknowledge the
expected pollutant reductions related to the EISA. The DoD's pursuit of
alternative fuels is not part of or dependent on the proposed military
relocation and is of separate utility. DoD will conduct separate
environmental review under NEPA for any actions it is considering
relative to alternative fuels.
A-009-070
Thank you for your comment.
DoD still has concerns regarding the unprecedented MSAT analysis to
be conducted by a federal agency for a NEPA document based on
EPA’s request because of the lack of: 1) regulatory guidance; 2) impact
thresholds; and 3) peer review of the methodologies. Therefore, the
validity of analysis results to be available in the FEIS would still be
debatable. However, the text was revised in the FEIS to remove the
reference to the Joint Interim Guidance and other references. Given the
long-term trend towards reductions of overall MSAT emissions from
vehicles in the future, the qualitative analysis conclusions provided in the
DEIS are still considered to be valid.
Although there would be an increase in MSAT emissions during
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construction and operational years, there would be continuing
improvements to vehicle exhaust emissions in the future. DOD is
currently working with relevant stakeholders, including EPA and those on
Guam including GEPA and GPA and suppliers to determine an
appropriate strategy for implementing an island wide switch to low sulfur
fuel. Therefore, MSAT emission levels in neighborhoods would be
anticipated to improve as compared to the existing condition, resulting in
less than significant impacts from the proposed action. The MSAT study
conducted for the project shows that the health impacts are below the
thresholds set by EPA. The MSAT predicted levels from the proposed
actions are well below the applicable thresholds recommend by EPA.
The FEIS discloses the results of this MSAT analysis and the study is
included in Volume 6, Chapter 7 and Volume 9, Appendix I.
The air analysis for construction activities, mobile sources, and the CTs
indicate a less than significant impact. Also, the MSAT study shows that
the health impacts are below the thresholds set by EPA. Therefore, the
HAP impacts to neighborhoods, including the areas around traffic, is a
less than significant impact and it would be unnecessary to conduct
HAPs impact analyses for these CTs to determine the additive levels
from both mobile sources and affected power facilities.
A-009-071
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS dropped air quality adaptive
management for the following reasons: 1.) As indicated in previous
responses, Title V permits are a valid measure for air quality impacts and
operating within the permit is a less than significant impact; 2.) The air
quality impacts analyses conducted and indicate compliance with the
NAAQS; 3.) Nonroad and mobile emissions air analysis indicate less
than significant impacts; 4.) Mobile equipment, such as construction
equipment, non road engines, and on-road/highway vehicles, are
manufactured to meet EPA air emission standards and these standards
are protective of human health; 5.) The MSAT study conducted for the
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project shows that the health impacts are below the thresholds set by
EPA; 6.) DOD is currently working with relevant stakeholders, including
EPA and those on Guam including GEPA and GPA and suppliers to
determine an appropriate strategy for implementing an island-wide
switch to low sulfur fuel; 7.) DoD has determined that adjusting the
construction program based on short-term air quality monitoring data is
not warranted or practical.
However, a mitigation measure is proposed in the FEIS to install one air
ambient monitor for particulate matter and SO2 near the Northern Guam
construction site. The air monitor would be installed before construction
activities to obtain baseline data, operate during construction activities,
and would be removed after construction activities.
A-009-072
Thank you for your comment.
Ambient air monitoring (e.g., for non-attainment or attainment
designation) is primarily the responsibility of regulatory agencies.
However, since there is a lack of ambient air monitoring baseline
data, DoD proposes to install one ambient air monitoring station for SO2
and PM for EPA and GEPA to operate and maintain. DoD should not be
alone in filling the gap for ambient air data that exists on Guam. EPA
could currently require GovGuam/GEPA to install ambient air monitoring
through the air permitting program intead of until 2013 to require
GovGuam to install at least one air monitor. Regulators (GEPA and EPA
Region IX) could also pass this responsibility to the responsible officials
of significant stationary sources. In the case of power the responsible
officials would include GPA. Note that ambient air monitoring may soon
be installed for the Tanguission nonattainment area as a requirement of
the Tanguisson power plant air permit.
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A-009-073
Thank you for your comment. The change in climate conditions caused
by greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the burning of fossil fuels
from both stationary and mobile sources is a global effect, and requires
that the emissions be assessed on a global scale. The proposed action
mostly involves the relocation of the military operations already occurring
in the West Pacific region; therefore, fossil fuel burning activities in the
West Pacific region are unlikely to change significantly. Consequently,
overall global greenhouse gas emissions are likely to remain near the
current levels on a regional or global scale under the proposed condition,
resulting in an insignificant impact to global climate change.
The FEIS contains an updated discussion of greenhouse gases and
climate change.

A-009-074
Thank you for your comment.
RADON: DoD (Navy) has been very active in the management of radon
at our Guam installations and housing neighborhoods, and has a history
of using local contractors who are knowledgeable of the radon
requirements in Guam. The Navy has been using local electricians for
radon mitigation projects at all Navy housing units on Guam, where
radon mitigation systems were installed and are currently being tested
and serviced by local radon companies. Navy is requiring that radon
resistant new construction (RRNC) be incorporated into all new military
construction on Guam. These specifications are bidded out and the
winning Architect/Engineering firm is already encouraged to use local
contractors with proper radon qualifications and experience to design
and install the RRNC features. However, Navy does not advocate any
radon contractors, local or otherwise, “learning” on the DoD projects as
this is counterproductive to ensuring that the occupants (DoD and Guam
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

residents) are not exposed to elevated levels of radon.
ASBESTOS: Wharf projects would comply with applicable asbestos
regulations for survey, inspection, notification, and management of
asbestos materials.
A-009-075
Thank you for your comment. DoD has prepared the Guam Solid Waste
Utility Study that looks at the existing and projected solid
waste volumes generated from the future Marine Corp buildup.
Estimates for this Utility Study were developed using Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay (KB) solid waste characterization analysis.
Solid waste generation activities for military installation on Guam and
MCB Hawaii-KB are similar. Both military installations have similar
facilities including maintenance shops, administrative officers,
commissary and exchange facilities, fast-food establishments, club
operations, family housing and unaccompanied personnel housing. The
results of the solid waste characterization study will be incorporated into
the FEIS.
The DoD has also prepared a Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Reuse and Diversion Study which addresses the anticipated waste
streams during the demolition of old buildings and construction of new
facilities identified in the EIS. The study also addresses green waste that
will be generated from clearing many acres of vegetation. The goal of
the study is to divert 50% of the C&D debris by the end of fiscal year
2015.
The non-DoD project solid waste volumes will be handled in accordance
with the existing Guam Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP). GBB is expediting the closure of Ordot and the opening of
Layon in the most expeditious manner possible.
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DoD is in the process of updating the military Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now
and in the future. The updated DoD ISWMP will include any new
information from studies and reports that have been conducted as part of
the NEPA process.
A-009-076
Thank you for your comment. The categories for "Off-Island Construction
Workers" (DoD projects) and "Dependants of Off-Island Construction
Workers" (DoD projects) from table ES-2 are included in table 2.4.1
under the "Non-DoD Proposed Action" related category. The table has
been revised to include additional information on population categories.
A-009-077
Thank you for your comment. DoD has prepared the Guam Solid Waste
Utility Study that looks at the existing and projected solid
waste volumes generated from the future Marine Corp buildup.
Estimates for this Utility Study were developed using Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay (KB) solid waste characterization analysis.
Solid waste generation activities for military installation on Guam and
MCB Hawaii-KB are similar. Both military installations have similar
facilities including maintenance shops, administrative officers,
commissary and exchange facilities, fast-food establishments, club
operations, family housing and unaccompanied personnel housing. The
results of the solid waste characterization study will be incorporated into
the FEIS.

The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
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DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.

The DoD has also prepared a Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Reuse and Diversion Study which addresses the anticipated waste
streams during the demolition of old buildings and construction of new
facilities identified in the EIS. The study also addresses green waste that
will be generated from clearing many acres of vegetation. The goal of
the study is to divert 50% of the C&D debris by the end of fiscal year
2015.
The non-DoD project solid waste volumes will be handled in accordance
with the existing Guam Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP). GBB is expediting the closure of Ordot and the opening of
Layon in the most expeditious manner possible.
DoD is in the process of updating the military Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now
and in the future. The updated DoD ISWMP will include any new
information from studies and reports that have been conducted as part of
the NEPA process.
A-009-078
Thank you for your comment. The DoD has currently funded a project
(FY10) to design and expand the AF landfill to accommodate receiving of
waste for an additional 18 months. This expansion will be able to handle
AF municipal and industrial waste streams. The AF landfill will only
receive waste generated from daily operations of Andersen AFB and no
C&D waste. Should the Andersen AFB landfill expansion be delayed due
to permitting issues, solid waste will be disposed at the Navy Sanitary
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Landfill at Apra Harbor. The EIS has been updated to reflect this
information.
A-009-079
Thank you for your comment. DoD has prepared the Guam Solid Waste
Utility Study that looks at the existing and projected solid
waste volumes generated from the future Marine Corp buildup.
Estimates for this Utility Study were developed using Marine Corps Base
(MCB) Hawaii, Kaneohe Bay (KB) solid waste characterization analysis.
Solid waste generation activities for military installation on Guam and
MCB Hawaii-KB are similar. Both military installations have similar
facilities including maintenance shops, administrative officers,
commissary and exchange facilities, fast-food establishments, club
operations, family housing and unaccompanied personnel housing. The
results of the solid waste characterization study will be incorporated into
the FEIS.
The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.
The DoD has also prepared a Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris
Reuse and Diversion Study which addresses the anticipated waste
streams during the demolition of old buildings and construction of new
facilities identified in the EIS. The study also addresses green waste that
will be generated from clearing many acres of vegetation. The goal of
the study is to divert 50% of the C&D debris by the end of fiscal year
2015.
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

The non-DoD project solid waste volumes will be handled in accordance
with the existing Guam Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan
(ISWMP). GBB is expediting the closure of Ordot and the opening of
Layon in the most expeditious manner possible.
DoD is in the process of updating the military Integrated Solid Waste
Management Plan (ISWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now
and in the future. The updated DoD ISWMP will include any new
information from studies and reports that have been conducted as part of
the NEPA process.
A-009-080
Thank you for your comment. The new Layon Landfill is designed to
accommodate municipal solid waste from all current and future DoD
sources as well as civilian and commercial sources. Based on
conservative waste generation rates, the new landfill will reach capacity
in approximately 33 years. The DoD will be implementing diversion and
recycling programs that will significantly reduce solid waste generation
and will help to extend the life of the landfill. Details of these programs
have been added to Volume 6, Chapter 2.
The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.
Additionally, the Navy is preparing a Construction and Demolition (C&D)
Debris Reuse and Diversion Study for DOD Bases, Guam that
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addresses waste characterization, processing, recycling and disposal of
construction debris. Information from this study will be used to update
the FEIS.
The study is considering the following alternatives: 1) Contractors would
continue to process all C&D debris, and DoD would construct a
composting facility to process green waste and 2) DoD would construct a
C&D debris central processing facility and a composting facility to
process green waste.
Through project specific contractual requirements, DoD contractors
would be required to process and divert 50% of C&D debris that is
generated on each project. Another alternative would be for the DoD to
construct a central processing facility that would be used to recover and
reuse or recycle scrap metal, concrete (without lead-based paint),
asphalt concrete, and untreated wood. Contractors would be required to
haul C&D to this facility. Based on the C&D debris composition assumed
in the study, the Navy will be able to achieve a C&D debris waste
diversion goal of greater than 50% by the end of fiscal year 2015. A site
for the central processing facility is currently being evaluated but will
most likely be located in northern Guam. Disposal of C&D debris that is
not divertible or recyclable will be disposed at the Navy Hardfill at Apra
Harbor. The study also evaluates the construction of a composting
facility to handle green waste generated by land clearing activities
required for new development.
A-009-081
Thank you for your comment. The existing Naval Base Guam Landfill
Diversion program does include receiving recycled materials from visiting
and homeported ships. The CVN visits will be able to deliver all recycled
materials to the Naval Base for recycling.
DoD is in the process of updating the military Solid Waste Management
Plan (SWMP) to reflect how waste will be managed now and in the
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future. A more detailed description of landfill diversion efforts for CVN
visits will be addressed in the FEIS.
A-009-082
Thank you for your comment. The planning level information presented
in the Draft EIS was based on the best available information and is
sufficient for the planning in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). As indicated in the Best Management Practices
(BMP) summary table of volume 7, the DoD would implement a
Hazardous Waste Management Program as a best management
practice to encourage and promote the efficient use of hazardous
substances, substitute products that are less toxic whenever feasible,
minimization of their use, and promote recycling and reuse of hazardous
substances. Please also refer to the BMP summary table of volume 7
for discussion of the DoD's intent to implement Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) and Hazardous Materials Management
Plans (HMMP) as best management practices.
A-009-083
Thank you for your comment. A new best management practice for
testing and managing PCBs has been added to the summary table in
Volume 7.
A-009-084
Thank you for your comments. The discussion of Hazardous Materials
and Waste has been updated in Chapters 17 and 18 of Volume 2 of the
EIS.
A-009-085
Thank you for your comment. The EIS has been updated to include a
discussion of Executive Order 13514 and how DoD intents to meet its
requirements based on recommendations from the sustainability
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program and recommendations for achieving LEED silver for the new
construction. A summary of sustainability actions is presented in
Volume 8 of the EIS.
A-009-086
Thank you for your comment. Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) credits will be pursued during facility design. Although
LEED silver certifcation is a minimum goal, DoD would encourge
pursuing higher certification where shown to be cost effective and where
LEED implementation does not impact mission, base functions, Quality
of Life, and military readiness.
A-009-087
Thank you for your comment. The recommended design principles will
be considered during design of the individual facilities as a best
management practice and has been added to the list of best
management practices in Volume 7.
A-009-088
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 6 of Volume 8 has been updated
based on the Sustainability Summary Report, including a discussion of
energy metering.
A-009-089
Thank you for your comment. The Federal Leadership in High
Performance and Sustainable Buildings Memorandum of Understanding
has been added to the sustainability discussion in Volume 8.
A-009-090
Thank you for your comment.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-009-091
Thank you for your comment. An on-base transportation study as well
as discussions between the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are
currently underway to reduce Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT), coordinate
on-base/off-base transportation, satisfy transportation mandates, and
meet LEED requirements for silver certification. Reduction in VMT can
be an outcome of sustainable designs, provisions for alternative
transportation and walkability. However, VMT reductions and/or VMT
goals are not specifically codified or required under current laws and
Executive Order's (E.Os). However, reduction in VMT will be reviewed as
they pertain to Levels of Service (LOS), road capacity, air quality and
Environmental Justice. The transportation studies, compliance with
existing Guam approved land use/transportation plans, LEED and
recommendations from the sustainability study are discussed and
included in the FEIS.
A-009-092
Thank you for your comment. The characteristics of Alternatives 1 and 2
were substantially similar and for traffic impact analysis purposes
assumed to be the same. The key characteristics included, same Main
Cantonment location, same residential housing location, and an internal
roadway system connecting the Main Cantonment with the residential
housing. The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) estimates obtained from the
macro-scale model included trips between the S Finegayan housing area
and the Main Cantonment area.
A-009-093
Thank you for your comment. Traffic in the north region adjacent to
Andersen AFB would be significantly impacted at two intersections in
2030; all other intersections would have an improvement in delay time
with the proposed roadway improvement projects. The air quality
analysis (Volume 6 Chapter 7) demonstrates that impacts from air
emissions associated with traffic (construction and operational
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phases) and roadway construction would be less than significant. The
mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis (Volume 6 Chapter 7) also
concluded that the proposed action would have less than significant
MSAT impacts. Therefore, it was concluded that there would not be
disproportionately high and adverse direct impacts due to air emissions.
A-009-094
Thank you for your comment. The analyses does include the ISR/Strike
action as the baseline because it is expected that the ISR/Strike action
would be implemented prior to the Guam Relocation action. By not
including the ISR/Strike into the baseline, the noise impacts would be
even more understated as that action would dominate the noise environs
around Andersen AFB. The MIRC action is also covered under the
baseline conditions and both the ISR/Strike and the MIRC are discussed
in the cumulative impacts section.
A-009-095
Thank you for your comment. Following publication of the DEIS and
comments, and during preparation of the FEIS, the DoD has conducted
a thorough review of the language addressing best management
practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures throughout the EIS.
Inconsistency errors have been corrected. Additionally, the definitions
of BMPs and mitigation measures have been revised.
BMPs referred to throughout the EIS are treated as examples of existing
policies, practices, and measures required by law, regulation, or DoD
policy that are designed to reduce the environmental impacts of certain
designated activities, functions, or processes. Mitigation measures are
additional, separate measures designed to avoid or reduce impacts from
the proposed action outlined in the EIS. Selection and implementation of
mitigation measures will be outlined in the ROD. References to the
laws/policies requiring each BMP are provided in the EIS where the BMP
is considered in the analysis. Examples of BMPs specifically
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considered/“called out” in EIS analysis are consolidated in the Volume 7
BMP list. When mitigation is referred to in the text, particularly to support
a “no significant impact” or “less than significant impact” determination,
the mitigation measure is listed in the section’s corresponding mitigation
summary table.
A-009-096
Thank you for your comment. During preparation of the FEIS, the DoD
has conducted a thorough review of the language addressing best
management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures throughout the
EIS. Inconsistency errors have been corrected. Additionally, the
definitions of BMPs and mitigation measures have been revised.
BMPs referred to throughout the EIS are treated as examples of existing
policies, practices, and measures required by law, regulation, or DoD
policy that are designed to reduce the environmental impacts of certain
designated activities, functions, or processes. Mitigation measures are
additional, separate measures designed to avoid or reduce impacts
outlined in the EIS from the proposed action. Selection and
implementation of mitigation measures will be outlined in the ROD.
References to the laws/policies requiring each BMP are provided in the
EIS where the BMP is considered in the analysis. Examples of BMPs
specifically considered/“called out” in EIS analysis are consolidated in
the Volume 7 BMP list. When mitigation is referred to in the text,
particularly to support a “no significant impact” or “less than significant
impact” determination, the mitigation measure is listed in the section’s
corresponding mitigation summary table.
BMPs identified in the EIS and developed in coordination with regulating
and permitting agencies, including GEPA and EPA, are expected to be
effective. The mechanisms by which mitigation measures would reduce
or avoid impacts are described in the applicable analyses sections in
the FEIS. Table 2.1-2 of Volume 7 lists all of the mitigation measures
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proposed for the preferred alternative and has been expanded to identify
the section in the FEIS in which the measure is proposed for reference,
the party responsible for implementing the mitigation, and the party
responsible for monitoring the mitigation implementation.
A-009-097
Thank you for your comment. Section 2.3 of Volume 7 has been updated
with new information and revised in response to comments.
As a result of ongoing coordination with GovGuam, GEPA, USEPA,
GWA, and GPA, updates have been made to the power, water, and
wastewater discussions provided in volumes 6 and 7 of this EIS and the
air quality discussion in Volume 2 of this EIS. In particular, DoD has
determined that there is sufficient existing power supply to support the
proposed action (see Volume 6, Chapter 3). Further, DoD has
determined that adjusting the construction program based on short-term
air quality monitoring data is not feasible; DoD instead proposes the
establishment of an air quality monitoring station in northern Guam (see
Volume 2, Chapter 5).
The description of the proposed adaptive program management
mitigation measure has been clarified. Adaptive management of the
proposed construction is a mitigation measure that would potentially
reduce and avoid environmental impacts sensitive to construction tempo
and sequencing. This proposed mitigation measure would involve the
creation of a council consisting of, but not limited to, representatives from
DoD, GovGuam, GEPA, USEPA, GWA, and GPA, to monitor impacts
and advise DoD on the tempo and sequencing of proposed construction
in order to avoid and reduce environmental impacts. The specifics of an
adaptive management plan would be developed in coordination with the
agencies identified above upon decision to implement the adaptive
management of construction mitigation measure in the record of
decision (ROD). However, one approach that DoD is prepared to
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implement through an adaptive management plan would be to slow its
construction tempo and adjust sequencing of construction activities to
directly influence work force population levels, and thus impacts on
population sensitive resources, before unacceptable conditions arise.
A-009-098
Thank you for your comment. Volume 6 of the EIS has been updated to
identify the approach DoD intends to take to avoid over pumping of wells
and saltwater intrusion. In particular, DoD plans to establish new wells
on DoD lands to avoid over pumping of existing wells most susceptible to
chloride intrusion. DoD has determined that an adequate water supply is
available on Guam to accomodate the proposed action along with
current and future demand. Through a series of meetings, DoD and
GovGuam have developed two draft MOUs to provide the framework to
address impacts to the GWA water and wastewater systems, co-manage
the Northern Guam Lens Aquifer, and address impacts to the Island
Wide Power System (see Volume 6, Chapter 3).
A-009-099
Thank you for your comment. DoD has determined that adjusting the
construction program based on short-term air quality monitoring data is
not feasible; DoD instead proposes the establishment of an air quality
monitoring station in northern Guam (see Volume 2, Chapter 5).
A-009-100
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
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Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
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A-009-101
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
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the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-009-102
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
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future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.

A-009-103
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
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For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-009-104
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
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of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
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A-009-105
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-009-106
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
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future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
A-009-107
Thank you for your comment. In addition to continuing to implement
existing standard operating procedures and DoD requirements covering
the inspection and transport of material and personnel from Guam to
other locations, the Navy is also funding and coordinating the
preparation of a Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP). Until the plan
completed the DoD is initiating interim biosecurity measures and these
measures are included within the FEIS. Information pertaining to the
MBP and biosecurity issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10,
Section 10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11,
Section 11.2.2.6 for marine species. Volume 2 Chapter 14 (marine
transportation) has been updated to include projected cargo traffic
through the Port of Guam associated with both organic growth and the
military buildup.
A-009-108
Thank you for your comment. This section has been revised for the final
EIS.
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A-009-109
Thank you for your comment. Individual roadway projects are described
in Table 2.5-3 of Chapter 2, Volume 6. Roadway construction activities
are defined based on the type of roadway project and construction
equipment associated with typical roadway construction activities as
described in Table 2.5-5 of Chapter 2, Volume 6 are listed in roadway
construction emission tables in Appendix I, Volume 9. Laydown areas
will be located within existing ROWs or as close to the roadways as
possible. Specific construction activities by project will be defined as
design progresses. However, impacts to affected resources were
evaluated based on preliminary design and best available information.
Table 12.2-16, Volume 6, identifies projects that have potential direct
impacts to special status species habitats. The only project-level
alternatives would have been to align the road sections for the taking of
private property on the east side of Route 3 and south side of Route 9
instead of federal property at NCTS Finegayan and Andersen AFB,
respectively, that are within the Guam National Wildlife Refuge Overlay.
It was decided to use federal lands for roadway widening at Route 3 and
Route 9 to avoid impacts to private property owners.
Only certain types of projects have the potential to directly impact
wetlands. These include bridge replacements and road widening.
No road widening projects are located adjacent to wetland areas such as
Agana Swamp and the Sasa mangroves (Sasa Bay Marine Preserve).
The only project type that affect potential waters of the US are bridge
replacements. Work for pavement strengthening projects will be
confined to the existing upland road footprint, and therefore will not
directly impact wetlands. Therefore, project-level alternatives were not
developed. Indirect impacts are addressed in Tables 12.2-11 through
12.2-14.
Where appropriate, site-specific resource information for affected
resources are presented in Chapters 4 to 21 of Volume 6. Additional
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

information has been provided in the FEIS. As an example, in Table
12.2-12, for GRN #33, the project is a pavement strengthening and will
not require road widening (no direct impact to biological resources).
However, GRN #33 will indirectly impact aquatic habitats within Agana
River and Tumon Bay/Tumon Bay Marine Preserve via stormwater
drainages.
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A-011-001
Thank you for your comment.
A-011-002
Thank you for your comment. This change has been made in the EIS.
A-011-003
Thank you for your comment. The Department of Defense understands
the requirement to maintain access to the IBB and has no plans to
restrict that access. Access will be assured through either direct access
up 8th Avenue or from Broadway to 86th St to 8th Avenue. During live
firing Traffic Control Points will be established to control unauthorized
access and prevent inadvertent entry into live fire areas. IBB personnel
will check-in and out with appropriate Traffic Control Points when
transiting 8th Ave. These procedures should not impose any significant
delays on IBB personnel. At the same time, the procedures will allow
Range Control Personnel to ensure that live fire areas remain clear of
non-participating personnel. Live fire events that will impose these
safety controls on 8th Ave will be advertised via local print and broadcast
media in advance.
A-011-004
Thank you for your comment. Noise contours are presented in Figure
6.2.1 through 6.2.3 and indicate the IBB location is at the edge of the 87
dB peak contour. The transmitter facility is located just outside the
contour line. As a result, noise from the range would be heard, but at a
level considered less than significant.
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A-011-005
Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with your comment and
suggestion. Near the production date of the DEIS, DoD verified that they
had installed and permitted a septic leach field system just south of IBB
and would plan to utilize this system. These references to utilizing the
IBB system must have escaped our final editing and will be removed.
But, as clarification, the original thought was that since this would be
wastewater from DoD, another federal agency, that IBB might be willing
to accept it if other alternatives were not available. Of course IBB
concurrence was always felt a requirement.
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A-012-001
Thank you for your comment. As related to the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) during the many partnering meetings, DoD had added
a number of survey documents, such as the natural resources survey
report, to the FEIS that was not completed at the time of the publication
of the DEIS. Much of this data was available and used in the analysis
and conclusion of impacts in the DEIS; however, more surveys and
survey results have been completed since the DEIS and this infomation
may be found in the appendix of this FEIS.
A-012-002
Thank you for your comment. DoD will continue to partner with the
USFWS and other Federal and Guam resources agencies throughout
the EIS process.
A-012-003
Thank you for your comments. As stated by the Department of the Army
(17 Feb 2010 response to DEIS): “the employed survey methodology to
assess coral reef resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge
project area has been an extremely contentious subject. Functional
assessment methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies
of existing methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific
community. A standard functional assessment technique that accurately
characterized and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic
resource functions, as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action
for Section 10/404 compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently
available. Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for
determining compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate
and practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
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and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation.
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A-012-004
Thank you for your comments.
5. As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS): “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provide an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation.
6. The Navy has entered into Section 7 and EFH consultation, and will
continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to satisfy the
requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit documentation.
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7. In general, the Navy has overestimated the direct and indirect impact
area, not underestimated it, and utilized best available data to perform
impact analysis. The assessment of benthic communities report
assumes a 60 ft (18 m) dredge depth, which is an overestimate of the
actual proposed dredge depth of -49.5 ft (-15.1 m) MLLW plus 2 ft (0.6
m) overdredge, representing an approximately 10-15% increase in
assessed benthic habitat in the dredged area. For this reason, the total
dredged area differs from the dredged area provided in Volume 4,
Chapter 4.
Additionally, although the models for indirect impacts indicated that
sedimentation exceeding 40 mg/cm2 or 0.008 inch (0.2 mm) extended
an average distance of 144 ft (44m) from the dredging, the assessment
of benthic communities (and the Habitat Equivalency Analysis) assumes
an indirect impact distance of 656 ft (200 m) distance from the direct
impact area boundary. As noted in Section 11.1.2.2, this is an
overestimate because the SEI (2009) plume modeling summary
identifies only 39 ft (12 m) beyond the direct dredge impact area as
anticipated to receive cumulative sedimentation totaling at least 0.2
inches (in) (6 millimeters [mm]), which was established as the cumulative
sedimentation threshold for corals.
A-012-005
Thank you for your comment. The EFH Assessment (EFHA) is provided
within the DEIS, not in Dollar et. al. 2009. This format for the EFHA,
although not as ideal for preparation or review as a standalone
document, was agreed early on in the process between the Navy and
resource agencies. Based on NMFS PDEIS comments, a summary table
was provided at the end of each section to assist NMFS with the effects
determination.
The Navy has worked with and coordinated meetings with the resource
agencies over the last three years discussing Habitat Equivalency
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Analysis (HEA) approach and methodologies. The Navy has invited them
to perform surveys, and attended a USFWS hosted HEA workshop in
2008 (Guam agencies were unable to attend due to scheduling
difficulties). The Navy has addressed PDEIS comments and
concerns, incorporating additional quantitative coral and finfish studies
into the DEIS in attempts to alleviate some of these concerns.
As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS), “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation.
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A-012-006
Thank you for your comment. The alternative proposed by NMFS was
based on preliminary dredge areas. In the DEIS, further modifications to
the turning basin were made to minimize impacts, including decreasing
the size and moving it south (see Section 2.3.3, Volume 4). Based upon
a review of operational and safety factors, it has been determined that
the alternative proposed by NMFS is not a reasonable alternative under
NEPA, nor a practicable alternative under the CWA 404(b) permitting
process.
A-012-007
Thank you for your comment. The dredged channel alternative carried
forward in the EIS is the least favorable for navigation, but is the least
environmentally damaging because it minimizes direct impact to existing
high quality coral shoals and requires less dredging than the other
channel options considered. To further minimize impacts to coral, the
clearance needed for carrier berthing along the proposed wharf was
reduced to avoid excavating a nearby outcrop of land with coral cover.
Additionally, the proposed aircraft carrier turning basin at Apra Harbor
meets the minimum radius needed to safely maneuver the carrier while
minimizing dredging impacts. The proposed basin has the smallest
circumference of any other active Naval Harbor. The acreage differences
the commenter may be referring to is regarding 3-D vs. 2-D calculations
(see Section 11.2.2.5), however in either case, impact acreage has been
overestimated. In general, the Navy has overestimated the direct and
indirect impact area, not underestimated it. The assessment of benthic
communities report assumes a 60 ft (18 m) dredge depth, which is an
overestimate of the actual proposed dredge depth of -49.5 ft (-15.1 m)
MLLW plus 2 ft (0.6 m) overdredge, representing an approximately 1015% increase in assessed benthic habitat in the dredged area. For this
reason, the total dredged area differs from the dredged area provided in
Volume 4, Chapter 4.
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Additionally, although the models for indirect impacts indicated that
sedimentation exceeding 40 mg/cm2 or 0.008 inch (0.2 mm) extended
an average distance of 144 ft (44m) from the dredging, the assessment
of benthic communities (and the Habitat Equivalency Analysis) assumes
an indirect impact distance of 656 ft (200 m) distance from the direct
impact area boundary. As noted in Section 11.1.2.2, this is an
overestimate because the SEI (2009) plume modeling summary
identifies only 39 ft (12 m) beyond the direct dredge impact area as
anticipated to receive cumulative sedimentation totaling at least 0.2
inches (in) (6 millimeters [mm]), which was established as the cumulative
sedimentation threshold for corals.
A-012-008
Thank you for your comment.
The Navy is considering a suite of potential options for compensatory
mitigation for the loss of coral in Outer Apra Harbor as identified in
Volume 4, Section 11.2.2.7. The final conceptual determination would
not be made until the Record of Decision on this EIS. More detailed
identification of potential mitigation would be done during the USACE
permit process. Both artificial reefs and watershed management projects
would be considered as potential compensatory mitigation, and it is
possible that a combination of those potential mitigation efforts, or others
would be appropriate. The Navy has not advanced a proposal at this
time and specific mitigation measures would be subject to the permitting
action/mitigation decision of the USACE.
Under the 2008 US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Final
Compensatory Mitigation Rule (See USACE November 2009, Comment
147 – Justification for Out-of-Kind and Off-site Mitigation) compensatory
mitigation should occur within the same watershed of impact whenever
possible. If compensatory mitigation is recommended to occur outside
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the watershed of impact and/or out-of-kind, a sound ecological rationale
must be presented as to why it is the most practicable and
environmentally preferred choice.
A-012-009
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.
A-012-010
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
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specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.
A-012-011
Thank you for your comment. The agencies have not been able to
provide data to support alternative mitigation projects. The artificial reefs
were supported by Army Corps in a Hawaii project. As an example,
success criteria for artificial reefs would be based on a replacement of
benthic structure and on percent coral cover, as a proxy to ecosystem
function. Long-term monitoring would be implemented to measure
success. Potential Guam INRMP projects associated with the artificial
reef could include assessment of functions these structures provide.
Artificial reefs, though quantitatively easier to scale for a ratio between
replacement and function lost than watersheds, have (as identified) been
criticized as being primarily fish aggregating devices that do not increase
coral community productivity. In other words, the replacement of
structure does not necessarily equate to a restoration of coral community
function.
The effectiveness of either artificial reefs or upland watershed
management schemes to replace coral loss have been studied and
conclusions concerning success differ. Section A of the HEA and
Supporting Studies report (Volume 9, Appendix E, Section A)
summarizes key points of discussion that were raised during review of
the draft HEA, including relative merits (pros and counterpoints/cons) of
artificial reefs and watershed management projects (HEA Section A,
3.3.4, Table 2 and 3, respectively). This will continue to be a point of
contention that will be addressed in negotiations during the USACE
permitting process.
A-012-012
Thank you for your comment. The Navy concurs.
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A-012-013
Thank you for your comment. The Navy is in formal consultation with
NMFS. If available, results of the consultation will be included in the
FEIS.
The Navy will also track ESA petitions regarding possible future ESAlistings that may potentially affect the proposed action.
A-012-014
Thank you for your comment.
Although not required to be included, the EFH Assessment (EFHA) is
provided within the DEIS. This format for the EFHA, although not as
ideal for preparation or review as a standalone document, was agreed
early on in the process between the Navy and resource agencies. Based
on NMFS PDEIS comments, a summary table was provided at the end
of each section to assist NMFS with the effects determination.
The Navy has worked with and coordinated meetings with the resource
agencies over the last three years discussing Habitat Equivalency
Analysis (HEA) approach and methodologies. The Navy has invited them
to perform surveys, and attended a USFWS hosted HEA workshop in
2008 (Guam agencies were unable to attend due to scheduling
difficulties). The Navy has addressed PDEIS comments and
concerns, incorporating additional quantitative coral and finfish studies
into the DEIS in attempts to alleviate some of these concerns. As stated
by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to DEIS): “the
employed survey methodology to assess coral reef resources within the
proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has been an extremely
contentious subject. Functional assessment methodologies are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing methodologies are
heavily debated in the scientific community. A standard functional
assessment technique that accurately characterized and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions, as would
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ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA to
satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit
documentation. The Navy has entered into Section 7 and EFH
consultation with NMFS, and USACE regarding significant impacts
associated with Section 10/404 permits, under the CWA.

A-012-015
Thank you for your comment. DoD and regulatory agencies are equally
concerned about preventing contamination of surface waters and
groundwater (particularly drinking water aquifers). The EIS describes
numerous programs and actions that will be taken to protect surface
waters and groundwater from stormwater runoff. Construction of new
facilities will use Low Impact Development (LID) principles to the extent
practical. LID is a design philosophy that seeks to reduce the impact to
the environment from new construction projects through the reduction of
impervious surfaces. LIDs principles incorporate the design of facilities
with the use of native vegetation, pervious (porous) surfaces to reduce
storm water runoff and encourage recharge of groundwater, and water
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conservation. DoD is currently conducting a LID study that will identify
specific types of alternative designs that can be incorporated into the
construction of facilities associated with the buildup.DoD is also
preparing a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and will apply
for permits that regulate stormwater discharges during construction. The
permit and plan is focused on reducing the amount of earth and soil that
is exposed to stormwater during earth-disturbing activities (such as land
clearing and grading), providing stabilization of soils during construction
through the use of ground covers, and sediment ponds and
traps/screens to reduce pollutants getting into storm runoff and from
percolating into the ground. These plans also have specific
requirements for containment of potential pollutants at construction sites
(such as storage areas for equipment fuel). Lastly, DoD is developing
a construction and demolition (C&D) waste management plan in consort
with the stormwater construction plan that calls for the use of mulch on
exposed soils, mulch that will be generated during the clearing of trees
and low growth during land clearing activities. Once construction is
complete, a SWPPP will be developed to control stormwater runoff and
infiltration from base operations. This is being done on a regional DoD
Guam-wide scale, and has the involvement of Guam EPA.
A-012-016
Thank you for your comment. Volume 2, Chapter 9 addresses the
potential impacts to recreational resources.
A-012-017
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the
combined potential impacts of the preferred alternatives for the entire
proposed action on Guam and Tinian. The findings of Volumes 2 through
6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume 7, Chapter 3.3 there
is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all components of the
preferred alternatives. Significant impacts are identified.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
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additive impact of the FEIS proposed actions when compared
to potential impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects. The list is based on best available information from DoD and
the Guam Land Use Commission database. There is insufficient data on
most non-DoD cumulative projects to conduct a quantitative impact
analysis. There is a table at the end of Chapter 4 that summarizes the
potential cumulative impacts. Potential significant cumulative impacts are
identified.
Both analyses identify risks to the community for particular resources
based on best available information.
The interim and long-term alternatives presented in Volume 6 for power,
potable water, wastewater and solid waste have been developed
specifically to address the proposed action requirements. The DoD and
GovGuam utility systems share physical elements, including resource
supply. Local agencies have been consulted and participated in the
development of the alternatives to ensure the proposed actions would be
consistent with agency projections for demand and planned GovGuam
utility improvements. Exiting utility infrastructure shortfalls are included in
the analysis. In summary, the cumulative impacts on utilities have
been addressed in the development of the alternatives.
Adaptive management during construction is proposed in Volume 7,
Chapter 2 to mitigate the construction impacts associated with the
project schedule.
A-012-018
Thank you for your comment. DoD will continue to coordinate with
NMFS and the other resource agencies throughout the EIS process.
A-012-019
Thank you for your comments. Volume 1, Section 1.2.5.1 describes the
coverage of the MIRC EIS which is significantly broader in its studies of
proposed training activities and geography. The MIRC covers actions by
all military services and is not limited to just Marine Corps actions. As
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shown in Figure 1.1-2, the MIRC covers over 500,000 square miles of
land and sea for the military and allies to train. In contrast, The Guam
Relocation EIS addresses basing, infrastructure, operations, and training
on Guam and Tinian. The proposed training is only those actions
associated with the relocation.
Section 1.2.5.1 and -.2 describe the coordination of the coverage of the
two documents to ensure that the environmental effects of the separate
proposed actions are adequately analyzed. The MIRC establishes the
baseline of training activities throughout the complex. The Guam
Relocation EIS builds upon the MIRC preferred alternative to consider
the effects of increasing the discrete training activities above the MIRC
baseline caused by proposed actions of the relocation. Therefore, the
activities of the Guam Relocation EIS flow from but are independent from
the original proposed actions of the MIRC. Therefore, the proposals can
be analyzed separately but in effect consecutively as the relocation is
based upon the preferred alternative of the MIRC.
Commenter requested a need to change a word in a sentence from
"could" to "will". The original text does not use the word "could." It says:
"Additional NEPA documentation and resource surveys would be
completed, as required, ...." No change is needed to indicate
that additional studies will occur conditioned upon when details become
available.

A-012-020
Thank you for your comment. The overarching purpose and need will
not be re-defined as suggested. Others may interpret global security
relationships differently than the action proponent.
Although suggestions for other/additonal objective criteria for alternative
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global locations may be desired by the commenter, Volume 1 discusses
how the action proponent analyzed alternative locations and how the
objective criteria were applied to select Guam and Tinian for the
proposed actions. Discussions regarding resource areas in the section
describing global site selection is not legally required. Impacts regarding
essential fish habitat and other marine resources, however, are
discussed in each volume as this is the best location within the
document to analyze and consider specific impacts of alternatives within
the region.
A-012-021
Thank you for your comment. Volume 1 is only a brief summary of the
information contained in Volumes 2 through 6. For example, Volume
4 discusses in great detail the selection criteria, reasonable alternatives
development, and analysis of environmental effects for the siting of the
proposed berth for the transient nuclear aircraft carrier. Actions
identified as "alternatives" were developed to ensure that there are true
alternatives for consideration. All actions that are "alternatives" were
fully analyzed for environmental effects as required under NEPA.
A-012-022
Thank you for your comment. Vol 1, Chapter 1, page 33 was searced for
the noted phrase and it was not found. The same was done for Vol 1,
Chapters 2 and 3, page 33, and the noted phrase could not be found. In
addition, a WORD search of Volume 1 was conducted and could not find
this phrase or parts of this phrase. Thus, this comment cannot
be addressed.
A-012-023
Thank you for your comment. DoD agrees that the existing military
presence together with related and unrelated civilian activities on Guam
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and CNMI represent the existing conditions. The No Action Alternative
would reflect a continuation of these existing conditions.
A-012-024
Thank you for your comments. Volume 1 contains a description of the
three main components of the proposed actions. The overarching
purpose and need is discussed in Section 1.3. Chapter 1 of Volumes 2
through 6 then highlights the pertinent portions of the overarching
purpose and need and provide greater specifics for the purpose and
need as it relates to the detailed, specific proposed actions in each of
those Volumes.
The NEPA approach here is very similar to tiering, an acceptable
approach to analyze proposed actions. First, regional location is
considered under the criteria described in Volume 1. Within the
preferred region, specific locations within the Mariana Islands are
considered for activities. Finally, a range of activities are considered with
alternative locations on Tinian and Guam. This top down approach
ensures the development of a reasonable range of alternatives for both
locations and actions for analysis.

A-012-025
Thank you for your comment. Because the proposed actions and impact
analysis are split among volumes, it was logical to assess cumulative
impacts after all potential impacts had been identified in Volumes 2
through 6. Also the cumulative impact analysis for all resource areas
relies on the same cumulative project list, which is extensive. If we were
to include this cumulative project list in each resource area discussion in
each volume, then the readability of the document would suffer.
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-012-026
Thank you for your comment. The routine vessel and transit activities
would be negligible above current conditions (i.e. no action alternative);
therefore, potential increased impacts would be negligible. Text has
been revised in the FEIS Volume 1 to show the increase in these
activities from the proposed action are negligible over the no action
alternative.
A-012-027
Thank you for your comment. DoD acknowledges your views on the
presentation of the proposed actions on the Guam and CNMI military
relocation; however, disclosing the Marine Corps proposal on Guam in
Volume 2 and on Tinian in Volume 3 does not dilute the discussions of
alternatives and environmental impacts as both are included within the
same EIS.
A-012-028
Thank you for your comment.
Text edited for FEIS.
A-012-029
Thank you for your comment. FEIS text has been edited.
A-012-030
Thank you for your comment. EFH analysis is properly annotated in
each Volume where EFH resources are potentially impacted. Volume 7
contains a cumulative impact analysis of EFH impacts throughout the
proposed actions.
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A-012-031
Thank you for your comment. The analysis showing the reasonable
range of alternatives considered, dismissed, and retained for analysis in
the EIS is presented in Section 2.3 of Volume 4.
The DoD is considering several options for disposal of dredged material,
including upland placement, ocean disposal, and beneficial uses such as
shoreline stabilization, fill for berms, and fill for the Port Authority of
Guam, as discussed in the EIS (Chapter 2, Volume 4). Using dredged
material for beneficial reuse projects would depend upon the suitability of
the material for these projects as well as whether the proposed action
timeline coincides with the need for material for a reuse project. Detailed
analysis cannot be done at this time because specific projects have not
yet been identified with certainty. While beneficial reuse is a priority for
the DoD, the final decision on dredged material management will be
made during the final design and permitting process. Detailed analysis of
the potential impacts from using dredged material for reuse projects will
be conducted during the permitting phase.
As stated in Section 2.3.5 of Volume 4, an ODMDS EIS was prepared
concurrent with this EIS to address impacts of reusing and/or dumping
dredge material.
A-012-032
Thank you for your comment. The proposed actions are complex, interrelated, multi-service proposals. Although they may have independent
utility, they are not discrete individual actions of the different military
services. As stated in Chapter 11, the proposed Army AMDTF action
would occur on land only. Therefore, there would be no EFH/marine
habitats impacts.
A-012-033
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Thank you for your comment. Inserted "simulated" before "launch" to
clarify the statement.
A-012-034
Thank you for your comment. Volume 1 summarizes briefly the details
of the proposed actions that are analyzed in the subsequent Volumes. It
was impossible to provide a fair, understandable summary of the
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed actions. Readers must
go to the specific volumes to review the analysis, methodology, and
environmental impacts.
The specific resource areas of concern to the commenter are thoroughly
discussed in Volumes 2 through 6.
A-012-035
Thank you for your comment. Within the various applicable Volumes and
Chapters (e.g., Volume 2 and 4, Chapter 11) the potential impacts and
mitigation measures of all the proposed DoD actions have been
evaluated.
A-012-036
Thank you for your comment. There is no need to update the timeline as
depicted in the EIS.
A-012-037
Thank you for you comment. Applicable tables and text have been
reviewed and modified as appropriate to ensure the potential impacts
and the potential mitigation measures have been thoroughly addressed.
Imported products/equipment and potential impacts related to invasive
species and the marine environment are being addressed collaboratively
with our sister federal agencies through the development of a Marianas
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Biosecurity Plan.

A-012-038
Thank you for your comment. The population baseline is provided in
Table 3.2-2 and Figure 4.2-1 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment
Study (Appendix F, Volume 9 of the DEIS). To more prominently provide
this information, it will be included in the socioeconomic chapter of
Volume 2 of the DEIS.

A-012-039
Thank you for your comment. Volume 1, Section 1.4.2 describes the site
selection process for the proposed actions. Various locations were
considered throughout the Western Pacific based upon 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. Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all
the criteria. Selection of Tinian as the sole location would not meet the
purpose and need.
A-012-040
Thank you for your comment. Evaluation of all EFH related impacts is
found within Volumes 2, 4, and 7 of the FEIS. Impacts to coral reefs
associated with the CVN construction were considered to be an adverse
affect and therefore mitigatible via the USACE CWA 404 permit
process. Those non coral resources impacted were determined to be
short termed and localized and therefore not adversely affected.
A-012-041
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to reflect the
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latest EFH/marine resources information. Alternatives do, in fact, has
similar EFH/marine resource impacts. DoD has initiated consultation
with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) over potential
adverse impacts to EFH.
A-012-042
Thank you for your comment. The Figure references in your comment do
not seem to align with the Draft EIS. Draft EIS Figure 2.1-1 does show a
schematic of the alternatives carried forward in the impact analysis. The
rationale for carrying forward only one locational alternative for airfield
and waterfront functions is described in the text. Volume 2, Section 2.42 summarizes the four alternatives for airfield operations and
demonstrates why only Andersen AFB meets the feasibility and suitablity
criteria. Volume 2, Section 2.5.2.1 describes why Apra Harbor is the
only reasonable alternative for waterfront operations.
A-012-043
Thank you for your comment. Several of the topics addressed in your
comment, including information on solid waste in Volume 6 and
cumulative impacts in Volume 7, have additional discussions included in
this Final EIS.
A-012-044
Thank you for your comment. The Draft and Final EIS clearly define the
proposed actions, alternatives and impacts. Additional clarification has
been incorporated into the Final EIS as well as more detail on the
estimated indirect impacts that would potentially result from
implementation of the proposed actions.
A-012-045
Thank you for your comment.
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The Environmental Consequences section addressing impacts to the
resources identified starting on 11-52 for Volume 2. Page 11-57 has the
first identification of construction impacts to EFH for the proposed action.

A-012-046
Thank you for your comment. ROI is further clarified in 11.1.2. “the
marine ROI encompasses all of Apra Harbor, including Sasa Bay and
the submerged lands offshore out to the 164-ft (50-m) isobath that may
be directly or indirectly impacted by any component of the proposed
action. Construction or training activities may impact biological resources
due to ground-disturbing activities, in-water construction and/or benthic
(bottom) substrate-disturbing activities (dredging), but they may also be
impacted through noise, decreased water quality, excess lighting, and
other factors.” The proposed action will only affect the near-shore
environment; therefore, the EFH designations outside the ROI, unless
they migrate into the ROI, will not be impacted. The suggested format in
hindsight may have been clearer, considering the EFH overlap into other
marine biological resources. However, the information requested,
regarding EFH MUS definitions, including HAPCs, are including in detail
in Section 11.1.4.2 Guam Regional Environment, EFH and for each
following site-specific section.
The statement is part of a general Guam Regional Affected Environment
and source references have been provided. The proposed action has
very little impact on the eastern coast of Guam, except for SDZ firing
ranges and potential compensatory mitigation measures for ecological
services lost from direct impacts to coral. These are addressed in those
specific Environmental Consequences sections.
Non-point source impacts to coastal waters has been integrated as
appropriate in following sections, and addressed in detail in Section 4,
Water Resources, in this Volume.
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A-012-047
Thank you for your comments.
1. The intent of the Figures in Volume 2 is to show relative location of
special status species, EFH MUS species, and benthic habitat (including
coral densities) with respect to the proposed action. Volume 4, which
addresses dredge coral areas, has higher resolution figures developed
specifically for the EIS from recent studies. The coral percentage
classifications were based on NOAA (2005 a, b) references and provide
the best available data and classification system in print at the time for
the island of Guam. The text has been modified as appropriate to
integrate last paragraph into the rest of the FEIS chapter.
2. Impacts to MUS, EFH, and HAPC are addressed in the
Environmental Consequences section appropriately, not Affected
Environment Section. ROI is further clarified in 11.1.2. “the marine ROI
encompasses all of Apra Harbor, including Sasa Bay and the submerged
lands offshore out to the 164-ft (50-m) isobath that may be directly or
indirectly impacted by any component of the proposed action.
Construction or training activities may impact biological resources due to
ground-disturbing activities, in-water construction and/or benthic (bottom)
substrate-disturbing activities (dredging), but they may also be impacted
through noise, decreased water quality, excess lighting, and other
factors.” The proposed action will only affect the near-shore
environment; therefore, the EFH designations outside the ROI, unless
those MUS migrate into the ROI, will not be impacted. The text/figures
(printed in color) has been modified as appropriate to clarify impacts of
the proposed action.
3. The intent of the Figures in Volume 2 is to show relative location of
special status species, EFH MUS species, and benthic habitat (including
coral densities) with respect to the proposed action. Volume 4, which
addresses dredge coral areas, has higher resolution figures developed
specifically for the EIS from recent studies. The coral percentage
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classifications were based on NOAA (2005 a, b) references and provide
the best available data and classification system in print at the time for
the island of Guam. Comment regarding average coral coverage for the
pacific noted, however without source reference, this statement can be
incorporated into the FEIS.
4. Throughout Volume 2 and 4 there is great discussion regarding nonnative (invasive) species – there is a specific section associated with
this. A Marianas Biosecurity Plan (BSP) will be developed by DoD to
help manage non-native species introduction to Guam from the
proposed action.
5. If the commenter is referring to Lead-based Paint (LBP) than Volume
2, Chapter 17 is discussed in detail. If the commenter is referring to
Land-based Pollution, which is not used as an acronym in this Chapter,
than Volume 2, Chapter 4 addresses this and nearshore water quality
and potential impacts with respect to the proposed DoD actions on
Guam. As a note, the Navy has considered sediment runoff and
resuspension as potential impacts to coral reef and ecosystem in
Chapter 11 also. Land-based activities will have permits requiring
best management practices (BMPs) that contain and reduce sediment
and pollutant discharges into nearby waters. Additionally, the Navy will
implement low impact development (LID) or stormwater management
strategies during construction activities. The goal is to maintain or
restore the natural hydrologic functions of a site to achieve natural
resource protection objectives and fulfill environmental regulatory
requirements.
The Navy will also implement mitigation measures and BMPs during inwater activities (dredging, wharf construction) that include Army Corps
permits requiring silt curtains, biological monitors, halting of dredging
activities during potential coral spawning months, and compensatory
mitigation projects to help improve nearshore water quality through
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upland watershed reforestation and/or artificial reef construction, to
name a few.

A-012-048
Thank you for your comments.
1. The DEIS was based upon best available data for these areas and
commensurate with the anticipated impact from the proposed action and
alternatives. The EFH-designated habitat areas for Finegayan would be
the same as those described in Volume 2, Section 11.1.4. This
section provides a description of general marine biological resources (i.e.
marine flora, invertebrates, and associated EFH; Special-status Species;
and Non-native Species) potentially affected by the proposed action.
Volume 4, Chapter 11, evaluates the same resources, however with
greater emphasis on providing background on the coral reef ecosystems
as part of the EFH (see 11.1.2). The impact analysis, Volume 4,
Environmental Consequences, included all marine biological resources
within the total dredge impact area (i.e. direct footprint and indirect
sediment resuspension footprint). Text modified in the FEIS to expand
on reasoning for no indirect impacts (i.e. northern/central district
hydrology and BMPs) and will emphasize the importance of the high
percentage of coral cover at Double Reef and Haputo ERA.
2. The Navy has considered sediment runoff and resuspension as
potential impacts to the coral reef ecosystem. Land-based construction
activities require permits, which include best management
practices (BMPs) that help contain and reduce sediment and pollutant
discharges into nearby waters. The Navy, along with local agencies have
a role ensuring proper management of these permits and BMP
methodologies. Additionally, the Navy will implement low impact
development (LID) or stormwater management strategies during
construction activities. The goal is to maintain or restore the natural
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hydrologic functions of a site to achieve natural resource protection
objectives and fulfill environmental regulatory requirements.
Page 11-35 provides land-based runoff examples. No changes were
made to the FEIS. Text in the FEIS sufficiently indicates that there would
be no in-water construction, dredging, or land-based construction
projects that would affect streams and/or marine biological resources.
3. For the purpose of organization, the Navy has decided to retain the
separation of DoD and FHWA roadway construction activities. A recap
regarding the surface water flow regime for Guam has been provided to
assist the reader.
4. Text regarding how land-based construction runoff may affect the
nearshore environment if a conduit exists has been recapped for these
sections in the FEIS. The DEIS sufficiently indicates that there would be
no in-water construction, dredging, or land-based construction projects
that would affect streams, and/or marine biological resources. The FEIS
will take a closer look at the potential for sheet flow and groundwater
impacts to the nearshore environment from LBPs.
5. The DEIS and EFH Assessment was based upon the best available
survey data and commensurate with the anticipated impact (direct,
indirect and cumulative) from the proposed action and alternatives. No
quantitative data is available for most of the coastlines.

A-012-049
Thank you for your comments.
1. The current level of detail is commensurate with anticipated impacts
from non-widening pavement strengthening projects in the central areas
associated with Piti, Asan and Agana Bay. Further clarification is
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

provided in the FEIS for this area as applicable.
2. Land-based activities will have permits requiring best management
practices (BMPs) that contain and reduce sediment and pollutant
discharges into nearby waters. Additionally, low impact development
strategies (LID) will be implemented by the Navy during construction
activities. The goal is to maintain or restore the natural hydrologic
functions of a site to achieve natural resource protection objectives and
fulfill environmental regulatory requirements.
3. EFH consultation with NMFS Habitat Division is currently ongoing.
The Navy has and will continue to dialog with NMFS to ensure process
identified within the Magnuson Stevens Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act are completed.
4. Thank you for your comment. As stated on Page 11-41, “the following
specific study area information is provided in addition to that described in
Section 11.1.4, Guam Regional Environment.” CREMUS is addressed in
more detail for Apra Harbor in Volume 4, and a comprehensive HEA was
done to address the corals reef ecosystem. Text modified, recapping soft
sediment environment and water quality for the FEIS, as appropriate.
5. Text modified to reflect correct spelling of species names.
6. Text includes reference to and detailed information from a study
conducted in Apra Harbor documenting nonindigenous species. Text
modified to add Section 11.1.4.4 also for background on non-native
species for Apra Harbor.
7. Text modified in the FEIS to read: "Finfishes, although present, are not
abundant or diverse, and are represented primarily by three families:
Pomacentridae (damselfishes), Chaetodontidae (butterflyfishes), and
Carangidae (jacks)."
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A-012-050
Thank you for your comments.
1. Volume 4, Chapter 11 identifies Sasa Bay as an area of high
concentration for sea turtles in general. Hawksbill sea turtles were not
sighted in this area during surveys by Smith (2007), although green sea
turtles were. Text modified in FEIS to include the following statement,
also included in Volume 4, Chapter 11: Sasa Bay is a year round, high
concentration area for sea turtles as identified by NOAA (2005b).
Text has been modified in the FEIS, changing the statement "however
are not of preferred species" to "however, the prey items available are
not of the preferred species for hawksbill sea turtles."
2. Rationalization is not followed. Considering the sea turtle population
may be more impacted from Volume 4 proposed action (i.e. in-water
activities), it is more deserving of the extensive sea turtle hearing
capability discussion, with a summary in Volume 2.
3. The benthic community was described in detail for the Inner Apra
Harbor area (Section 11.7.1, Inner Apra Harbor), and is referred to for
the description of Polaris Point since the areas are similar. This
description should be sufficient to identify potential impacts to marine
resources where the amphibious operations and ramp will be located.
The description identifies the area as one of relatively low diversity,
primarily composed of burrowing benthic invertebrates covered by fine
sand and silty sediments.
Modified text in the FEIS. Replaced "(i.e.....) with "In summary, the inner
harbor floor....."
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4. Text has been modified in the FEIS to briefly describe potential EFH
occurring near the roadway projects.
5. The reference to the "roadway projects described below" (Section
11.1.8.3) sufficiently indicates that there would be no in-water
construction, dredging, or land-based construction projects that would
affect streams and/or marine biological resources. Text from Volume 6,
Chapter 13 will be recapped, including Table 13.2-7, which identifies
GRN project types and potential impacts to marine biological resources
6. The Navy feels it is useful and necessary to include a thorough
explanation of the impact analysis methodology; text was not modified in
the FEIS. Cumulative impacts are described in detail in Volume 7, and to
avoid repeating information, are not included elsewhere.
7. Chapter 4, Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-7, Water Resources, of this volume
contains a list of all land-based construction BMPs and mitigation
measures, as does Volume 7.
8. Defining temporary and minimal impacts should provide adequate
information to determine which types of impacts would fall under these
categories. Text has been modified to provide an example.
Text modified to define coral reefs, including the following: U.S. coral
reef ecosystems are defined as “… those species, habitats and other
natural resources associated with coral reefs in all maritime areas and
zones subject to the jurisdiction and control of the United States.”
A-012-051
Thank you for your comment. 1. Land-based activities will have permits
requiring best management practices (BMPs) that contain and reduce
sediment and pollutant discharges into nearby waters. Additionally, the
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Navy will implement LID strategies during construction activities. Text
modified to explain hydrology aspects of this area and the remote
chance of construction related discharge into the nearshore
environment. The Navy has entered into EFH consultation with NMFS,
and looks forward to receiving conservation measures for those adverse
impacts to EFH identified associated with the proposed action.
Cumulative impacts are detailed in Volume 7, and not repeated
throughout the document.2. DEIS analysis is based on the best available
data. It is unknown to what extent this area may be indirectly impacts, so
the DEIS assumes the worst case scenario and recommends BMPs and
mitigation measures to lessen these potential adverse impacts. Further
studies would be necessary to quantitatively measure actual impacts, if
any. 3. text modified on Page 11-7 to define Land-based impacts. 4.
text modified for FEIS.5. text modified for FEIS to further consider
indirect impacts for these areas.
A-012-052
Thank you for your comment.
1. The EFH Assessment (EFHA) is provided within various chapters
of the FEIS, and although not ideal for review as a standalone document,
was agreed to early on in the process between the Navy and resource
agencies. Based on NMFS comments, a summary table was provided at
the end of each section to assist NMFS with the effects determination.
Navy personnel met with NMFS staff in early June 2010 to review the
EFH assessment. At this meeting, Navy agreed to provide NMFS with
additional information to assist them with their EFH analysis. The Navy
will continue to work with NMFS through the EFH consultation process
and looks forward to NMFS conservation recommendations for the
project.
2. Text modified in FEIS to clearly indicate Volume 2 proposed action
within Apra Harbor.
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3. Figure modified in the FEIS to clearly indicate the dredging location,
and ERA pattern changed to a blue hatch mark.
4. Impact assessments were excluded for components of the proposed
action that are not expected to have impacts, or to have very minimal
impacts, to the marine environment. All components of the proposed
action that are expected to have measurable impacts are included in the
FEIS.
The data sources listed in Table 11.1-2 include more than ten that are
less than five years old and are based on the best available data.
Methodologies for data collected for this project are included in the
Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA; Volume 9, Appendix E), and thus,
can be reviewed for relevancy.
5. Reference to Volume 7, which includes a detailed description of
measures to assess risk and avoid introduction of non-native species, is
made to provide evidence for the less than significant determination. A
Micronesian Biosecurity Plan will be funded and prepared by DoD to
address this issue.
A-012-053
Thank you for your comments.
1. The EFH Assessment (EFHA) is provided within the FEIS, and
although not as ideal for preparation or review as a standalone
document, was agreed early on in the process between the Navy and
resource agencies. Based on NMFS PDEIS comments, a summary table
was provided at the end of each section to assist NMFS with the effects
determination.
Land-based activities will have permits requiring best management
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practices (BMPs) that contain and reduce sediment and pollutant
discharges into nearby waters. Additionally, low impact development
strategies will be implemented by the Navy during construction activities.
These preventative measures are expected to reduce impacts to EFH.
Text expanded to describe ramp impacts.
2. The impact analysis refers to Alternative 1, appropriately, as the two
alternatives are similar in relation to this resource.
3. Text modified to add a discussion on soft bottom communities within
Inner Apra Harbor, if references are available and as practicable. If a soft
bottom community discussion was identified in the references shown in
Table 11.1-2, they would have been included in the DEIS. The Navy still
disagrees that the minimal area of soft bottom community removal
constitutes a significant impact, as supported by the references identified
on pp. 11-46. Impacts to soft bottom community would be short-term and
localized.
4. Comparisons between alternatives are not made, as information for
each alternative is presented separately. Individual assessments of
impacts by alternative should be sufficient. That being said, text has
been added to expand alternative impact analysis, as practicable.
5. Tables 11.2-8 and 11.2-14 function to summarize all potential impacts
for all areas. No change in FEIS. Dredge area clarified to be inner
harbor.
6. Potential impacts from runoff are briefly described for EFH/marine
habitats throughout the chapter. Impacts are repeatedly described as
being minimal with the implementation of BMPs for land-based activities
- changes as appropriate, were made to the FEIS.
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A-012-054
Thank you for your comment. Additional text has been added in the
Final EIS to address the issues you have commented on.
A-012-055
Thank you for your comment.
Additional information has been added to the Final EIS that further
expands and clarifies impacts on habitats and Management Unit
Species. The Essential Fish Habitat assessment was officially forwarded
to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) in April 2010 for review
and concurrence.
A-012-056
Thank you for your comment. When ships deploy away from their
homeport, they visit other harbors. There are two kinds of visits,
depending on the length of stay and reasons for stay based on military
mission requirements. CVN port visits are brief and require minimal or no
shore side support. The do not necessarily require a berth. When
berthing (anchorages) are unavailable, there is limited time and
capability for ship maintenance and crew rest. Because the port visit is
brief and independent of shore side utility support, the CVN can get
underway with minimal delay. This ability to mobilize quickly is important
for force protection considerations, allowing CVN port visits to take place
in foreign locations in response to international political concerns.
In contrast, transient visits will allow longer stays to meet operational
support requirements, including unscheduled repairs, maintenance and
crew quality of life. There would be no dependants for quality of life
support or full depot maintenance as this support is provided at the ship's
homeport. To accommodate a transient visit, a berth is required with full
"hotel services” for the ship and crew for a duration of stay than is longer
than normal for a port visit. Studies have shown that morale and quality
of life of individual sailors are important to maintain a combat ready
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unit. These longer stays with a ship relying on shore side utilities
increases force protection concerns, however, the advantage of a
transient capable-port is that a ship can be re-supplied or maintained
without returning to its homeport.
Development of a transient-capable port close to the area of
responsibility (AOR) increases aircraft carrier presence, as required by
the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), by reducing the non-availability
that occurs when a carrier must perform a long transit to its homeport.
The creation of a transient-capable port comes without the expensive,
political or environmental concerns raised by creation of a forward
homeport. Guam’s Apra Harbor location provides shorter travel and
response time to a potential crisis within the region when compared with
Japan. Because Guam is a U.S. sovereign territory, the combination of
freedom of action and force protection can be met while meeting
operational requirements. The transient-capable port would allow a
carrier to remain deployed for longer periods of time by utilizing the
berthing for unscheduled repairs, crew changes, logistic support and
crew recreation. Transient visits would provide the required operational
flexibility to enable multiple carrier strike groups (CSGs) to maximize
time and increase carrier presence within the AOR.

A-012-057
Thank you for your comment.
1. The FEIS has been modified (Volume 1) to clearly demonstrate that
the three main components of the proposed action are functionally
independent from one another.
2. Both operational and environmental constraints were considered when
developing alternatives.
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A-012-058
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS for the proposed military
relocation includes analyses of various alternatives pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the President's Council of
Environmental Quality guidelines. This analyses would adequately
inform DoD decision-makers of the impacs of the alternatives (including
a no-action alternative) due to the proposed action.
A-012-059
Thank you for your comment. Your comment is somewhat unclear as
there are no new berths proposed for the waterfront actions addressed in
Volume 2. The waterfront actions proposed in Volume 2 associated with
the proposed military relocation would be needed upgrades to existing
wharfs in inner Apra Harbor. There is a proposed new CVN wharf
addressed in Volume 4 which includes an evaluation of alternative sites
for the proposed action in the outer Apra Harbor.
A-012-060
Thank you for your comment. The discussion of essential fish habitat
(EFH) has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify the existing setting and
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed actions.
A-012-061
Thank you for your comment. Educational and enforcement programs
are in place in the form of the in the COMNAV Marianas Training
Handbook (June 2000). Procedures and requirements in the handbook
would be updated for the proposed action.
A-012-062
Thank you for your comment.
1. A reference to update of the Marianans Training Handbook to include
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an educational program to avoid impacts to sea turtles has been added
to the FEIS. The handbook (COMNAVMARIANAS Instruction 3500.4)
already includes procedures prohibiting take or harrassment of sea
turtles.
2. Potential sea turtle impacts as discussed for alternative 1 have been
added for alternatives 2 and 3.
3. See number 1 above.
4. spelling corrected
5. spellling corrected.
6. The suggested change has been made.
7. The suggested change has been made.
8. No documented observations for both species
9. spelling corrected
10. Alt. 3 is simlar to 1 as the SDZs do not extend over the water. This
will be clarified.
11. the description of the marine environment is comensurate with
potetnial impacts.
12. this is a qualitative assessemnt with no impact analysis based on
this. No text change.
13. text will be clarified as appropriate

A-012-063
Thank you for your comment.1. Modified text in FEIS to replace "overall"
with "typical". Modified text in FEIS, removing the word
"respectively".Modified text in FEIS to change "P. rus" to "Porites
rus".This is a quote specifically from Quinn and Kojis (2003), and is selfexplanatory. 2. Modified text to remove the word "however", which then
makes reference to the Figure valid.Modified text in FEIS to replace
"benthos" with "benthic substrate", changing sentence to read: "....to a
depth of 33 ft (10 m); seaward, the benthic substrate is composed of
carbonate pavement."3. Modified text in FEIS to read "eight to nine"
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instead of "eight-nine" and changed "sic phylya" to "six phyla".4. Modified
text in FEIS by changing "was" to "were" for consistency.5. Modified text
in FEIS to read "cone snail" instead of "con snail".6. Modified text in FEIS
to correctly spell foraminiferan and remove italics.7. Modified text in FEIS
to properly describe the reef structure, changing text to the following: "A
fringing reef borders waters directly off the white carbonate beach. The
fringing reef is a large reef flat that extends approximately 1,300 ft (400
m) off shore and varies in depth from zero to 7 ft (2 m). "8. Modified text
in FEIS to better describe distribution of phyla. Text changed to the
following: "seven of the nine phyla contributing at least 60% to the overall
density. " 9. Modified text in FEIS to remove the word "fleshy" from
the coralline algae description.

A-012-064
Thank you for your comment.
References and associated text will be clarified and revised accordingly
in the FEIS.
A-012-065
Thank you for your comment. The only vessel that would access Tinian
to support the proposed training would be a barge to carry the equipment
necessary for the estimated 200 to 400 Marines participating in the
training evolution.
A-012-066
Thank you for your comment. This noted section covers the basic
alternative for the training on Tinian. What happens with the generated
wastewater is covered in the utilities chapter 15, section 15.1.2.4. The
final EIS has been revised to clearly state that DoD generated
wastewater would be taken to the existing DoD septic tank/leach field
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system. The alternative of composting toilets could be considered by
DoD in the future, but the currently proposed approach appears
adequate and a permitted facility with adequate capacity already exists.
A-012-067
Thank you for your comment. This section should be revised to state
that "portable" sanitary facilities would be provided. The handling of
wastewater is covered in the utilities chapter 15, section 15.1.2.3. An
existing DoD owned septic tank/leach field would be utilized to treat the
wastewater, thus there would be no impact to the Tinian wastewater
systems.
A-012-068
Thank you for your comment. Utilities are covered in Chapter 15.
Section 15.1.2.3 states that the existing DoD septic tank/leach field was
originally installed for use by an operation entitled "Tandem Thrust,"
involving approximately 2,000 people. Thus the system should have
adequate capacity for a maximum of 400 trainers. This septic tank/leach
field system is not in current use, thus the entire capacity is available.
The EIS section 15.1.2.3 will be revised to state that there are no current
users of this septic tank/leach field.
A-012-069
Thank you for your comment. Corrected spelling of "Unai."
A-012-070
Thank you for your comment. Unai Dankulo and Kammer Beach
spelling errors are corrected in the Final EIS. "Guam" is changed to
“CNMI”, as you suggest. The description of "other" in the table was not
provided in the source document (CNMI Department of Commerce 2002)
and the Final EIS does not describe “other”. The description of "other"
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would be useful background information, but is not important to
the impact analysis of proposed actions on the Military Lease Area.
A-012-071
Thank you for your comment. The description of land and submerged
land is based on existing conditions. Petitions for changes in land
ownership are not included in the proposed actions and are not within
the scope of the EIS.
Edits to text and figures are made in the Final EIS as suggested.
A-012-072
Thank you for your comment. Unai Babui is shown as a sea turtle
nesting beach on Figure 10.1-2. This may be the figure referenced
(comment says page 7 which has a table).
A-012-073
Thank you for your comment.
The information provided in the DEIS on coral resilience and stress
tolerance were based in part on the HEA report, which was reviewed and
commented on by resource agencies with Navy response. Additionally
information was provided during the “spring survey” second report. Most
of the older references (1970 -1990s) are backed up by more recent
references (2005 and earlier). And just because the commenter thinks
they are "old" doesn’t make them invalid. If there are other key
references the commenter has become aware of, please forward those
to the Navy POC for review and potential incorporation into the FEIS.
I cannot locate your comment reference identified “Volume 4, Page 127
G”, however since the commenter is referring to cumulative impacts, I
reviewed Volume 7. Table 3.3-25 identifies significant impacts to EFH,
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which coral reef ecosystem are included. As identified, the impact is SIM (Significant Impact – Mitigable), to less than significant through
required Clean Water Act compensatory mitigation measures, with the
goal of restoring the ecological services of this aquatic habitat.
The proposed dredging action will remove coral regrowth and sediment
accumulation from the previous dredging activity 60 years ago. Yes, the
newly exposed hard-bottom will experience turbid conditions and
possible pollutants, but would be no different from conditions experience
post-dredging 60-years ago. The current conditions in Apra Harbor are
sufficient to show the potential for this statement “removal of soft bottom
substrate overlying hard substrate would provide additional potential
habitat for coral and non-coral benthic organisms.”

A-012-074
Thank you for your comment. The noted sections in the EIS have been
clarified.
A-012-075
Thank you for your comment. This formatting change has been made in
the EIS.
A-012-076
Thank you for your comment.
1. Text has been modified to indicate that Volumes 2 and 4 will provide
an understanding of the existing marine environment with respect to the
proposed action
1. Volume 2 and 4 have described the potential impacts of the proposed
DoD actions on Guam in the Envrionmental Consequesnces Sections.
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The affect environment section is required by NEPA to describe the
affected environment as it is prior to any proposed actions.
104. Text is supportive of statements (with reference sources) made in
the text. Text has been modied to provide additional definitions as
appropriate.
A-012-077
Thank you for your comment. A sediment plume is an inevitable effect of
in-water construction activities that the Navy proposes to minimize by
using best management practices (BMPs) such as silt curtains and
operational controls of dredging equipment. Mitigation measures will be
determined and agreed upon during the US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) permit phase of the projects.
The Navy is monitoring dredging activity at Kilo Wharf and is aware of
issues involving the subcontractor managing the silt curtain mitigation
measures. Changes to the height of the silt curtains and some
operational changes have been made to correct these issues. The Kilo
wharf project and the proposed action occur in very different areas of
Apra Harbor. The setting of Kilo wharf is much more exposed to wind
and wave action that impact the BMPs and mitigation measures. The
proposed action area is anticipated to be less challenging with regard to
the Navy’s ability to minimize environmental impacts from sediment
plumes. The dredging plume models that were run for the Draft EIS,
were based on high silt curtain sediment retention of 90% that were
observed at another locations in Apra Harbor having similar conditions to
the proposed action area.
In general, the Navy has overestimated the direct and indirect impact
area, not underestimated it. The assessment of benthic communities
report assumes a 60 ft (18 m) dredge depth, which is an overestimate of
the actual proposed dredge depth of -49.5 ft (-15.1 m) MLLW plus 2 ft
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(0.6 m) overdredge, representing an approximately 10-15% increase in
assessed benthic habitat in the dredged area. For this reason, the total
dredged area differs from the dredged area provided in Volume 4,
Chapter 4.
Additionally, although the models for indirect impacts indicated that
sedimentation exceeding 40 mg/cm2 or 0.008 inch (0.2 mm) extended
an average distance of 144 ft (44m) from the dredging, the assessment
of benthic communities (and the Habitat Equivalency Analysis) assumes
an indirect impact distance of 656 ft (200 m) distance from the direct
impact area boundary. As noted in Section 11.1.2.2, this is an
overestimate because the SEI (2009) plume modeling summary
identifies only 39 ft (12 m) beyond the direct dredge impact area as
anticipated to receive cumulative sedimentation totaling at least 0.2
inches (in) (6 millimeters [mm]), which was established as the cumulative
sedimentation threshold for corals.
The “soft sediment areas” associated with the proposed action have
already been assessed during the 67 transect points. No further
evaluation of these corals is anticipated. This was an intentional repeat
to aid the reader; improvements in regards to the reproduction of this
figure will be seen in the FEIS.
A-012-078
Thank you for your comment.
1. The Navy collected a robust data set to include coral distribution,
benthic cover, fish biomass, and fish and invertebrate species
abundance. Functional assessment methodologies are an evolving
science and the adequacies of existing methodologies are heavily
debated in the scientific community. A standard functional assessment
technique that accurately characterized and quantifies losses and gains
of coral aquatic resource functions would ideally be used. Further, the
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Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes the evolving nature of science
on this issue and does not mandate any particular assessment
methodology. The Navy assessment method used a historically
approved methodology used by the USACE and NMFS for quantifying
impacts to coral reef ecosystems. For well over 30 years coral reef
ecosystem monitoring and impact assessments have been based on
percent coral cover. Due to the complexity of this ecosystem percent
coral cover has been identified as "the best current available science"
standard (or proxy) to attempt capturing the thousands of elements that
comprise a coral reef ecosystem.
In light of the continued dispute on what parameters need to be collected
to fully capture the impact to coral reefs, the Navy's assessment is
currently under review by USACE. Upon completion of that in-depth
review, if USACE feels additional information is warranted the Navy will
comply and re-run its analysis based on the additional data parameters.
2. Text modified in FEIS to reflect method of data collection as percent
coral coverage.
3. The 200 meter indirect zone was selected to provide a conservative
(error benefit to coral) estimate of indirect impacts to coral. A sediment
plume is an inevitable effect of in-water construction activities that the
Navy proposes to minimize by using best management practices (BMPs)
such as silt curtains and operational controls of dredging equipment.
Mitigation measures will be determined and agreed upon during the US
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) permit phase of the projects.
In general, the Navy has overestimated the direct and indirect impact
area, not underestimated it. The assessment of benthic communities
report assumes a 60 ft (18 m) dredge depth, which is an overestimate of
the actual proposed dredge depth of -49.5 ft (-15.1 m) MLLW plus 2 ft
(0.6 m) overdredge, representing an approximately 10-15% increase in
assessed benthic habitat in the dredged area. For this reason, the total
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dredged area differs from the dredged area provided in Volume 4,
Chapter 4.
Additionally, although the models for indirect impacts indicated that
sedimentation exceeding 40 mg/cm2 or 0.008 inch (0.2 mm) extended
an average distance of 144 ft (44m) from the dredging, the assessment
of benthic communities (and the Habitat Equivalency Analysis) assumes
an indirect impact distance of 656 ft (200 m) distance from the direct
impact area boundary. As noted in Section 11.1.2.2, this is an
overestimate because the SEI (2009) plume modeling summary
identifies only 39 ft (12 m) beyond the direct dredge impact area as
anticipated to receive cumulative sedimentation totaling at least 0.2
inches (in) (6 millimeters [mm]), which was established as the cumulative
sedimentation threshold for corals.
4. Text modified in FEIS so that the 60 ft depth is the consistent and
conservative depth of potential coral impacts.
A-012-079
Thank you for your comments.
1. Inconsistencies between the text and Figure 11.1-9 has been
corrected as appropriate.
2.

Text has been modified as appropriate.

3. Please refer to Volume 9, Appendix J for a discussion of standard
deviations and confidence limits regarding the HEA.
4. The table is complete and based on the HEA, Volume 9, Appendix
J that is final. Consideration has been given to modifying Table 11.1-1
and associated text to clarify potential coral impacts from the proposed
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action.

A-012-080
Thank you for your comment.
1. Text in Table 11.1-1 has been modified as appropriate.
2. Text has been clarified, modified, and/or deleted as appropriate.
A-012-081
Thank you for your comment.
1. As identified in a previous comment, relative percentages have been
removed from the FEIS.
2. Figure 11.1-9 has been correctly labeled for the FEIS. This hashed
line is in fact not the Indirect area impacted (see Figure 11.1-11 and
11.2-3), but the project study area for coral.
A-012-082
Thank you for your comment. The 200 meter indirect zone, was selected
to provide a conservative (error to benefit to coral) estimate of indirect
impacts to coral. The FEIS has been revised to more accurately reflect
the indirect impact area.
Text has been revised to reflect number of transect sites in the direct and
indirect impact areas.
Text has been revised to eliminate repeated sentence.
Text has been clarified as appropriate regarding the transect sites.
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Boundary of coral study area does not equate to indirect impact area.
Text has been clarified.
Appendix J has been updated. The EIS was revised to describe the
differences between the data collection efforts supported by various
individuals.
A-012-083
Thank you for your comments.
1. Reference is made to the Dollar et al. 2009 study for in-depth
methodology; Volume 9, Appendix E includes the Habitat Equivalency
Analysis (HEA), which describes methods and results of the coral study
in detail.
Text modified in FEIS to remove repetetive sentences on pages 11-18
and 11-29.
2. Smith 2007 findings are summarized over approximately two pages of
text, which should be sufficient to describe one very important study.
Text modified in FEIS to remove statement "The coral habitat expected
to be impacted by the proposed aircraft carrier project currently is, in
general, "of marginal to modest ecological value"."
A-012-084
Thank you for your comments
First set of comments:
Text deletions and additions have been performed as appropriate to
clarify the Chapter. Regarding BMPs, the Navy will implement mitigation
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measures and BMPs during in-water activities (dredging, wharf
construction) that include Army Corps permits requiring the use of silt
curtains, biological monitoring to protect sea turtles and dolphins,
restricting dredging activities during potential coral spawning months,
and developing compensatory mitigation projects to help improve
nearshore water quality through upland watershed reforestation and/or
artificial reef construction, to name a few. These measures will be
designed to improve coastal water quality to the benefit of the sea life
and people of Guam.
Second Comment
The Tables have been modified as deemed appropriate per your
comments. Note that Table 11.2-5 was added after the PDEIS per
resource agency comment, and are both very similar. Table 11.2-6,
includes the quantitative summary the commeter is looking for. Note
also, Volume 7 provides information regarding BMPs. The EFH
Assessment (EFHA) is provided within the DEIS, although not as ideal
for preparation or review as a standalone document, was agreed early
on in the process between the Navy and resource agencies. Based on
NMFS PDEIS comments, a summary table was provided at the end of
each section to assist NMFS with the effects determination. The Navy
has worked with and coordinated meetings with the resource agencies
over the last three years discussing Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA)
approach and methodologies. The Navy has invited them to perform
surveys, and attended a USFWS hosted HEA workshop in 2008 (Guam
agencies were unable to attend due to scheduling difficulties). The Navy
has addressed PDEIS comments and concerns, incorporating additional
quantitative coral and finfish studies into the DEIS in attempts to alleviate
some of these concerns. As stated by the Department of the Army (17
Feb 2010 response to DEIS), and I quote: “the employed survey
methodology to assess coral reef resources within the proposed CVN
wharf and dredge project area has been an extremely contentious
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subject. Functional assessment methodologies are an evolving science
and the adequacies of existing methodologies are heavily debated in the
scientific community. A standard functional assessment technique that
accurately characterized and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef
aquatic resource functions, as would ideally be utilized for the proposed
action for Section 10/404 compensatory mitigation purposes, is not
currently available. Considering that our office will ultimately be
responsible for determining compliance with federal regulations requiring
an appropriate and practicable functional assessment, we have engaged
our Engineer Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an
independent technical review of the adequacy of the employed
methodology to date and recommendations for improvements, if
necessary. Preliminarily, ERDC has determined that while the
methodology is scientifically valid and statistically defensible, a more
intensive level of data collection may be necessary to adequately
measure habitat function for compensatory mitigation purposes. We
expect a more specific and detailed accounting of their review in the
coming weeks.”
Third Comment
After a careful review, it is our contention that these quotes have been
used within the appropriate context and those that are misleading have
been removed as appropriate. The benthic organisms addressed in the
study have been added to the FEIS.
A-012-085
Thank you for your comments.
1. Repeated text has been deleted.
2. Second Comment
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A more readable Figure has been provided.
Third Comment
A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
Fourth Comment
A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
Fifth Comment
Text revisions will be made as appropriate to ensure consistency of the
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evaluation.
Sixth Comment
Text has been revised to show the relevancy of other studies to the
proposed DoD actions.

A-012-086
Thank you for your comment.
1.All relevant information has been included in the EIS.
2.The noted report was used to describe the affected environment and is
not included in the Appendices, however, all references are available
through NAVFAC Pacific.
3.The analysis used is the best available scientific information on the
sediment composition within the impact area in Apra Harbor.
4. The Appendix has been revised.
5. The FEIS has been revised as noted.

A-012-087
Thank you for your comment. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan
would be submitted as part of the Clean Water Act 404 permit
application for construction affecting the navigable waters of the United
States (including the CVN transient wharf). Due to the ongoing review of
DoD's habitat assessment methodology for coral reef ecosystems and
associated uncertainties regarding the scope of mitigation required, a
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detailed mitigation plan has not been developed nor will one be available
for incorporation into the FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options,
including watershed restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are
discussed in programmatic nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the
FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting
process, additional NEPA documentation may be required to address
specific permitting requirements and implementation of required
compensatory mitigations.
A-012-088
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
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A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
A-012-089
Thank you for your comment. The Navy has worked with and
coordinated meetings with the resource agencies over the last three
years discussing Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) approach and
methodologies. The Navy has invited them to perform surveys, and
attended a USFWS hosted HEA workshop in 2008 (Guam agencies
were unable to attend due to scheduling difficulties). The Navy has
addressed PDEIS comments and concerns, incorporating additional
quantitative coral and finfish studies into the DEIS in attempts to alleviate
some of these concerns.
As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS), “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
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and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.” The Navy will continue to work with
the USACE and EPA/GEPA to satisfy the requirements of Section
10/404 and Section 401 permit documentation.
A-012-090
Thank you for your comment. The Navy collected a robust data set to
include coral distribution, benthic cover, fish biomass, and fish and
invertebrate species abundance. A standard functional assessment
technique that accurately characterized and quantifies losses and gains
of coral aquatic resource functions, would ideally be used. However,
functional assessment methodologies are an evolving science and the
adequacies of existing methodologies are heavily debated in the
scientific community. Further, the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the evolving nature of science on this issue and does not
mandate any particular assessment methodology. The Navy
assessment used a historically approved methodology followed by the
USACE and NMFS for quantifying impacts to coral reef ecosystems. For
well over 30 years coral reef ecosystem monitoring and impact
assessments have been based on percent coral cover. Due to the
complexity of this ecosystem percent coral cover has been identified as
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"the best current available science" standard (or proxy) to attempt
capturing the thousands of elements that comprise a coral reef
ecosystem. In light of the continued dispute on what parameters need to
be collected to fully capture the impact to coral reefs, the Navy's
assessment is currently under review by USACE. Upon completion of
that in-depth review, if USACE feels additional information is warranted
the Navy will seek additional data and revise its analysis appropriately.

A-012-091
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
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under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-012-092
Thank you for your comment.
All relevant data identifying impacts associated with the proposed
action is included in the DEIS. Figure 11.1-2 in the DEIS shows the
noted data points.
The Smith 2007 report has been included in the Appendices.
Comment noted. Noted figure is Table 11.1-4 in the EIS. Pursuant to
regulations covering managed fisheries and EFH assessments, the
appropriate MUS have been identified. As noted in Volume 4, Chapter 4,
all of Apra Harbor is characterized as M-2, or "good quality," for water
quality. The relevant affected benthic communities have been
appropriately characterized, as described in Volume 4, Chapter 11.
Appropriate surveys have been conducted and noted in Volume 4,
Chapter 4.
The FEIS has been revised to provide a clearer definition of temporary
impacts.
The statement is taken from a report prepared by the University of Guam
and notes their observations of the affected area. No further clarification
is required.

A-012-093
Thank you for your comment.
1. Text has been corrected.
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2-4. Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically
approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other
methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR)
satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems
impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and associated
dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-012-094
Thank you for your comment.
Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
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However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically
approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other
methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR)
satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems
impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and associated
dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
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A-012-095
Thank you for your comment. References have been updated in the
FEIS as appropriate.
References to Navy diver observations have been added to the FEIS.
The proposed action would not occur in Pearl Harbor.
A-012-096
Thank you for your comments.
First set of comments:
Text deletions and additions have been performed as appropriate to
clarify the Chapter. There is no requirement under Magnuson Stevens
Fisheries Conservation and Management Act to mitigate for loss of
EFH. While it is true that NMFS may recommend actions to compensate
for impacts to EFH, through Conservation Recommendations, mitigation
is not required. Regarding BMPs, the Navy will implement mitigation
measures and BMPs during in-water activities (dredging, wharf
construction) as specified in Army Corps permits. Examples of some
potential BMP's are silt curtains, biological monitoring to protect sea
turtles, and restricting dredging activities during potential coral spawning
months. Mitigation may be required after USACE review of the Navy
CWA 404 permit application.
Second Comment.
The Tables have been modified as deemed appropriate per your
comments. Note that Table 11.2-5 was added after the PDEIS per
resource agency comment, and are both very similar. Table 11.2-6,
includes the quantitative summary the commenter is looking for. Note
also, Volume 7 provides information regarding BMPs.
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As described in the EIS, Impacts are long-term, periodic adn localized =
4 extra trips/year above no-action (long-term) periodic (not continuous)
and localized (limited to a certain area). Qualitatively evaluating the
impacts of 4 extra trips through Apra Harbor and nearshore
environment is comensurate to the anticipated impact and appropriate
for this NEPA analysis.
Third Comment
After a careful review, it is our contention that these quotes have been
used within the appropriate context and those that are misleading have
been removed as appropriate. Benthic organisms in general the reference does not differentiate.

A-012-097
Thank you for your comment.
First Comment
Text modifications have been made as appropriate to justify this
premise.
Second Comment
Recommendation noted. The bulleted points are made to add
information to the impact analysis. No text modified.
Third Comment
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Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically
approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other
methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR)
satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems
impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and associated
dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
Fourth Comment
Reference has been added to the FEIS.
Fifth Comment
Text changes have been made in the FEIS as appropriate.
Sixth Comment
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Text has been deleted in the FEIS as appropriate.
Seventh Comment
Text corrected to reflect non-native species will not enhance benthic
ecosystem post dredging.
A-012-098
Thank you for your comment.
Text has been revised to note that photos are representative visual
examples.
The Navy collected a robust data set to include coral distribution, benthic
cover, fish biomass, and fish and invertebrate species abundance. For
clarification see Volume 4, Chapter 11, Section 11.1.2.3.
Text has been revised appropriately.
Text has been revised.
Text has been revised.
A-012-099
Thank you for your comment.
1. The specific BMPs that will be implemented will be generated in
discussions with the USACE during the CWA permitting process.
Because this process has yet to occur, the Navy cannot commit to any
specific BMPs in the FEIS.
2. Habitat assessment methodologies which evaluate the function of
affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef ecosystems, are an
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evolving science and the adequacies of existing and new methodologies
are heavily debated in the scientific community. Ideally, a standard
assessment technique that accurately characterizes and quantifies
losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would be used.
However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizes
the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United States and
the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem restoration
make the establishment of standard assessment methodologies
impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an historically approved
methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented by other methods
such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) satellite photos,
for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef ecosystems impacted by the
proposed transient CVN wharf and associated dredging. DoD believes
that use of the percent coral cover methodology, supplemented by use of
LIDAR satellite photos, is the "best currently available science" to
attempt to capture the thousands of elements that comprise the function
of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's assessment is currently under review
by the US Army Corps of Engineers, the agency charged with
implementing dredge and fill permits under CWA Section 404, and other
Federal agencies. The FEIS will be updated to reflect the latest
developments in this review.
3. Text revised in the FEIS as appropriate.
4. A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
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nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
5. Text has been modified in the FEIS as appropriate to describe coral.
A-012-100
Thank you for your comment.
First Comment
Text has been revised as appropriate to clarify statement.
Second Comment
Text and Table has been revised as appropriate.
Third Comment
Text and Table has been revised as appropriate.
Fourth Comment
Clarification regarding impacts has been provided as appropriate.
A-012-101
Thank you for your comment. Habitat assessment methodologies which
evaluate the function of affected aquatic resources, such as coral reef
ecosystems, are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing and
new methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community.
Ideally, a standard assessment technique that accurately characterizes
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef ecosystem functions would
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be used. However, rulemaking for the Compensatory Mitigation Rule
recognizes the wide variety of aquatic resources present in the United
States and the evolving nature of science regarding aquatic ecosystem
restoration make the establishment of standard assessment
methodologies impracticable. The assessment for this EIS used an
historically approved methodology (percent coral cover), supplemented
by other methods such as the use of Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) satellite photos, for quantifying impacts to affected coral reef
ecosystems impacted by the proposed transient CVN wharf and
associated dredging. DoD believes that use of the percent coral cover
methodology, supplemented by use of LIDAR satellite photos, is the
"best currently available science" to attempt to capture the thousands of
elements that comprise the function of a coral reef ecosystem. DoD's
assessment is currently under review by the US Army Corps of
Engineers, the agency charged with implementing dredge and fill permits
under CWA Section 404, and other Federal agencies. The FEIS will be
updated to reflect the latest developments in this review.
A-012-102
Thank you for your comment. Within the context of the noted paragraph
in Section 2.1, this paragraph notes that there would be training activities
associated with the airwing onboard the carrier. These training activities
have already been addressed and documented for their compliance with
NEPA and regulatory coordination through the NEPA process conducted
for the Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance (ISR) EIS and
Mariana Islands Range Complex (MIRC) EIS. Re-evaluation of the
impacts of training activities in both the ISR and MIRC EIS is not
necessary in this EIS although they are given appropriate consideration
in terms of their cumulative impacts along with the proposed action.
Comment noted. We do not concur that there is actually only one
alternative considered with “embedded” options of the same alternative
and then only the No Action Alternative. To provide clarification, text has
been added to the last paragraph on page 2-1 noting the array of
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alternatives considered. Additionally, reference to Section 2.3 where
these alternative locations, alignments, and related options are
presented in detail has been added. Selection criteria, as described in
Section 2.3 were used to narrow down the scope of analysis and to
identify alternatives that were logical while still minimizing impacts to the
environment to the extent practicable.
A-012-103
Thank you for comments and text recommendations. The "more general
statement' regarding filter-feeding invertebrates has been added in the
FEIS. Based on the size of the report on sampling protocol and findings,
this source document will not be provided in the appendices of the Final
EIS. The impacts of fine sediment has been more clearly defined and
described in the final EIS.
A-012-104
Thank you for your comment. As stated in the text in Section 2.3.2 of
Volume 4, the reduced clearance option for the parallel alignment would
minimize but not completely eliminate potential impacts to corals. As
shown in Chapter 11, Volume 4 on Figure 11.1-10, transects 57, 58, and
59 are representative of the coral habitat found near the Polaris Point
berth area. As stated in Chapter 11, "in the Polaris Point/Bay area, a
substantial percentage of the coral at all depth contours was growing on
metallic and/or concrete debris. It is arguable whether or not the Polaris
Point/Bay community should be considered a coral reef. What is clear,
however, is that more of the corals within the Polaris Point/Bay segment
had copious mucous secretions and more algal overgrowth than at any
other location in Apra Harbor evaluated during the current study or other
recent Navy studies."
As indicated on the Figures and what is assumed for this EIS, "Sasa Bay
Marine Preserve is a GovGuam designation over U.S. submerged lands.
Legitimacy of the designation is in dispute." This is still an ongoing issue
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that would be resolved outside of the EIS.
Section 2.3.4 discusses advantages and disadvantages of each potential
wharf structural design option. The design on which type to be used
would be made during the final design and permitting phase, where
additional analysis would be conducted as needed.
With regard to use of a hydraulic dredge, Chapter 4 of Volume 4 notes
that mechanical dredges have historically been used in Guam. There are
a number of trade-offs between the use of hydraulic or mechanical
dredging equipment that range from the type of marine sediment to be
excavated and the choice of upland or ocean disposal method. In either
case, the use of best management practices including the deployment of
silt curtains, would minimize adverse impacts from the suspended
sediments caused by the dredging action. The choice of dredging
equipment and any restrictions on use would be determined during the
permit phase of the proposed project. Since mechanical dredging is
considered the maximum environmental adverse impact, the EIS
focuses on these impacts in case this method of dredging is permitted
and utilized for the proposed action; thus there would be sufficient NEPA
coverage for this action. Additional text has been added to Section
2.3.5, Volume 4 for clarification.
A-012-105
Thank you for your comment. Clarification on the percent and volume
differences between the two Alternatives added to the EIS.
A-012-106
Thank you for your comment. Within the context of the noted paragraph
in Section 2.1, this paragraph notes that there would be training
activities associated with the airwing onboard the carrier. These training
activities have already been addressed and documented for their
compliance with NEPA and regulatory coordination through the NEPA
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process conducted for the ISR EIS and MIRC EIS. Re-evaluation of the
impacts of training activities in both the ISR and MIRC EIS is not
necessary in this EIS although they are given appropriate consideration
in terms of their cumulative impacts along with the proposed action.
We do not concur that there is actually only one alternative considered
with “embedded” options of the same alternative and then only the No
Action Alternative. To provide clarification, text has been added to the
last paragraph on page 2-1 noting the array of alternatives
considered. Additionally, reference to Section 2.3 where these
alternative locations, alignments, and related options are presented in
detail has been added. Selection criteria, as described in Section 2.3
were used to narrow down the scope of analysis and to identify
alternatives that were logical while still minimizing impacts to the
environment to the extent practicable.
A-012-107
Thank you for your comments. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been
revised to include additional data and analysis.
A-012-108
Thank you for your comment. Only practicable alternatives to the
proposed project need be considered in determining the LEDPA. An
alternative is practicable where "it is available and capable of being done
after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in
light of overall project purposes." As described in Chapter 2, Volume 4,
several alternatives for wharf location, wharf alignment, channel
alignment, and turning basin were considered based on selection criteria
including security/force protection; operations; and logistics and
minimizing impacts to the environment to the extent practicable. As
Chapter 2 explains, the DoD undertook several measures to avoid
environmental impacts, including choosing a channel alignment that
avoided dredging of coral shoals, reducing the aircraft carrier turning
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basin radius, and choosing a parallel to shore wharf alignment with a
reduced clearance for the aircraft carrier.
After careful consideration of the alternatives based on the selection
criteria, it was determined that Polaris Point and the the Former SRF
were the only two locations that met the criteria. This is also explained in
Chapter 2 of Volume 4. Chapter 4, Volume 4 highlights the differences
between these two alternatives in the LEDPA discussion. These
alternatives may appear similar but they are different, as explained in
Chapter 4. The LEDPA discussion does not warrant a wider alternatives
analysis because as the information presented in Chapter 1 and 2
indicate, many alternatives (including Kilo Wharf) could not be carried
forward because they are not operationally practical, would result in
security/force protection issues, or have logistics issues. Other locations
in Guam and/or the Pacific were also ruled out as options for the reasons
presented in Chapter 1 and 2, including not meeting the overall purpose
and need.
A-012-109
Thank you for your comment. Volume 4, Chapter 11 contains two figures
that depict the coral coverage percentages for the southeast corner of
Middle Shoals. These figures show that the preferred alternative
(Alternative 1) would remove far less coral than the Alternative 2 action
in this dredged area of the channel. This is one of several reasons which
supports Alternative 1 as the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative.
A-012-110
Thank you for your comment. The beginning of Chapter 2, Volume 4,
identifies the two alternatives that are carried forward for analysis in the
EIS. Additional text has been added to clarify that a range of reasonable
alternatives were evaluated and are presented later in the chapter.
Considering that the alternatives considered and dismissed are located
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only two pages further from Section 2.3 and summarized in Table 2.3-1
later in the chapter, it would be redundant to list them up front.
Do not concur that Table 2.3-1 is confusing. The intent of this table is to
summarize all of the wharf locations, alignments, turning basin options,
and channel alignments up front in a concise manner, focusing on the
reasons why they were dismissed. However, it has been moved further
back in the chapter to allow the reader to first learn about each of the
components before viewing the summary table. Wharf location needs to
be the first item examined, because without a potential wharf location the
proposed berthing cannot occur. Thus, it makes sense to evaluate the
other components once reasonable locations have been considered.
As Chapter 2 explains, the DoD undertook several measures to avoid
environmental impacts, including choosing a channel alignment that
avoided dredging of coral shoals, reducing the aircraft carrier turning
basin radius, and choosing a parallel to shore wharf alignment with a
reduced clearance for the aircraft carrier.
Chapter 1, Volume 4 describes the reasons why Kilo Wharf is not
considered a practicable alternative. Kilo Wharf is already near capacity
without considering the aircraft carrier visits. Kilo Wharf is the only wharf
in Apra Harbor that has approval for large quantities of munitions and a
waiver is required for ships carrying ammunition to berth in Inner Apra
Harbor. The evaluation of the capacity of Kilo Wharf is based upon the
wharf's use for loading and unloading ammunition carrying ships. The
smaller load-outs of ammunition to combatant ships are already
accomplished at the berths in the inner harbor. No additional capacity
can be created at Kilo Wharf as the capacity is based upon use of Kilo
Wharf by ships not capable of performing their mission in the inner
harbor. These waivers are not readily granted because the large
quantities of explosives berthed at a wharf that is unauthorized for large
net explosive weights would represent an increased safety risk to nearby
populations. There are also other challenges associated with an aircraft
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carrier berthing at Kilo Wharf that are manageable for the short duration
port visits, but would be untenable for longer transient berthing
requirements that include logistics, maintenance, and Morale Welfare
and Recreation (MWR) support. Dependents, vendors, commercial
delivery vehicles and non-DoD personnel are prohibited from entering
the explosive safety arcs around Kilo Wharf. There is limited space for
MWR activities at Kilo Wharf. For these reasons, expanding Kilo Wharf
or moving existing munitions operations to other wharves is not practical.
A-012-111
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 1, Volume 4 describes the
reasons why Kilo Wharf is not considered a practicable alternative. Kilo
Wharf is already near capacity without considering the aircraft carrier
visits. Kilo Wharf is the only wharf in Apra Harbor that has approval for
large quantities of munitions and a waiver is required for ships carrying
ammunition to berth in Inner Apra Harbor. The evaluation of the capacity
of Kilo Wharf is based upon the wharf's use for loading and unloading
ammunition carrying ships. The smaller load-outs of ammunition to
combatant ships are already accomplished at the berths in the inner
harbor. No additional capacity can be created at Kilo Wharf as the
capacity is based upon use of Kilo Wharf by ships not capable of
performing their mission in the inner harbor. These waivers are not
readily granted because the large quantities of explosives berthed at a
wharf that is unauthorized for large net explosive weights would
represent an increased safety risk to nearby populations. There are also
other challenges associated with an aircraft carrier berthing at Kilo Wharf
that are manageable for the short duration port visits, but would be
untenable for longer transient berthing requirements that include
logistics, maintenance, and Morale Welfare and Recreation (MWR)
support. Dependents, vendors, commercial delivery vehicles and nonDoD personnel are prohibited from entering the explosive safety arcs
around Kilo Wharf. There is limited space for MWR activities at Kilo
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Wharf. For these reasons, expanding Kilo Wharf or moving existing
munitions operations to other wharves is not practical.
A-012-112
Thank you for your comment.
The discussion of benthic habitats as quoted on page 3-6 has been
removed from the Geology and Soils section. Analysis of impacts to
reefs is covered in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources.
A-012-113
Thank you for your comment.
For purposes of this EIS, analysis of impacts to coral reefs and other
marine organisms is found in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources.
The geology and soils chapter of the EIS has been edited to correct the
contradiction and to remove the discussion of impacts to coral reef from
the section.
A-012-114
Thank you for your comment. Citations will be reviewed and updated. In
addition, references to supporting appendices will be provided where
applicable.
A-012-115
Thank you for your comments. The Final EIS removes "marine" in this
section. Impacts to coral and marine biota are discussed in detail in
Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Readers are referred to
Chapter 11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-116
Thank you for your comment. A number of protective measures would
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be taken to minimize the distribution of the turbidity plume that would
unavoidably be generated by the proposed dredging operations. These
measures are noted in Chapters 2, 4, and 11 of Volume 4. Silt curtains
are one example of these types of protective measures. Standard
turbidity curtains are approximately 20-30 feet (6-9 meters) in length and
have a weighted bottom to maintain the effectiveness of the curtain
against the movement of currents within the water body. Since the
dredge equipment is not stationary for the entire period of dredging, it is
impractical to have a silt curtain extending to and being anchored to the
bottom of the harbor. The length of time the silt curtains would be in
place would be determined through agency coordination and permitting;
however, in general terms the curtains would potentially be in place
during and after dredging operations until monitoring indicates turbidity
levels have returned to pre-dredging concentrations.
As the material is being excavated by the mechanical dredge, the
heaviest materials fall rapidly to the bottom of the water body with the
lighter and more buoyant fraction floating in the upper levels and surface
of the water where the curtains are most effective. The majority of the
sediment (e.g., >50%) is comprised of larger grained material and,
therefore is generally referred to as being “coarse” and would settle
quicker than silty materials.
A-012-117
Thank you for your comment. As described in the EIS, the analysis used
time series plots of dredge plume concentrations developed for Master
Plan for Deep-Draft Wharf and Fill Improvements At Apra Harbor EIS
(July 2007). This analysis shows that during both average and worst
case loading scenarios, the dredge plumes dissipate rapidly, usually 2-3
hours after dredging has stopped. The dilution time of four hours was
determined by the USEPA‘s Green Book (USEPA and USACE 1991).
The Green Book specifies two criteria related to dilution of dredged
material:Criterion I – The maximum concentration of a constituent
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outside the disposal site boundary at any time after discharge must
satisfy applicable water quality standards.Criterion II – The maximum
concentration of a constituent within the disposal site four hours after
discharge must satisfy the water quality standards. The final
concentration of a conservative constituent after mixing is expressed as
the initial concentration divided by the dilution factor, assuming an
ambient concentration of the constituent of zero.
A-012-118
Thank you for your comments. Potential impacts to water resources
under the action alternatives will be reviewed in light of these comments
and revised where applicable in the Final EIS.
A-012-119
Thank you for your comment. As indicated in the EIS, sediment plumes
would occur as a result of propeller wash from tugboats and aircraft
carriers while docking and getting underway. Under the proposed action,
transient aircraft carriers would dock in Apra Harbor for a cumulative
total of up to 63 visit days per year, with an anticipated length of 21 days
or less per visit. Similar to dredging operations, the extent of the turbidity
plume generated from propellers would be a function of bottom current
velocities and sediment grain size as well as propeller jet flow velocities.
Ambient water conditions would return shortly after ship movement
ceases in the harbor. The proposed dredging would increase the
distance between propellers and the sea floor, which is expected to
reduce but not eliminate sediment resuspension by ship propellers. This
reduction would have a beneficial impact on water quality as there would
be fewer incidents of sediment resuspension from propeller wash with
less sediment being resuspended.
A-012-120
Thank you for your comment. The handling of wastewater is covered
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under utilities, Volume 6. For the CVN, wastewater would be discharged
to a collection system for the Apra Harbor secondary wastewater
treatment plant owned and operated by the Navy. The existing plant has
adequate capacity to handle this additional load. The projected flow to
this plant is 3.69 million gallons per day. The capacity of this plant is 4.3
million gallons per day. These facts are in Volume 6 Chapter 2 section
2.3.2.1.
A-012-121
Thank you for your comment. As described in the EIS, sediment plumes
occur as a result of propeller wash from tugboats and aircraft carriers
while docking and getting underway. Under the proposed action,
transient aircraft carriers would dock in Apra Harbor for a cumulative
total of up to 63 visit days per year, with an anticipated length of 21 days
or less per visit. Similar to dredging operations, the extent of the turbidity
plume generated from propellers would be a function of bottom current
velocities and sediment grain size as well as propeller jet flow velocities.
Ambient water conditions would return shortly after ship movement
ceases in the harbor. The proposed dredging would increase the
distance between propellers and the sea floor, which is expected to
reduce but not eliminate sediment resuspension by ship propellers. This
reduction would have a beneficial impact on water quality as there would
be fewer incidents of sediment resuspension from propeller wash with
less sediment being resuspended. The Final EIS contains an analysis of
potential impacts from hull leachate.
A-012-122
Thank you for your comments. The Final EIS includes a quantitative
analysis where practicable and reasonable. A discussion on the
effectiveness of BMPs has been added to the Final EIS. As described in
SWPPPs, BMP implementation includes performing frequent visual
inspections and benchmark monitoring to determine BMP effectiveness.
Monitoring results are then analyzed in relationship to the identified
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water quality objectives and if the benchmarks were not being reached,
the BMPs would be modified. In this manner, the effectiveness and
applicability for selected BMPs (specific to unique situations on Guam)
can be measured and then altered, as necessary, to minimize potential
impacts to water resources on Guam. Potential mitigation measures are
identified and will be implemented as applicable through agency
coordination to ensure the right measures are implemented. The Final
EIS includes a discussion of the expected effectiveness of potential
mitigation measures, BMPs, and LID measures. Potential impacts to
coral reefs are discussed in the Marine Biological Resource chapters.
Anticipated potential impacts to water resources have been revised
where applicable in the Final EIS. The No Action Alternative analysis
has been reviewed and updated to support conclusions.
A-012-123
Thank you for your comments. A definition of ROI is provided in Volume
2, Chapter 4 and has been re-evaluated in terms of the EFH
delineations.
The impact analysis is presented in a manner to maximize readability.
Definition of direct impacts revised to reflect that they may occur postconstruction during operation (e.g. from re-suspension from vessel
movement).
Potential impacts to coral reefs are discussed in the Marine Biological
Resource chapters. Both CVN berth alternatives would result in direct,
signifcant, and long term impacts to coral reefs. However, these impacts
would be mitigated to less than signifcant through the identifed
BMPs and through compensartory mitigation measures.
Anticipated potential improvements to nearshore water quality has been
expanded on in the Final EIS.
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Cumulative impacts to water resources are addressed in Volume 7.
A-012-124
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS will be updated to include a
quantitative analysis where practicable and reasonable. A discussion on
the effectiveness of BMPs will be added to the Final EIS. Potential
mitigation measures will be identified and implemented as applicable
through agency coordination to ensure the right measures are
implemented; these may include monitoring programs that can stimulate
further action. The Final EIS will include a discussion of the expected
effectiveness of potential mitigation measures, BMPs, and LID
measures.
A-012-125
Thank you for your comment. This section has been revised.
A-012-126
Thank you for your comment. Potential mitigation measures will be
identified and implemented as applicable through agency coordination to
ensure the right measures are implemented. The Final EIS will include a
discussion of the expected effectiveness of potential mitigation
measures.
A-012-127
Thank you for your comment. The Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) section was written as concisely as
possible given the large amount of data that is needed to support the
analysis. References to other chapters have been included to minimize
redundancy with other parts of the EIS.
Do not concur that the LEDPA analysis is compromised by focusing on
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two alternatives. Only practicable alternatives to the proposed project
need be considered in determining the LEDPA. An alternative is
practicable where "it is available and capable of being done after taking
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of
overall project purposes." As described in Chapter 2, Volume 4, several
alternatives for wharf location, wharf alignment, channel alignment, and
turning basin were considered based on selection criteria
including security/force protection; operations; and logistics and
minimizing impacts to the environment to the extent practicable. As
Chapter 2 explains, the DoD undertook several measures to avoid
environmental impacts, including choosing a channel alignment that
avoided dredging of coral shoals, reducing the aircraft carrier turning
basin radius, and choosing a parallel to shore wharf alignment with a
reduced clearance for the aircraft carrier.
After careful consideration of the alternatives based on the selection
criteria, it was determined that Polaris Point and the the Former SRF
were the only two locations that met the criteria. This is also explained in
Chapter 2 of Volume 4. Chapter 4, Volume 4 highlights the differences
between these two alternatives in the LEDPA discussion. These
alternatives may appear similar but they are different, as explained in
Chapter 4. The LEDPA discussion does not warrant a wider alternatives
analysis because as the information presented in Chapter 1 and 2
indicate, many alternatives (including Kilo Wharf) could not be carried
forward because they are not operationally practical, would result in
security/force protection issues, or have logistics issues. Other locations
in Guam and/or the Pacific were also ruled out as options for the reasons
presented in Chapter 1 and 2, including not meeting the overall purpose
and need.
A reference has been added back to Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1, where the
selection criteria are explained.
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The EIS has been updated to provide clarification on the fill
requirements.
A-012-128
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to coral and marine biota are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources.
Information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter 11 for a
detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-129
Thank you for your comment.
This is the Water Resources Chapter, which identifies in text that further
information can be found in Chapter 11 of this Volume and Volume 2.
Please refer to these Chapters for additional data from which these
conclusion were drawn.
A-012-130
Thank you for your comment. We are unable to to find the text in
question; therefore, no substantive response is provided.
A-012-131
Thank you for your comment. The majority of the sediment (e.g., >50%)
is comprised of larger grained material and, therefore is generally
referred to as being “coarse” in the EIS. Sediment grain size data is
presented as a percentage and is discussed as such in the EIS.
A-012-132
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to coral and marine biota are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact
assessment provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect
revised analysis (in response to comments) done in Chapter 11. In
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addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter
11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-133
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to non-coral benthic organisms
and hard substrate are discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine
Biological Resources. Impact assessment provided in LEDPA
discussion has been updated to reflect revised analysis (in response to
comments) done in Chapter 11. In addition, information added to the
Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter 11 for a detailed impact analysis
discussion.
A-012-134
Thank you for your comment. The correct reference should be Volume 2
Section 2.4. This edit is made in the Final EIS.
A-012-135
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to fish, crustaceans, mollusks,
and other aquatic organisms are discussed in detail in Chapter 11,
Marine Biological Resources. Impact assessment provided in LEDPA
discussion has been updated to reflect revised analysis (in response to
comments) done in Chapter 11. In addition, information added to the
Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter 11 for a detailed impact analysis
discussion. Information regarding anticipated short-term and localized
turbidity increases added to justify impact assessment.
A-012-136
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to essential fish habitat are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact
assessment provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect
revised analysis (in response to comments) done in Chapter 11. In
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addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter
11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-137
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to coral and marine biota are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact
assessment provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect
revised analysis (in response to comments) done in Chapter 11. In
addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter
11 and HEA Appendix for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
Reference added for acreages and sentences revised for clarity.
A-012-138
Thank you for your comments. Impacts to coral and marine biota are
discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact
assessment provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect
revised analysis (in response to comments) done in Chapter 11. In
addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter
11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion. Furthermore, the buffer
zone discussion has been revised.
A-012-139
Thank you for your comments. The CWA prohibits the discharge of oil
and hazardous substances in such quantities as may be harmful into or
upon the navigable waters of the United States, including the contiguous
zone, exclusive economic zone and adjoining shorelines. Under the
CWA, EPA published oil pollution prevention regulations in 1973
(amended in 1974, 1976, 2002 and 2004). These regulations include
requirements for both oil spill prevention and response. The Navy has
developed operations manuals and spill contingency plans, provides
personnel training, and conducts testing of transfer equipment to comply
with these regulations. OPVAVINST 5090.1C Environmental Readiness
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Manual Section 22-2.2.7.1 requires all hands to receive environmental
training. This training includes oil and hazardous
substance management, handling, minimization, and spill response.
Chapter 22 also requires ships to strictly comply with fuel transfer and
ballasting procedures to ensure ballast water does not become
contaminated with oil or any other waste. Ships using self-compensating
fuel tanks are required to ensure adequate margin is preserved to
prevent inadvertent discharges of oil with the compensating water.
OPNAVINST 5090.1C also directs the Navy to prevent the introduction
of non-native organismsinto natural ecosystems. Section 19-10, Ship
Ballast Water and Anchor System Sediment Control
provides measures to prevent such aquatic introductions, as mandated
by the National Invasive Species Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-332). This law
mandates the establishment of an Armed Forces Ballast Water
Management Program to prevent such introductions.
As described in the EIS, the Proposed Action would be implemented in
accordance with these aforementioned regulations. The Final EIS will be
revised to state that nearshore waters may also be affected by pointsource pollution.
A-012-140
Thank you for your comment. Coral impact methodology and impacts
are discussed in detail in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources.
Impact assessment provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to
reflect revised analysis (in response to this comment) done in Chapter
11. In addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to
Chapter 11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-141
Thank you for your comments. A discussion of artificial reefs is provided
in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact assessment
provided in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect revised
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analysis (in response to these comments) done in Chapter 11. In
addition, information added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter
11 for a detailed impact analysis discussion.
A-012-142
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to coral are discussed in detail in
Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources. Impact assessment provided
in LEDPA discussion has been updated to reflect revised analysis (in
response to this comment) done in Chapter 11. In addition, information
added to the Final EIS to refer readers to Chapter 11 for a detailed
impact analysis discussion.
A-012-143
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been revised to recognize
that it is too early to determine whether the Kilo Wharf afforestation has
been successful.
A-012-144
Thank you for your comment.
First and second comments
A detailed compensatory mitigation plan would be submitted as part of
the Clean Water Act 404 permit application for construction affecting the
navigable waters of the United States (including the CVN transient
wharf). Due to the ongoing review of DoD's habitat assessment
methodology for coral reef ecosystems and associated uncertainties
regarding the scope of mitigation required, a detailed mitigation plan has
not been developed nor will one be available for incorporation into the
FEIS. However, a number of mitigation options, including watershed
restoration and the use of artificial reefs, are discussed in programmatic
nature in Volume 4, Section 11.2 of the FEIS. DoD recognizes that, as
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part of the CWA Sec. 404 permitting process, additional NEPA
documentation may be required to address specific permitting
requirements and implementation of required compensatory mitigations.
Third Comment
The text is correct as stated and refers to calculation of HEA modeling.
Text will be clarified.
A-012-145
Thank you for your comment. The citation of the 45% composition of silts
and clays within the sediments in Table 5-2, Appendix E, Section E
Volume 9 refer to sediments within Inner Apra Harbor at Alpha and
Bravo Wharves and are so stated in that section. The LEDPA
presentation, Section 230.71, for Alternatives 1 and 2 in Chapter 4 in
Volume 4 refer to sediments in Outer Apra Harbor which are distinctly
different than those in Inner Apra Harbor. Inner Apra Harbor has reduced
water quality resulting from a number of factors including sedimentation
from stormwater runoff which contribute to the high silt and clay
fractions. Water quality in Outer Apra Harbor is much better allowing for
greater ecological diversity as evident, for example, by the coral
communities that exist in Outer Apra Harbor and do not exist in Inner
Apra Harbor.
A-012-146
Thank you for your comment. As identified at the end of this parapraph,
Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources Section in Volume 4, would
clarify the impact analysis for sea trutles. Sea turtles will be affected, but
not adverselly affected, with the implemenation and proper management
of mitigation measures and BMPs during in-water construction activities.
The commenter refers to "would be expected to affect" and "will
adversely affect" from previous sections which are not identified
specifically. However, the statement "may adversely affect EFH" is
correct terminology. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
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Management Act (MSFCMA) identifes effect determinations for EFH
as either "no adverse effect on EFH" or "may adversely affect EFH."
A-012-147
Thank you for your comment. Although impacts from sedimentation are
anticipated to be short term and localized, dredging operations would be
closer to Big Blue Reef for the Former SRF alternative and may result in
increased indirect impacts to this resource. Long term operational
impacts from increased vessel movements could also result from the
closer proximity to Big Blue Reef. This is only one of the reasons why
Polaris Point is considered the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative (LEDPA). Other reasons include less high quality
coral that would be removed by percentage and fewer potential impacts
to threatened and endangered species as shown in Volume 4, Chapter
4, Table 4.3-1.
A-012-148
Thank you for your comment. As stated in Chapter 4 of Volume 4, the
purpose of the LEDPA presentation as contained within this chapter is to
show compliance with the process of determining the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The subparts of this
section consistently refer the reader to the detailed sections of analysis
contained within the EIS that do in fact present rigorous quantitative and
qualitative characterization of the impacts resulting from the deposition of
dredged or fill materials into waters of the United States which is the
basis for the 404(b) process. This chapter and alternatives comparison
summary section was not intended to be encyclopedic as the EIS is
exhaustive in its evaluation of these impacts. This is true for both the
direct and indirect impacts where these impacts have been consistently
conservatively estimated whether in the selection of the type of dredge
or the buffer distance given for potential impacts to surrounding aquatic
environments. It should also be noted that the document consistently
states that the actual dredging depth would be -51.5 feet. The 60 feet
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cited/questioned in the comment was a conservative estimate of
potential dredging impacts for modeling purposes and is stated as such
in Chapters 4, 11, and Appendix E. DoD recognizes that additional
analysis, under 404(b) of the CWA, may be required following the ROD
to assist with obtaining the dredging permit.
A-012-149
Thank you for your comment. The items listed, including quality of life,
traffic, and operations, are relevant to the discussion of least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative, in that
they characterize the practicable aspect of the phrase.
A-012-150
Thank you for your comment.
This is Volume 4, Chapter 4, Water Resources. And as identified in the
text, further description is provied in Chapter 11, Marine Biological
Reources.

A-012-151
Thank you for your comment. Public scoping comments were
considered when developing the content of both the Draft and Final
EISs.
A-012-152
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains an qualitative
assessment of potential impacts, bolstered by quantitative analysis
where practicable and reasonable.
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A-012-153
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains a general
discussion on the effectiveness of BMPs. The Guam Stormwater
Management Manual is an example source document for evaluating
potential BMPs for roadway actions. As described in the Final EIS,
BMPs will be identified and implemented on a site-specific and actionspecific basis following agency coordination.
A-012-154
Thank you for your comment. The difference between indirect and direct
impacts has been further described where applicable in the Final EIS to
clarify potential impacts to identified water resources.
A-012-155
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains a quantitative
analysis where practicable and reasonable. A discussion on the
effectiveness of BMPs has been added to the Final EIS. The
demarkation between indirect and direct impacts has been re-evaluated
and updated where applicable to clarify potential impacts to identified
water resources.

A-012-156
Thank you for your comment. The table will be revised.
A-012-157
Thank you for your comments. The efficiency of turbidity curtains was
demonstrated during the dredging of Alpha-Bravo wharves where
turbidity levels outside of the curtain were recorded to be 10% of the
level inside the curtain. This topic is discussed further in Appendix
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E. Approximately 55% of the sediment proposed for dredging consists of
coarse grained material. This is the fraction that would settle out rapidly.
A-012-158
Thank you for your comment. The information cited in the SAIC 2001
report refers to the general behavior of sediment plumes from bucket
dredging and the factors that influence it. Although the reference is
almost ten years old the factors that influence plume behavior during
bucket dredging operations have not changed and thus the information
cited to this reference is still valid.
Stormwater runoff is not anticipated from the upland placement sites due
to the high infiltration rates of the underlying soils. In addition, trenching
is proposed to capture runoff and allow if less soil infiltration.
A-012-159
Thank you for your comment. The majority of the impacts to nearshore
waters (e.g., construction and dredging) would be temporary in nature
and would have no lasting effect on nearshore water quality. The use of
turbidity curtains for sediment control would further reduce potential
impacts to adjacent nearshore waters. The temporary nature of these
activities coupled with the use of engineered controls render these
impacts less than significant. Operational impacts have been quantified
(e.g., additional days of operation, leacheate data) in Chapter 4 and
demonstrate the potential for beneficial impacts to occur.
“Localized and temporary” are defined as impacts that would occur at a
specific location for a relatively short period of time. Although the project
would occur over a period of 8-18 months, dredging activity would be
transient in nature and would not occur at any one location for the entire
duration of the project. Therefore, impacts to any specific area would be
temporary and limited to that specific location.
Construction activities would not introduce any new polluting substances
into nearshore waters. Impacts from construction and dredging would be
temporary in nature and would permanently remove contaminantGuam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

containing sediments from the nearshore substrate. Proposed
stormwater and wastewater improvements would improve the quality of
water discharged into nearshore waters from upland sources.
A-012-160
Thank you for your comment. The text of Volume 4, Chapter 5 has been
edited to remove redundant descriptions of the proposed project.
A-012-161
Thank you for your comment. The baseline population information is
provided in Figure 4.2-1 of the Socioeconomic Impact Assessment Study
(Appendix F, Volume 9 of the DEIS). To make this information more
prominent, the baseline population will be included in the socioeconomic
chapter of the DEIS.
A-012-162
Thank you for your comment. Volume 6 is limited to the analysis of
related impacts to roads and utilities. The impact to these elements does
include changes in demand from estimated civilian population changes
as contained in the socio-economic study. The impact on
roads/transportation is covered in Volume 6 Chapters 2 and 3.
The impact to marine transportation is covered in Volume 2 Chapter 14.
A-012-163
Thank you for your comment. Volume 6, Chapter 6 addresses impacts
to water resources and water quality. Volume 6, Chapter 12 addresses
potential impacts to terrestrial biological resources, including wetlands
and aquatic habitats in an ecological context. The subsequent chapter
(Chapter 13) addresses potential impacts to marine biological
resources. Best management practices (BMPs) will be designed and
implemented for individual projects, however, in many instances
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specific BMP designs cannot be provided until the actual GRN project
designs approach completion. The BMPs will be consistent with
environmental protection plans (required for grading permits on Guam),
other GovGuam guidance (updates to the CNMI and Guam stormwater
manual), and recent EPA guidance for Section 401 implementation.
A-012-164
Thank you for your comment.
The upfront portions of the Environmental Consequences (i.e. Approach
to Analysis) would be very similar for all Volumes. Text has been
modified in the FEIS to expand on the use of this criteria as appropriate.
A-012-165
Thank you for your comment.
1. The ROI with respect to EFH has been clarified/modified as
appropriate for all associated FEIS Volumes.
2. Various alternatives to the proposed action were created to lessen
or eliminate the “unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of
available resources” (102(2)(E)). For this Chapter and based on the
various alternatives to the proposed, the marine biological resources
would be relatively affected by each alternative and do not have
unresolved conflicts that other resources may have. Twenty or so
resources are being evaluated against the proposed action and its
alternatives, including the no-action alternative.
3. Table 13.2-2 is a combination of short- and long-term potential
impacts. Text will be revised to clarify short- and long-term impacts
accordingly in the FEIS.
4.
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Quantified, as appropriate, in FEIS to justify no significant impacts.

5. Text added to FEIS to further clarify why nearshore resources are
not anticipated to be impacted. Text regarding Potential Mitigation
Measures revised to state: “No additional measures to those identified in
Volume 7 are recommended at this time.
A-012-166
Thank you for your comments.
1. Baseline marine biological resources information (including EFH,
special status species, and non-native species) for the specific
alternatives of the proposed action was analyzed commensurate with the
land-based and/or in-water activities that may affect the nearshore
marine environment.
These interim alternatives are a reconditioning of the existing
combustion turbines and as stated “would not require new construction
or enlargement of the exiting footprint” Southern Guam surface
hydrology is very different from central or northern Guam, which is where
these projects would be potentially located. Text has been mentioned
throughout the document describing how surface water discharge from
central and northern Guam, due to its porous soil, is nonexistent. Text
has been added to clarify and justify determinations, as deemed
appropriate.
2. Increased vessel traffic was analyzed in Volume 2 as described
Volume 6 text. See No. 1.
3. Impacts to nearshore environment from construction and operation
activities, as described in the text, are not expected. Therefore, all
marine biological resources’ are described together as a whole for this
Potable Water subsection. See No. 1.
4.
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Issues addressed appropriately with text revisions for FEIS.

A-012-167
Thank you for your comment. DoD concurs with your comment that
these two alternatives must be discussed together.
A-012-168
Thank you for your comment.
A-012-169
Thank you for your comment.
First Comment: Please refer to Volume 2, Chapter 11 and Volume 4,
Chapter 11 for discussion regarding the potential impacts of the
proposed action to the marine environment. Text describing how the
Navy study data will be used to evaluate the potential impacts on water
quality and the marine environment has been added as appropriate.
Second Comment: In general these conditions have been taken into
account for the overall impacts assessment. The increased volume of
effluent will be offset by secondary wastewater treatment of the effluent
leading to markedly lower output of various constituents, regardless of
physical conditions of the environment. Cumulative effects of calm
conditions have occurred in the outfall area for the primary treatment;
upgrading the system to secondary treatment will have postitive impacts
on the immediate outfall area.
Third Comment: Refer to Guam Northern District Outfall Assessment in
Volume 9 for detailed information regarding the modeling assumptions
and validation methods.
A-012-170
Thank you for your comment.
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Revisions to the FEIS have been made to address these issues as
appropriate .
A-012-171
Thank you for your comment.
Survey methodology information has been described in Volume 6,
Chapter 13, Section 13.2.1.
The report references studies done in the actual study area, which are
directly applicable to the analysis presented. The Guam Northern District
Outfall Assessment report is included as an appendix in Volume 9.
Additional references were added to the FEIS as appropriate.
Based upon current modeling and past experiences with ocean outfalls
across the U.S. employing similar treatment technology, the conclusion
stated in the FEIS are properly validated.
Primary treatment upgrades will occur within the 2012-13 timeframe
which will reduce the effluent levels to levels less than the No Action
Alternative. The noted characterization is not accurate; the increase in
Enterococcus to 800 mg/L is not an 800% increase.
A-012-172
Thank you for your comment.
Planned upgrades to primary treatment and secondary treatment will
substantially improve water quality in the affected area to water quality
standards; therefore, the conclusions stated are valid.
Hawaii was used as an example; however, information from Guam was
also used. Citations for Oahu references are provided in the EIS.
Conclusions on effects to EFH are provided in the EIS.
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Mitigation measures in the nature of improvements to water treatment
facilities result in overall improvement to water quality over existing
conditions, as noted in Volume 6.
Updated references have been provided in the FEIS.
Text has been revised.
Planned upgrades to primary treatment and secondary treatment will
substantially improve water quality in the affected area to water quality
standards; therefore, there would be a net beneficial impact water quality
which would result in either a no effect or benefit to EFH (finfish) over the
No Action Alternative (baseline).
There is no definitive information available suggesting that existing
conditions are harmful to Spinner Dolphins.
A-012-173
Thank you for your comment.
First Comment
Volumes 2 and 4, chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of the
proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures, and are
referred to in the section referenced by the commenter. Text was added
to the FEIS to include mitigation for water quality. An analysis of potential
impacts from upgrading Guam's power system was not included in this
section, but previously in section 13.2.2. I believe the commenter is
referring to upgrades to Guam's wastewater system, which text was
added to the FEIS to include mitigation for this action, as described
above.
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Second Comment
Volume 2 and Volume 4, chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of the
proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures. Text to clarify
this assessment as it relates to potential impacts to special-status
species has been added as appropriate. Species of Concern and
Candidate species are not afforded any special protection, although the
two species mentioned are managed by a Fishery Ecosystem Plan, so in
the FEIS, are included in the Essential Fish Habitat section. In addition,
the habitats referred to by the commenter are Essential Fish Habitat, so
are discussed in the Essential Fish Habitat section.
Third Comment
Added information about the prevention of leachate entering Agat Bay to
the FEIS.
Fourth Comment
Text modified to reflect conclusions made in Table 13.2-6, which
includes potential impacts to nearshore waters.
A-012-174
Thank you for your comment.
1. Volume 2 and Volume 4, Chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of
the proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures. As stated in
the DEIS, the proposed action would not have any additonal impacts
over the no-action alternative. The existing Navy landfill has sufficient
capacity and monitoring wells are in place.
2. The Navy will comply with all appropriate BMPs associated with the
actions described in this comment.
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3. The Navy will comply with all appropriate BMPs associated with the
actions described in this comment.

4. The Navy will comply with all appropriate BMPs associated with the
actions described in this comment.
A-012-175
Thank you for your comment.
1. Please refer to Volume 2, Chapter 11 for a discussion of the potential
impacts of the proposed action and potential mitigation measures. Text
regarding potential roadway impacts to EFH has been reviewed and
modified as appropriate to quantify potential effects to allow for proper
comparison and mitigation.
2. Figure 13.2-4 will be revised to identify Tumon Bay Marine Protected
Area. Volume 2, Chapter 11 and Volume 4, Chapter 11 provide more
detail regarding potential impacts to marine resources from the proposed
DoD action and potential mitigation measures. The Navy believes, the
baseline marine biological resources information for the specific
alternatives of the proposed resurfacing of roads (i.e. would not require
new construction or enlargement or excavation of the exiting footprint)
was analyzed commensurate with the land-based effects it may have on
the nearshore marine environment. Text has been added to clarify and
justify determinations, as deemed appropriate.
A-012-176
Thank you for your comment. The final designs for the roadway projects
have not been completed, nor do they need to be completed for a NEPA
analysis. As the designs are completed, mitigation measures are
incorporated into the design process. As stated in Volume 6, Chapter 6
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(Water Quality), these BMPs and other mitigation measures will follow
the most current stormwater management guidelines. Further, through
the CWA Section 401 Certification process, additional mitigation
measures may be required and the BMPs will be updated accordingly.
A-012-177
Thank you for your comment. The comment refers to impact
assessment for northern Guam projects that occur inland in relation to
the type of projects listed in Table 13.2-7. Project types in northern
Guam occur over highly porous limestone substrates that do not form
drainages, therefore, waterflow from impervious road surfaces in
northern Guam do not sheet flow or transmit through drainages into
marine habitats in northern Guam. Project types in other regions are
considered to have an indirect impact (unmitigated) to marine
environments because of the substrate these projects overly and
because of the proximity to drainages. Project types that occur in other
regions have indirect impact descriptions listed in rows named “Indirect
Impacts.”
A-012-178
Thank you for your comment. The comment refers to impact
assessment for specific northern Guam projects listed in Table 13.2-8
that occur inland. GRN projects in northern Guam occur over highly
porous limestone substrates that do not form drainages, therefore,
waterflow from impervious road surfaces in northern Guam do not sheet
flow or transmit through drainages into marine habitats in northern
Guam. Projects in other regions are considered to have an indirect
impact (unmitigated) to marine environments because of the substrate
these projects overly and because of the proximity to drainages.
Potential indirect impacts for these specific projects are included under
the column labeled “Indirect Impacts.”
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A-012-179
Thank you for your comment. Prior to the subject impact conclusion,
there is a discussion regarding BMPs sourced from the update to the
2006 CNMI & Guam Stormwater Management Manual and the necessity
of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to obtain a Guam DPW
Clearing and Grading permit and a Guam EPA Stockpiling Permit. The
subject sentence has been revised.
A-012-180
Thank you for your comment. The Federal Highway Administration is
required to comply with all stormwater regulations under the Clean
Water Act and will use Best Management Practices to ensure
compliance with these regulations.
Stormwater impacts and associated mitigation measures for roadway
projects are discussed in Volume 6, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.6. Roadway
project alternatives, including the No Action Alternative, are presented in
Volume 6, Chapter 2, Section 2.5 of the EIS. The roadway project
alternatives are not independent alternatives, but were developed in
conjunction with the Main Cantonment Alternatives for the overall buildup
project as presented in Volume 2, Chapter 2, Section 2.6.1.2 of the EIS.

A-012-181
Thank you for your comment. Comments from Volume 2, Section 11.1
have been addressed as appropriate.
A-012-182
Thank you for your comment. Projects away from the coast will not
directly impact marine biological resources, however the text includes
potential for indirect impacts to marine resources for other projects.
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Indirect impacts defined here are reasonable or certain to occur in the
future, such as runoff in rain events. Project types in northern Guam
occur over highly porous limestone substrates that do not form
drainages, therefore, waterflow from impervious road surfaces in
northern Guam do not sheet flow or transmit through drainages into
marine habitats in northern Guam. Projects in the North region will not
directly or indirectly impact marine resources. Other projects in other
regions may indirectly impact (unmitigated) marine environments
because of the substrate these projects overly and because of the
proximity to drainages. Project types and specific project types that
occur in other regions have indirect impact descriptions listed in rows
named “Indirect Impacts" in Table 13.2-7 and Table 13.2-8. All projects,
as stated in the text, will adhere to the updated 2006 CNMI & Guam
Stormwater Management Manual, and projects will have an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan. This plan is required for a Guam DPW grading
permit and will include project specific BMPs. The final designs for the
roadway projects have not been completed, nor do they need to be
completed for a NEPA analysis. As the designs are completed,
mitigation measures are incorporated into the design process. As stated
in Volume 6, Chapter 6 (Water Quality), these BMPs and other mitigation
measures will follow the most current stormwater management
guidelines. Further, through the CWA Section 401 Certification process,
additional mitigation measures may be required and the BMPs will be
updated accordingly.
A-012-183
Thank you for your comments.
1.Volume 2 and Volume 4, Chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of
the proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures; including
the negligible increased vessel frequency (and size) above the no-action.
This information is also described in Volume 2, Chapter 2, Proposed
Action and Alternatives and Chapter 14, Marine Transportation. The
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analysis is in the DEIS, just brought forward from previous Chapters.
Text to clarify this assessment as it relates to potential infrastructure
improvement impacts has been added as appropriate.
2. Examples of temporary and/or minimal impact to EFH/marine habitats
has been added to the text as appropriate.
3. Comment acknowledged.
4. The fouling communities noted would not exist without the man-made
structures that were constructed for purposes other than enhancing
existing reef communities. The structures in Inner Apra Harbor were
constructed to provide safe means for Navy and Coast Guard vessels to
berth. If the Agencies comment is intended to suggest that all manmade structures that become fouled are enhancing the existing
ecosystem, then it also implies that those structures represent an
opportunity to capture credits that may be used to offset future
marine impacts. USACE has relayed to the Navy that these structures
are not eligable for mitigation credits, therefore impact to these fouling
communities are equally not eligable for mitigation debits under the
CWA Section 404.
A-012-184
Thank you for your comment. Projects away from the coast will not
directly impact marine biological resources, however the text includes
potential for indirect impacts to marine resources for other projects.
Indirect impacts defined here are reasonable or certain to occur in the
future, such as runoff in rain events. Project types in northern Guam
occur over highly porous limestone substrates that do not form
drainages, therefore, waterflow from impervious road surfaces in
northern Guam do not sheet flow or transmit through drainages into
marine habitats in northern Guam. Projects in the North region will not
directly or indirectly impact marine resources. Other projects in other
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regions may indirectly impact (unmitigated) marine environments
because of the substrate these projects overly and because of the
proximity to drainages. Project types and specific project types that
occur in other regions have indirect impact descriptions listed in rows
named “Indirect Impacts" in Table 13.2-7 and Table 13.2-8. All projects,
as stated in the text, will adhere to the updated 2006 CNMI & Guam
Stormwater Management Manual, and projects will have an Erosion and
Sediment Control Plan. This plan is required for a Guam DPW grading
permit and will include project specific BMPs. The final designs for the
roadway projects have not been completed, nor do they need to be
completed for a NEPA analysis. As the designs are completed,
mitigation measures are incorporated into the design process. As stated
in Volume 6, Chapter 6 (Water Quality), these BMPs and other mitigation
measures will follow the most current stormwater management
guidelines. Further, through the CWA Section 401 Certification process,
additional mitigation measures may be required and the BMPs will be
updated accordingly.
A-012-185
Thank you for your comment. Citation has been added as appropriate.
Baseline marine biology information for the alternative study areas was
analyzed commensurate with the anticipated impacts from land-based
road construction projects (e.g., bridge replacement) along Route 1. As
described in Volume 2, Section 11.1.6.4, other off-based road projects
are not anticipated to affect the nearshore marine environment due to
very different surface hydrology between north/central and southern
Guam and thick vegetation corridors. Text to clarify this assessment as it
relates to potential roadways and related runoff has been added as
appropriate. To clarify, Volume 2 and 7 state that "southern Guam reefs
have been impacted from land-based runoff.” There are no road projects
planned much further south than Inner Apra Harbor.
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A-012-186
Thank you for your comment. A request was made to include this
general scoping list with all Volumes, consequently there is some
redundancy with the list.
A-012-187
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been modified to better
address potential on and off-base impacts from the military relocation.
More detail has been provided on BMPs proposed (see Volume 7 for a
complete listing of BMPs). Additional information has been added to the
Final EIS that further expands and clarifies impacts on habitats and
Management Unit Species. Volume 7 of the FEIS has also been
expanded to better address aggregate and cumulative impacts on
marine biological resources, including EFH. The Essential Fish Habitat
assessment was officially forwarded to the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) in April 2010 for review and concurrence.
A-012-188
Thank you for your comment.
Text has been revised as appropriate in the FEIS to take into account
some of the suggested potential impacts. Table 13.2-1 was retained in
the FEIS, as seasonal information about sensitive species is relevant
information for assessing potential impacts, and to aid in
avoiding impacts by recognizing seasonal activities.
A-012-189
Thank you for your comment.
1. Volume 2 and Volume 4, chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of
the proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures. Text to
clarify this assessment as it relates to potential roadways has been
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added as appropriate. In addition, Tables 13.2-7 and 13.2-10 have been
modified as appropriate.
2. Volume 2 and Volume 4, chapters 11 discuss the potential impacts of
the proposed DoD action and potential mitigation measures. Text to
clarify this analysis as it relates to potential marine resource impacts has
been added as appropriate. Mitigation text revised accordingly.
A-012-190
Thank you for your comment.
First Comment
Text will be revised in the FEIS as apppropriate to expand the discussion
regarding potential impacts and mitigation related to roadway associated
projects.
Second Comment
References have been revised in the FEIS as appropriate.
Third Comment
Text will be revised in the FEIS as apppropriate to expand the discussion
regarding potential impacts and mitigation related to roadway associated
projects.
Fourth Comment
Text has been modified in the FEIS to remove reference to the CNMI.
A-012-191
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Thank you for your comment. Text discussing these potential impacts
has been modified as appropriate.
A-012-192
Thank you for your comment. The planned Port of Guam improvements
are identified as related actions that are not under DoD control, as
described in Volume 6, Section 1.2. The modernization measures
proposed would improve efficiency of commercial shipping and would be
recommended with or without the DoD proposed expansion presented in
this DEIS. As such, this DEIS does not cover the port expansion details
in Volume 6 related actions of utilities and roadways. However, the
cumulative effects of the DoD proposed expansion and the Guam Port
expansion are covered in Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts. The
challenge of the cumulative impact analysis is the lack of available
information on the potential impacts of the port improvements. For this
reason, the cumulative impact analysis is qualitative.
A-012-193
Thank you for your comment.
Volume 4, Chapter 11 and 4 discusses potential marine biological
impacts and water resources and potential mitigation measures,
respectively. Stormwater potential impacts and mitigation measures are
addressed in Volume 7 under best management practices (BMPs).
A-012-194
Thank you for your comment. The quantification of the vessels visiting
the Port of Guam associated with the relocation of the Marines is
presented in Volume 2, Chapter 14. As discussed in the text, during the
period of the relocation, it is expected that there would be fewer vessels
visiting the Port of Guam than there were in 1995. The addition of
vessels to support the relocation of the Marines and the shipment of fuel
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for the power facilities will not result in increased usage of the Port of
Guam that would result in an increase in oil spills or vessel grounding.
A-012-195
Thank you for your comment. The question of calling the utilities
"alternatives" or "options" was discussed within the DoD EIS team. The
decision was made to call these alternatives. However, your
observations are correct in that they are not the same as NEPA
"alternatives" in that they are bound to support the various principle
action alternatives for the Marine relocation, the CVN, and the AMDTF.
This may complicate, but would not compromise, the EFH/marine
habitats analysis. This has been explained better in the final EIS.
A-012-196
Thank you for your comments. Chapter 2 is a summary of the proposed
alternatives, and impact analysis of marine resources is not included in
this section. Impacts to marine resources are included in Chapter
13. Text has been revised in the FEIS as appropriate to reference tables
more thoroughly.
A-012-197
Thank you for your comment. The mitigation measures listed that are not
within DoD control are "proposed" or "potential" and do not necessarily
represent commitment on the part of GovGuam. Non-committal terms
like "may" or "could" are appropriate for such measures. The Record of
Decision would commit to mitigation measures for which DoD is
responsible.
A-012-198
Thank you for your comment. The evaluation process to date is
described in the HEA and Volume 4, Chapter 11. Generally, it has been
based on collaboration with resource agencies, hence the suite of
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options, including watershed management. The Navy will continue to
work with the USACE (and resource agencies) and do whatever is
necessary to satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 permit
documentation, including the compensatory mitigation plan. As a note,
the Navy is contracting additional studies associated with compensatory
mitigation measures for the Guam watersheds and Apra Harbor.
A-012-199
Thank you for your comment. Discussion of benefits of stormwater
flow reduction resulting from afforestation have been added to the Final
EIS.
A-012-200
Thank you for your comment. There is no Navy policy, guidance or
instruction that would support your suggestion that coral transplanting
would be a BMP. BMP's by definition are those actions that are
implemented to either avoid or minimize impacts to the identified
resource. The removal and relocation of any resource constitutes a
physical change in that resources interaction with the surrounding
community and ideally an enhancement of the community where the
relocated resource is placed. This enhancement has been and
continues to be considered mitigation for the express purpose of
capturing mitigation credits to off set project impacts. Ultimately
USACE will be responsible for determining the eligability of this option as
a compensatory mitigation credit through CWA Section 404 permitting.
A-012-201
Thank you for your comment. Please see response above.
A-012-202
Thank you for your comments.
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1. The following paragrpah indicates that monitoring would take place so
that management of wastewater could be adapted to needs, and to avoid
impacts. Text not modified.
2. Text modified to include examples of reasons why impacts may differ
with different construction tempos, as requested.
A-012-203
Thank you for your comment.
-The proposed updates to the Navy INRMP are important but not specific
to the proposed action. The EIS is based on best available information.
-The impact to use of non-DoD submerged lands is described as less
than significant, because there is little reported traffic in the area due to
accessibility and ocean conditions. No mitigation is proposed.

A-012-204
Thank you for your comment. Existing studies providing data on marine
resources in Apra Harbor lack consistent methodology and present gaps
in area coverage. The studies were also conducted at various points in
time. Therefore, there is not a sufficient documented estimate of the
amount of coral communities in Apra Harbor against which to measure
cumulative impacts of the proposed action.
It is correct to say that a key EIS assumption is BMPs are effective in
reducing impacts. The BMPs are consistent with recommendations and
requirements of regulating resource agencies. BMPs include inspection
requirements. Violations identified during inspection would typically result
in cessation of work until the violation is adequately addressed.
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A-012-205
Thank you for your comment. It is the intent of DoD to maintain public
access to the cultural and historic sites at Pagat and Marbo consistent
with safety and operational requirements. Restricting access to certain
DoD areas at certain times is required to maintain public safety. Final
plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed
action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with
stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and access that
balances operational needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing
public use and enjoyment of these sites.
A-012-206
Thank you for your comment. Table 3.3-25 and 3.3-26 contain
several errors in the summary of impacts for the DEIS. The FEIS is
corrected to identify a significant and mitigable impacts to marine
resources, including EFH and Special-Status Species during
construction and operation of the proposed action.
A-012-207
Thank you for your comment.
Text has been revised as appropriate.
A-012-208
Thank you for your comment. The impacts in Tables 3.3-25 and 3.3-26
are summarized from Volumes 2 through 6, which contain the impact
analysis. The only new assessment in the tables is the summary at the
bottom of each table. This new assessment is conservatively based on
the highest level of potential significance identified in any of the
volumes.
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A-012-209
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7 has been revised.
A-012-210
Thank you for your comment. The in-water construction work is a
heavily regulated aspect of the proposed action. The conditions that are
placed on the water quality certification, Section 7 consultation and the
Army Corps of Engineers permit would include monitoring
requirements. Violations of the conditions would result in cessation of
work until the situation is corrected. These controls serve to adaptively
manage the potential impacts of construction on marine resources.
Compensatory mitigation is designed to compensate for the marine
ecosystem impacts. If we use your assumption that the magnitude of the
impact is greater than any project since World War, then it follows the
compensatory mitigation would be the greatest since World War II. The
loss would be restored. Monitoring plans are a requirement of
compensatory mitigation. It is appropriate to implement and assume
effectiveness of BMPs and compensatory mitigation.
The impacts in Tables 3.3-25 and 3.3-26 are summarized from volumes
2 through 6, which contain the impact analysis. This methodology is
described in the beginning of Volume 7 Chapter 3. The only "new"
assessment is the summary at the bottom of each table and this was
based on the highest level of significance identified in any of the
volumes.
A-012-211
Thank you for your comment. The in-water construction work is a
heavily regulated aspect of the proposed action. The conditions that are
placed on the water quality certification, Section 7 consultation and the
Army Corps of Engineers permit would include monitoring
requirements. Violations of the conditions would result in cessation of
work until the situation is corrected. Compensatory mitigation is
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designed to compensate for the marine ecosystem impacts. Monitoring
plans are generally required by Army Corps of Engineers as part of the
Compensatory Mitigation Plan. It is appropriate to implement and
assume effectiveness of BMPs and compensatory mitigation.
The comment in the last column appears unrelated to the previous
comment on mitigation. INRMPs are updated on a regular
basis. Mitigation measures for natural resource impacts that are required
over the long-term would be incorporated into the next version of the
INRMP as appropriate.
A-012-212
Thank you for your comment.
1. Comment acknowledged. DoD is committed to providing appropriate
mitigation to offset impacts of dredging activities.
2. Comment acknowledged. The FEIS has been greatly expanded to
discuss wastewater impacts. Improvements proposed for the NDWWTP
(where a majority of the population increase would occur) would have a
long-term positive impact on water quality. In Volume 7 of the Draft EIS
there was an error in the summary of impacts. The FEIS is corrected to
indentify a significant and mitigable impact to marine resources,
including reefs, during construction and operation of the proposed
action. This includes mitigations related to stormwater runoff and
infiltration during construction and operation of the base, measures
related to upgrades to the Northern District Wastewater Treatment Plant,
and mitigations related to dredging of the aircraft carrier turning basin.
All of these mitigations in consort will work towards protecting marine
resources, including coral reefs. These are further discussed in unison
in Volume 7 of the FEIS.
3. DoD has no enforcement authority off DoD property. However, DoD
will work to ensure all military personnel are educated on the sensitive
ecological resources found on Guam.
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A-012-213
Thank you for your comment. Your comment is referring to the marine
environment. The stressors identified in Volume 7 Chapter 3 are
common to both civilian and DoD operations: coral bleaching, storm
events, and invasive species. These stressors are unrelated to property
boundaries. Other stressors like recreational use and
commercial/industrial are more heavily regulated within the federal lands
due to extra levels of regulatory control. The sources of stressors are not
distinguished. The intent is to describe the general health and trends in
resource health over time.
Volume 7, Table 3.3-27 summarizes the impacts to coral since the
construction of the breakwater in Outer Apra Harbor.
A-012-214
Thank you for your comment.
First and Second Comments
Additional information pertaining to anthropogenic disturbances on
marine resources has been added to the FEIS.
A-012-215
Thank you for your comment.
Not so much inconsistencies, as just stating both sides of the story, as
there always is. WWTP discharges (depending on stage [i.e. raw,
primary, secondary]) also have differing affects in the marine
environment. Text has been revised as appropriate.
A-012-216
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Thank you for your comment. This Final EIS contains a consideration for
the subtidal discharge of groundwater.
A-012-217
Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been taken under
advisement and text revisions have been made as appropriate.
A-012-218
Thank you for your comment. Text revised in the FEIS. Marine Corps
training on Tinian would consist of expeditionary training for up to one
week per training evolution. Due to the expeditionary nature of this
training and its short duration it is anticipated that there would be limited
time for recreational activities, especially those that would impact marine
resources.
A-012-219
Thank you for your comment. Potential sedimentation from various landbased construction efforts has been addressed.
A-012-220
Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been taken under
advisement and text revisions have been made as appropriate.
A-012-221
Thank you for your comment. Text will be modified as appropriate to
clarify/support this conclusion.
A-012-222
Thank you for your comment.
All mitigation options associated with the proposed CVN transient wharf,
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including the use of watershed restoration and artificial reefs, are being
considered by the Navy. When the Navy develops its proposed
compensatory mitigation plan, mitigation options contained within the
plan will be evaluated by the USACE to determine compliance with the
Compensatory Mitigation Rule. After further evaluation, upgrades to the
NDWWTP as a proposed mitigation option associated with the proposed
CVN transient wharf have been dropped from further consideration.
Further studies on watershed models are ongoing. Additionally, the Navy
will look at the addition of special conservation areas associated with
Navy submerged lands and the possibility of land swaps between
GovGuam to keep these areas contiguous.
A-012-223
Thank you for your comment. Yes. As described in V4, Section
4.2.2.2/Construction/Physical Impacts to Nearshore Waters from
Dredging of the EIS, even under ideal conditions, substantial losses of
loose and fine sediments will usually occur. Sediment loss during a
typical mechanical dredging operation occurs throughout the water
column from the following specific sources: impact of the bucket on the
seabed; material disturbance during bucket closing and removal from the
bed; material spillage from the bucket during hoisting; material washed
from the outer surfaces of the bucket during hoisting; leakage and
dripping during bucket swinging; aerosol formation during bucket reentry; and residual material washed during bucket lowering (SAIC 2001).
Given the coarse nature of Outer Apra Harbor sediments, it is likely that
the majority of the suspended sediment would settle out rapidly, resulting
in a much shorter turbidity plume than otherwise would be the case.
Maximum concentrations of suspended solids in the surface plume
should be less than 0.5 parts per thousand (ppt) in the immediate vicinity
of the operation and decrease rapidly with distance from the operation
due to settling and dilution of the material. Average water-column
concentrations should generally be less than 0.1 ppt. The near-bottom
plume would probably have higher solids concentrations, indicating that
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re-suspension of bottom material near the bucket impact point is
probably the primary source of turbidity in the lower water column.
Because of the proximity of coral reefs to the project area, no barge
overflow would likely be a condition of the water quality certification. This
likely permit certificate condition would help reduce the potential for
impacts to nearshore waters by preventing the release of silt laden water
during barge loading and transport.
A-012-224
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7, Chapter 3 is intended to
identify the combined impacts of the preferred alternatives. For more
detail on Tinian, refer to Volume 3. Marine transportation impacts are
described in Chapter 14. No infrastructure improvements are required for
the proposed action. The primary mode of transportation for the
proposed training would be through the commercial airport.
Infrastructure impacts are primarily identified with utilities and off base
roadways. The impacts in Tables 3.3-34 and 3.3-35 are summarized
from Volume 6, which contains the complete impact analysis. Additional
assessment is provided in the summary at the bottom of each table and
this summary is based on the highest level of significance identified.
A-012-225
Thank you for your comment. DoD and regulatory agencies are equally
concerned about preventing contamination of surface waters and
groundwater (particularly drinking water aquifers). The EIS describes
numerous programs and actions that will be taken to protect surface
waters and groundwater from stormwater runoff. Construction of new
facilities will use Low Impact Development (LID) principles to the extent
practical. LID is a design philosophy that seeks to reduce the impact to
the environment from new construction projects through the reduction of
impervious surfaces. LIDs principles incorporate the design of facilities
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with the use of native vegetation, pervious (porous) surfaces to reduce
storm water runoff and encourage recharge of groundwater, and water
conservation. DoD is currently conducting a LID study that will identify
specific types of alternative designs that can be incorporated into the
construction of facilities associated with the buildup.DoD is also
preparing a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and will apply
for permits that regulate stormwater discharges during construction. The
permit and plan is focused on reducing the amount of earth and soil that
is exposed to stormwater during earth-disturbing activities (such as land
clearing and grading), providing stabilization of soils during construction
through the use of ground covers, and sediment ponds and
traps/screens to reduce pollutants getting into storm runoff and from
percolating into the ground. These plans also have specific
requirements for containment of potential pollutants at construction sites
(such as storage areas for equipment fuel). Lastly, DoD is developing
a construction and demolition (C&D) waste management plan in consort
with the stormwater construction plan that calls for the use of mulch on
exposed soils, mulch that will be generated during the clearing of trees
and low growth during land clearing activities. Once construction is
complete, a SWPPP will be developed to control stormwater runoff and
infiltration from base operations. This is being done on a regional DoD
Guam-wide scale, and has the involvement of Guam EPA.
Section 3.3.3.1 of the Final EIS has been updated with this information.
A-012-226
Thank you for your comment. The impacts to recreational resources that
you use as an example are actually addressed in the EIS as direct
impacts. The same is true for socioeconomic impacts. The other
secondary impacts disclose additional management burden on the
GovGuam agencies.
A-012-227
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Thank you for your comment. Secondary impacts for Tinian are included
in the Final EIS.
A-012-228
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains an updated
analysis reflecting additional examination conducted after the publication
of the Draft EIS.
A-012-229
Thank you for your comment. There is summary table of impacts for the
preferred alternatives included in Volume 7. There are also summary
tables of the impacts of alternatives at the end of each resource
discussion in each volume including Volume 2 of the EIS.
A-012-230
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated analysis
in volumes/chapters that feed into this table. Reference to other sections
and tables are added as applicable.
A-012-231
Thank you for your comment.
The FEIS, Volume 6, has been updated to clearly show impacts to
Waters of the US from bridge construction.
A-012-232
Thank you for your comment. DoD has used the year 2009 as the
timeline baseline. That year is reasonable. The intent of the comment is
unclear.
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A-012-233
Thank you for your comment. DoD has provided data that supports
conclusions and allows the public and decision makers to understand
environmental impacts before proposed actions are implemented.
A-012-234
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7 Tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2 are the
master cumulative project lists that were scaled down to the list in Tables
3.3-1 and 4.3-4 based on information available. Your suggestion would
apply best to these tables. There is insufficient information on many of
these projects to provide detailed assessment on
their impacts' magnitude and duration and whether or not impacts would
be indirect or direct.
A-012-235
Thank you for your comment. The EIS has been updated to reflect these
comments.
A-012-236
Thank you for your comment. Corrections are made to the Final EIS as
suggested.
A-012-237
Thank you for your comment. Chapters 2 and 3 have been modified
accordingly.
A-012-238
Thank you for your comment. Adverse impacts to submerged lands use
within the surface danger zones were identified in Volume 2, Chapter
8. DoD recognizes the importance of reducing adverse effects on the
people of Guam, its natural resources, and infrastructure. DoD will
continue to work with the government of Guam to ensure that the shortGuam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

term impacts of construction are managed effectively and that the longterm effects of the military relocation reflect DoD policies to be good
neighbors and responsible citizens on Guam.
A-012-239
Thank you for your comment. Acquisition of submerged land will not be
required, although access restrictions would have to be put in place.
Restricting access to certain DoD areas at certain times is required to
maintain public safety. Access will be granted at approved times such
as when the lands are not being used for military training. Final plans
concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the proposed action
have not been developed. DoD looks forward to working with
stakeholders to develop plans for access that balances operational
needs, public safety concerns, and the continuing public use and
enjoyment of these sites.
A-012-240
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to recreational resources are
evaluated in chapter 9 of volumes 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.
A-012-241
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 5 of Volume 8 has been revised
to address the road development impacts.
A-012-242
Thank you for your comment. DoD feels that conclusions presented are
supported by a review of the potentially impacted communities. As
NMFS is aware, EFH consultations do not result in mitigation but rather
conservation recommendations. DoD is unaware, absent other adjacent
habitat, where mitigation is required for the displacement of soft bottom
habitats. In addition, based on discussions with the USACE, DoD has
determined that impacts on coral on man-made structures in Apra
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Harbor does not constitute a signficant impact and mitigation is not
required.
A-012-243
Thank you for your comment. The EIS discussion of methods to assess
coral impacts are well documented in the text and this referenced
appendix.
A-012-244
Thank you for your comment. The report you refer to is a final report and
will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
A-012-245
Thank you for your comments.
The report you refer to is a final report and will not be edited. There may
be updates to the report to support the Army Corps of Engineers permits,
but they would be considered new reports with new information. Some of
these comments are repeats from previous DEIS Volumes and Sections
and have been addressed appropriately.
A-012-246
Thank you for your comment. DoD acknowledges that NMFS does not
agree with the methods employed to characterize coral impacts from the
proposed action. However, the methods used by DoD are valid and
accepted by the scientific community. This discussion is included in
Volumes 4 and 9 (Appendix) of the EIS.
A-012-247
Thank you for your comment. The NEPA analysis began with the
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issuance of a Notice of Intent in March 2007. The CVN Berthing Study
was also completed in 2008. The alternatives for the proposed aircraft
carrier wharf were developed during preparation of the DEIS in 2009. At
this point, Polaris Point has been identified as the preferred alternative.
A-012-248
Thank you for your comment. The two alternative locations discussed in
the Draft EIS are the only two viable locations for a new wharf. DoD
carefully examined a number of other potential locations in Apra
Harbor (with potentially less impacts on coral) and determined that they
did not meet operational or security requirements.
A-012-249
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be updates to the report to support the
Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be considered new
reports with new information.
A-012-250
Thank you for your comments. Additional sampling may be conducted;
the FEIS will be updated to reflect justification or additional data and
analysis.
A-012-251
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new and/or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
A-012-252
Thank you for your comment. This section will be updated in the FEIS to
reflect this comment.
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A-012-253
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
A-012-254
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
1. The case study referenced in the Philippines was an example of a
similar artificial reef scenario. Many examples exist, but this one was
chosen for comparison. Numerous studies have shown that artificial
reefs provide suitable substrate for a large host of organisms, including
coral, to colonize. Text not modified.
2. All mitigation options associated with the proposed CVN transient
wharf, including the use of artificial reefs and watershed restoration, are
being considered by the Navy. When the Navy develops its proposed
compensatory mitigation plan, mitigation options contained within the
plan will be evaluated by the USACE to determine compliance with the
Compensatory Mitigation Rule. Further studies on watershed models are
ongoing.
3. Final - no text modified.
4. Photoquad methods are useful, and limitations are explained. No text
modified.
5. An appropriate level of detail is included in the FEIS. Text not
modified.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

6. In the interest of saving space and keeping the report concise,
information from the tables is not repeated in the text; rather, tables are
referred to. Because of the large number of taxa present, tables were
deemed a more appropriate means to display data rather than figures.
General trends in data are described without reference to statistical
tests. Text not modified.
7. Figure 39 reveals transect locations and sediment characteristics and
Figure 40 indicates sediment characteristics. No text modified. Trends in
data are described without reference to statistical tests.
A-012-255
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
A-012-256
Thank you for your comment. The reports referenced in your three
comments are final reports, reflecting information at a point in time. They
will not be edited. Updated information will be captured in the Final
EIS. There will be additional studies prepared to support the Army
Corps of Engineers permit.
The Navy has worked with and coordinated meetings with the resource
agencies over the last three years discussing (HEA) approach and
methodologies. The Navy has invited them to perform surveys, and
attended a USFWS hosted HEA workshop in 2008 (Guam agencies
were unable to attend due to scheduling difficulties). The Navy has
addressed PDEIS comments and concerns, incorporating additional
quantitative coral and finfish studies into the DEIS in attempts to alleviate
some of these concerns.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS): “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available. Given that
DoD will be responsible for complying with federal regulations requiring
an appropriate and practicable functional assessment, we have engaged
our Engineer Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an
independent technical review of the adequacy of the employed
methodology to date and recommendations for improvements, if
necessary. Preliminarily, ERDC has determined that while the
methodology is scientifically valid and statistically defensible, a more
intensive level of data collection may be necessary to adequately
measure habitat function for compensatory mitigation purposes. We
expect a more specific and detailed accounting of their review in the
coming weeks.”
The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA and
take the steps necessary to satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404
and Section 401 permit documentation.
A-012-257
Thank you for your comment. Agencies have not been able to provide
data to support alternative mitigation projects. The artificial reefs were
supported by US Army Corps of Engineers for a Hawaii project. This will
continue to be a point of contention that will be addressed in negotiations
outside of the EIS document.
As identified in Volume 4, Section 11.2.2.5 - 11.2.2-7, federal law
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recognizes the value of irreplaceable marine resources and requires
compensatory mitigation. Under the 2008 US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule (See USACE November
2009, Comment 147 – Justification for Out-of-Kind and Off-site
Mitigation) compensatory mitigation should occur within the same
watershed of impact whenever possible. If compensatory mitigation is
recommended to occur outside the watershed of impact and/or out-ofkind, a sound ecological rationale must be presented as to why it is the
most practicable and environmentally preferred choice.
However, the Navy is considering a suite of potential options for
compensatory mitigation for the loss in ecological services and function
provided by the coral reef ecosystem in Outer Apra Harbor. These may
include upland reforestation (to improve nearshore water quality),
artificial reefs (to provide increased fish habitat) or a combination these
and other compensatory mitigation alternatives. The compensatory
mitigation is subject to approval by USACE, under the Clean Water Act,
through the Section 404/10 permit requirements.
A-012-258
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
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A-012-259
Thank you for your comment. The Navy has contracted USACE ERDC
to complete a more comprehensive sediment transport model. While the
Navy believes that the sediment modeling completed for this DEIS was
sufficient, the Navy will be revising the sediment modeling with additional
data for inclusion into the USACE CWA Sec.404 permit.
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A-012-260
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
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A-012-261
Thank you for your comment. DoD will continue to work with NMFS on
these important issues.
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A-012-262
Thank you for your comments. The report you refer to is a final report
and will not be edited. There may be new or additional information to
support the Army Corps of Engineers permits, but they would be
considered new reports with new information.
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A-012-263
Thank you for your comment. The Navy will fulfill all consultation
responsibilites under Section 7 of the ESA.
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A-012-264
Thank you for your comments. The FEIS has been revised to reflect
information as well as incorporate comments received from your office
during the Section 7 consultation process.
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A-012-265
Thank you for your comments. The Navy will complete all required
consulation responsibilities under section 7 of the ESA.
A-012-266
Thank you for your comment. The Navy, in accordance with all
appropriate regulatory guidance, will implement appropriate BMPs and
mitigation measures to avoid and minimize all potential impacts to sea
turtles as well as other marine resources. Mitigation measures will be
finalized as part of the the Section 7 ESA consultation process.
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A-012-267
Thank you for your comment. The Navy looks forward to discussing
these issues during the formal Section 7 consulation process.
A-012-268
Thank you for your comment.
As stated in the EIS Volume 4, Page 11-66, Sea turtles have not been
observed foraging or resting within the proposed project area during
multiple dive surveys performed there; it has been observed to function
as a transit area to and from Sasa Bay (Navy 2009d). There is no data to
our knowledge to suggest otherwise. Additionally, there are several
resting and foraging areas utilized by sea turtles within Apra Harbor, so
Sasa Bay is not a limited Resource.
The Navy continues to discuss this during formal Section 7 consultation.

A-012-269
Thank you for your comment.
The Navy looks forward to working with NMFS during formal Section 7
consultation.
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A-013-001
Thank you for your comment. Information on risk assessments and best
management practices for the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP) are
included in the FEIS. Some project actions may begin prior to the
development of the final MBP. Interim measures are planned to be put
into place prior to any proposed actions. These include recommended
BMPs and contract specifications, including HACCP plans that would be
reviewed prior to construction,rate briefings to workers on invasive
species, inspections of materials and vehicles, cleaning equipment,not
feeding feral animals, and using guidance provided by NAVFAC MAR on
native plants in landscaping. Other interim actions already in place or
planned are 100% inspections on DoD shipments, education on invasive
species, supporting research on BTS, active trapping at installations,
proposed development of rapid response teams, implementation of best
management practices for vehicle inspection and cleaning, proposed
wash down facility inspections, a BTS-free area for cargo storage, and a
possible DoD BTS Working Group to develop and implement an action
plan eradicating BTS from DoD facilities. The FEIS has been updated to
incorporate these measures.
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A-013-002
Thank you for your comment. Potentially applicable legal mandates
regarding invasive species have been added to the EIS.
A-013-003
Thank you for your comment. The information on invasive species
mitigation has been updated in the FEIS. The MBP will not be finalized
until 2011. Completed risk assessments and protective measures will be
incorporated into the MBP. Specific biosecurity measures have been
added to the FEIS to supplement existing practices that address invasive
species. These include recommended BMPs and contract specifications,
including HACCP plans that would be reviewed prior to
construction,briefings to workers on invasive species, inspections of
materials and vehicles, and cleaning equipment. Other interim actions
already in place or planned are 100% inspections on DoD shipments,
education on invasive species, supporting research on BTS, active
trapping at installations, proposed development of rapid response teams,
best management practices for vehicle inspection and cleaning,
proposed wash down facility inspections, a BTS-free area for cargo
storage, and a possible DoD BTS Working Group to develop an action
plan eradicating BTS from DoD facilities. The FEIS has been updated to
incorporate these measures.
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A-013-004
Thank you for your comment. Additional discussion on potential impacts
of BTS has been added. Information pertaining to the MBP and
biosecurity issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10, Section
10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11, Section
11.2.2.6 for marine species. Volume 2 Chapter 14 (marine
transportation) has been updated to include projected cargo traffic
through the Port of Guam associated with both organic growth and the
military buildup.
A-013-005
Thank you for your comment. The Micronesia Biosecurity Plan (MBP)
working groups addressing various pathways are addressing concerns
contained in your comment. For instance, the USDA-APHIS is primarily
concerned with terrestrial vertebrates (e.g. rodents, brown treesnakes),
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Biological Resources Discipline (BRD)
staff are addressing freshwater aquatic invertebrates and vertebrates,
and the Smithsonian Environmental Research Center (SERC) working
group members are primarily focused on potentially invasive species in
marine pathways (e.g. ballast water and hull fouling). The FEIS has been
updated to further describe the MBP and monitoring its progress. The
FEIS has been updated to add a statement that the Navy is committed to
the DoD-related portion of the MBP. Additional information has been
added to the FEIS on avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for BTS.
Information pertaining to the MBP and biosecurity issues are discussed
in Volume 2, Chapter 10, Section 10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in
Volume 2, Chapter 11, Section 11.2.2.6 for marine species. Volume 2
Chapter 14 (marine transportation) has been updated to include
projected cargo traffic through the Port of Guam associated with both
organic growth and the military buildup.
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A-013-006
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to include
language that DoD will support meeting agricultural entry requirements
on a cooperative basis with USDA APHIS PPQ. The inspection
recommendations in the referenced MOU have been noted in the FEIS.
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A-013-007
Thank you for your comment. The text of Volume 1 has been updated.
A-013-008
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to include
only specific mitigation or conservation measures that would be
implemented. BTS control measures that will be in the Micronesia
Biosecurity Plan and that are being discussed with USFWS for the BO
have been included in the FEIS. The FEIS has also been updated to add
other specific biosecurity measures to supplement existing practices that
address invasive species. As part of the proposed action, the DoN has
funded and is a participating agency in the development of the
Micronesia Biosecurity Plan. Individual activities for various species will
continue, but the DoN and others agree it is more efficient to manage
pathways and prescribe corrective measures for a suite of species which
will be monitored at discrete control points through time. This approach
will be applied to transportation and handling of all the proposed action
related cargos (construction and training activities; military and
contractors), coming into and out of Guam and Tinian. However, the
Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is much greater and is applicable to all
agencies in Micronesia and will provide a platform for coordination and
integration of inter-agency invasive species management efforts such as
control, interdiction, eradication, and research. The purpose of the
Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is to address pathways and encourage a
more holistic approach to managing invasive species. The National
Invasive Species Council (NISC) will develop and coordinate risk
assessments and the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan in cooperation with
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal Plant Health Inspection Service
(USDA APHIS) Wildlife Services, USDA APHIS Plant and Protection and
Quarantine, USDA APHIS Veterinary Services; U.S. Geological Survey
Biological Resources Division; NAVFAC Pacific; Smithsonian
Environmental Research Center. The overall goal of biosecurity for the
proposed action is to avoid and minimize the potential impacts posed by
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non-native invasive species to the natural resources of Guam and
Tinian. Until the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan is developed, pathway
analysis may be used as a tool to improve programmatic efficiency.
Methods such as Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points or similar
will be used to conduct pathway analysis as applied to aspects of
interdiction for brown treesnake and other potential invasive species.
The approach for the Micronesia Biosecurity Plan will involve risk
assessments which will provide decision support and corrective actions
that integrate techniques involving exclusion, detection, eradication, and
control of non-native and invasive organisms that can be readily
developed into standard operating procedures, training instructions, and
applied best management practices related to supporting and completing
construction projects and infrastructure repairs. Many of these
techniques already exist. The risk assessments will identify and prioritize
hazards and risks for species, pathways, and vectors which could
include, but are not limited to, non-native species, construction
equipment, training materials, personal protective equipment, foot traffic,
vehicles and vessels, and shipping/packing material. The outcomes from
the risk assessments will be corrective measures, monitoring techniques,
and best management practices to avoid and minimize the introduction
of non-native invasive species to Guam, the CNMI, and other Pacific
Islands.
A-013-009
Thank you for your comment. The word "potential" conservation
measures is removed from the FEIS.
A-013-010
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to provide
specific commitment to the measures listed. Additional measures and
descriptions to reduce the spread of invasive species within Guam or
entering or leaving Guam has also been added.
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A-013-011
Thank you for your comment. Volume-specific measures are included
but the primary mitigation is referenced to Volume 2 to avoid replication.
A-013-012
Thank you for your comment. As part of the military buildup proposed for
Guam, a Micronesia Biosecurity Plan will be developed. The introductory
language to the SOPs should have indicated that some are already in
place and some would be implemented as a result of the proposed
action. Additional changes have been made to the BMP list. The FEIS
has been updated to reflect this.

A-013-013
Thank you for your comment. Table 2.1-1 that is referenced is meant to
contain the major plans, policies, and controls and status of compliance
and is not intended to be all-inclusive. BTS control is addressed in the
table. The specific law and quote you mention has been added to
Volume 2, Chapter 10. Much additional language has been added to the
FEIS concerning invasive species to explain procedures for compliance
with laws, regulations, and DoD policies. Information pertaining to the
MBP and biosecurity issues are discussed in Volume 2, Chapter 10,
Section 10.2.2.6 for terrestrial species, and in Volume 2, Chapter 11,
Section 11.2.2.6 for marine species.
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A-014-001
Thank you for your comment.
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A-014-002
Thank you for your comment. This level of information will be provided
during the permitting process.
A-014-003
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting on potential wetland areas and compensatory
mitigation. The project design would avoid wetlands to the maximum
extent practicable. DoD recognizes that additional information may be
required as part of the Clean Water Act permitting process.
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A-014-004
Thank you for your comment. This level of information will be provided
during the permitting process.
A-014-005
Thank you for your comment. The Navy looks forward to working with
USACE in identifying the additional information necessary to fulfill
Section 10/404 requirements.
A-014-006
Thank you for your comment.
The Navy will provide all required information (including a detailed
compensatory mitigation plan) to satisfy the requirements of Section
10/404 permit application. The Navy is contracting additional studies
associated with compensatory mitigation measures for the Guam
watersheds and Apra Harbor.
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A-014-007
Thank you for your comment.
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A-014-008
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The project would avoid wetlands.
A-014-009
Thank you for your comment. Section 2.5 of the EIS will by revised to
state that consultation with the USACE would be required with either
dredging method. The method of dredging would be determined from the
final design; however, the one minimizing impacts would be chosen if
practicable.
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A-014-010
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS includes information in
Volume 2 and Volume 7 of the estimated 0.2 acres of intertidal area that
would be filled should the proposed ramps be implemented. Additional
design level detail and delineation of jurisdiction wetlands would be done
during the permitting phase of the proposed projects.
A-014-011
Thank you for your comment. The differences between the
environmental effects of mechanical and hydraulic dredging are
discussed in Chapter 2, Volume 4 and Appendix D of the EIS.
Mechanical dredging involves use of a clamshell or fixed bucket that
excavates the dredge sediment from the harbor floor and then carries
the sediment in the full bucket through the water column before lifting the
bucket out of the water and placing the dredged sediment in a nearby
barge or scrow. During this movement, a small fraction of the collected
sediment will escape from the bucket and create suspended sediment in
the lower and higher levels of the water column. On the other hand, a
hydraulic dredge works solely on the harbor floor and any suspended
sediment will emanate only in the lower portion of water column. As a
result, the plume of suspended sediment is generally greater with use of
conventional clam shell bucket as compared with a hydraulic dredge.
However, use of hydraulic dredging is generally limited to soft bottom
sediment on relatively flat surfaces. Mechanical dredging, which has
historically been used in Apra Harbor, was chosen as the dredging
method for evaluating environmental impacts as it presents the most
adverse impact scenario.
A sediment plume is an inevitable effect of in-water construction
activities. The Navy proposes to minimize sedimentation by using best
management practices such as silt curtains and operational controls of
dredging equipment. Final mitigation measures for all dredging activities
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will be determined and agreed upon during the permit phase of the
projects.
A-014-012
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS reflects the discriminatory
USFWS/USEPA definition of wetlands.
A-014-013
Thank you for your comment.
A-014-014
Thank you for your comment. The reference will be provided to the
USACE for review and verification. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. DoD recognizes that the
additional data will provide useful planning-level information but that
detailed wetland delineations, along with jurisdictional determinations,
will be required as part of any permitting action.
A-014-015
Thank you for your comments. This section will be updated in the FEIS
to reflect these comments.
A-014-016
Thank you for your comment. The section on the construction of the
LCAC/AAV will be updated in the FEIS to reflect any fill placement in
nearshore waters.
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A-014-017
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. Section 4.2.8.2 includes a discussion of potential impacts
associated with the construction of the LCAC/AAV project. The Final EIS
contains a description of the investigation methods used. The
investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. Delineations consistent with
USACE 87' manual and subsequent jurisdictional determinations are not
required under NEPA. The project design would avoid wetlands.
A-014-018
Thank you for your comments. This section will be updated in the FEIS
to reflect the use of the term "confined" disposal site to avoid confusion.
The section will also include discussion on design features of the dredge
spoil containment facility that address dewatering effluent from both
mechanical and hydraulic dredging options.
A-014-019
Thank you for your comment. This section will be updated in the FEIS to
reflect this comment.
A-014-020
Thank you for your comment. Volume 4, Section 4 contains an analysis
of potential impacts from dredging activities in Inner Apra Harbor.
A-014-021
Thank you for your comment.
21. Text modified in the FEIS to refer to the CWA 404(b)(1) guidelines
as such, and to remove reference to these guidelines being
a Memorandum of Agreement.
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22. Text modified in the FEIS to reflect the Final Rule on Compensatory
Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332),
and removed reference to the MOU and USEPA. Removed the sentence
including the "Guidelines Determination of Significance".
A-014-022
Thank you for your comments.
23. The blue lines represent the species general area. The Sasa Bay
preserve boundary is not shown in this figure - the estimated ESA-listed
species and EFH MUS high concentration area is not the same
delineation as the preserve.
24. Text has been added to the FEIS.
25. The text has been modified.
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A-014-023
Thank you for your comment. Impacts to marine aquatic resources as a
result of the proposed LCAC construction has been added to the FEIS
as appropriate.
A-014-024
Thank you for your comment. DoD is aware of the LEDPA
requirements. The FEIS has been updated to include more information
on wetland impacts, LEPDA, etc. DoD is also aware that additional
wetlands information, under Section 404(1)(b), may be required as part
of any follow-on permitting action.
A-014-025
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas and potential compensatory mitigation measures. A detailed
wetland delineation, and corresponding jurisdictional determination, is
not required under NEPA. DoD feels that the Waters of the US
information contained in the Final EIS is more than adequate to allow the
DoD decision-maker to make and informed decision. DoD is well aware
that additional wetlands information may be required as part of any
follow-on permitting action.
The project design will avoid wetlands.
A-014-026
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS reflects the discriminatory
USFWS/USEPA definition of wetlands. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. The project design will avoid
wetlands. The reference will be provided to the USACE for review and
verification.
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A-014-027
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. The project design will avoid
wetlands. DoD is aware that additional wetlands data may be required
for follow-on permitting actions (if required).

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-014-028
Thank you for your comment. The reference used for Volume 3 Affected
Environment, CNMI MMT(2008) and NOAA CRED (Brainard 2008), used
these metrics. While some parameters are useful in characterizing a
reef, the parameters are not necessarily scalable and usable in HEA
modeling. The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and do
whatever is necessary to satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404
permit documentation.
A-014-029
Thank you for your comment.
Comment noted and revised accordingly for the FEIS.
A-014-030
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The project design will avoid wetlands. Information regarding
wetland NWP conditions for Tinian is noted.
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A-014-031
Thank you for your comment. DoD understands the need to coordinate
closely with USACE to ensure comprehensive sets of information are
submitted during the permitting process.
A-014-032
Thank you for your comment. Section 1.1.3.5 explains why Japan was
eliminated as a potential location. The aircraft carrier homeport in Japan
is within the desired response time range as specified by the
Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR); however, this pier is a dedicated
homeported nuclear powered aircraft carrier pier and there is no
additional capability to meet the needs of a transient nuclear powered
aircraft carrier. Guam is close enough to many of the likely contingency
areas in the region and potential threats to ensure rapid response,
comply with treaty obligations, and assure the deterrent presence that
U.S. forces bring to the region. Development of a transient port capability
in Guam, because of the proximity of Guam to the Western Pacific/Indian
Ocean area of responsibility (AOR), would enable multiple carrier strike
groups (CSGs) to maximize time in the Western Pacific/Indian Ocean
AOR. Transient port capability meets the defense and national security
policy initiatives of the QDR. Finally, because Guam is U.S. sovereign
territory, the combined requirements of freedom of action and force
protection can be met while meeting the required operational flexibility.
Because of this, Japan was not evaluated as an alternative under the
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA)
discussion in Chapter 4, Volume 4.
Chapter 1, Volume 4 describes the reasons why Kilo Wharf is not
considered a practicable alternative. Kilo Wharf is already near capacity
without considering the aircraft carrier visits. Kilo Wharf is the only wharf
in Apra Harbor that has approval for large quantities of munitions and a
waiver is required for ships carrying ammunition to berth in Inner Apra
Harbor. The evaluation of the capacity of Kilo Wharf is based upon the
wharf's use for loading and unloading ammunition carrying ships. The
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smaller load-outs of ammunition to combatant ships are already
accomplished at the berths in the inner harbor. No additional capacity
can be created at Kilo Wharf as the capacity is based upon use of Kilo
Wharf by ships not capable of performing their mission in the inner
harbor. These waivers are not readily granted because the large
quantities of explosives berthed at a wharf that is unauthorized for large
net explosive weights would represent an increased safety risk to nearby
populations. There are also other challenges associated with an aircraft
carrier berthing at Kilo Wharf that are manageable for the short duration
port visits, but would be untenable for longer transient berthing
requirements that include logistics, maintenance, and Morale Welfare
and Recreation (MWR) support. Dependents, vendors, commercial
delivery vehicles and non-DoD personnel are prohibited from entering
the explosive safety arcs around Kilo Wharf. There is limited space for
MWR activities at Kilo Wharf. For these reasons, expanding Kilo Wharf
or moving existing munitions operations to other wharves is not
practical. Therefore, Kilo Wharf was considered and dismissed and is
therefore not evaluated under the LEDPA discussion in Chapter 4,
Volume 4.
The selection criteria are described in Section 2.3. The LEDPA
discussion does not warrant a wider alternatives analysis because as the
information presented in Chapter 1 and 2 indicate, many alternatives
could not be carried forward because they are not operationally practical,
would result in security/force protection issues, or have logistics issues.
Other locations in Guam and/or the Pacific were also ruled out as
options for the reasons presented in Chapter 1 and 2, including not
meeting the overall purpose and need.
A-014-033
Thank you for your comment. For the assessment of the “least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative," consideration is given
to the cost/availability of the alternatives being considered. This is not
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the deciding factor but cost/availability is an element of “practicability.”
The cost/availability in this case of choosing a mechanical dredge over a
hydraulic dredge is a factor in the eventual type of dredge that would be
used. For purposes of the NEPA analysis and as noted in Chapter 2, 4
and 11 of Volume 9, the mechanical dredge impacts have been analyzed
as a conservative estimate (worst case) of the potential impacts from
dredging rather than a hydraulic dredge. There are a number of tradeoffs between the use of hydraulic or mechanical dredging equipment that
range from the type of marine sediment to be excavated and the choice
of upland or ocean disposal method. In either case, the use of best
management practices including the deployment of silt curtain, would
minimize adverse impacts from the suspended sediments caused by the
dredging action. The choice of dredging equipment and any restrictions
on use would be determined during the permit phase of the proposed
project.
A-014-034
Thank you for your comment.
Text has been revised for FEIS as this methodology was not used for
this determination.
A-014-035
Thank you for your comment. With regard to use of a hydraulic dredge,
Chapter 4 of Volume 4 notes that mechanical dredges have historically
been used in Guam. There are a number of trade-offs between the use
of hydraulic or mechanical dredging equipment that range from the type
of marine sediment to be excavated and the choice of upland or ocean
disposal method. In either case, the use of best management practices
including the deployment of silt curtains, would minimize adverse
impacts from the suspended sediments caused by the dredging action.
The choice of dredging equipment and any restrictions on use would be
determined during the permit phase of the proposed project. Since
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mechanical dredging is considered the maximum environmental adverse
impact, the EIS focuses on these impacts in case this method of
dredging is permitted and utilized for the proposed action; thus, there
would be sufficient NEPA coverage for this action.
The DoD is considering several options for disposal of dredged material,
including upland placement, ocean disposal, and beneficial uses such as
shoreline stabilization, fill for berms, and fill for the Port Authority of
Guam, as discussed in the EIS (Chapter 2, Volume 4). Using dredged
material for beneficial reuse projects would depend upon the suitability of
the material for these projects as well as whether the proposed action
timeline coincides with the need for material for a reuse project. Detailed
analysis cannot be done at this time because specific projects have not
yet been identified with certainty. While beneficial reuse is a priority for
the DoD, the final decision on dredged material management will be
made during the final design and permitting process. Detailed analysis of
the potential impacts from using dredged material for reuse projects will
be conducted during the permitting phase.
The statement noted refers only to navigational aids/lighting and no
physical widening from dredging in the entrance channel into Inner Apra
Harbor between Bravo and Limo Wharfs will take place. Minor
clarification in this “aid to navigation” section has been made to confirm
that the channel widening is made through the modifications to the aids
to navigation.
A-014-036
Thank you for your comment. Additional text has been added to the EIS
for clarification about the proposed fill placement. At this EIS stage,
wharf construction plans are still in the conceptual design phase and will
be finalized during the permitting process.
The FEIS has been modified so that the repeat paragraph is deleted.
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Impacts from the No Action Alternative are described in each of the
resource chapters in Volume 4 as well as the other Volumes that contain
an analysis of the proposed action.
A-014-037
Thank you for your comment.
51. Navy concurs.
52. The Final EIS has been updated to be consistent with the CEQ
definition.
A-014-038
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The project design will avoid wetlands. We believe that
freshwater aquatic natural resources can be adequately covered under
the terrestrial biological resources section.
A-014-039
Thank you for your comment. The table has been updated to include
direct impacts from dredging to waters of the U.S. The FEIS reflects
changes to the noted typos and clarification about the USACE.
Only practicable alternatives to the proposed project need be considered
in determining the LEDPA. An alternative is practicable where "it is
available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost,
existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes." As
described in Chapter 2, Volume 4, several alternatives for wharf location,
wharf alignment, channel alignment, and turning basin were considered
based on selection criteria including security/force protection; operations;
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and logistics and minimizing impacts to the environment to the extent
practicable. As Chapter 2 explains, the DoD undertook several
measures to avoid environmental impacts, including choosing a channel
alignment that avoided dredging of coral shoals, reducing the aircraft
carrier turning basin radius, and choosing a parallel to shore wharf
alignment with a reduced clearance for the aircraft carrier. After careful
consideration of the alternatives based on the selection criteria, it was
determined that Polaris Point and the the Former SRF were the only two
locations that met the criteria. This is also explained in Chapter 2 of
Volume 4. Chapter 4, Volume 4 highlights the differences between
these two alternatives in the LEDPA discussion. These alternatives may
appear similar but they are different, as explained in Chapter 4. The
LEDPA discussion does not warrant a wider alternatives analysis
because as the information presented in Chapter 1 and 2 indicate, many
alternatives (including Kilo Wharf) could not be carried forward because
they are not operationally practical, would result in security/force
protection issues, or have logistics issues. Other locations in Guam
and/or the Pacific were also ruled out as options for the reasons
presented in Chapter 1 and 2, including not meeting the overall purpose
and need.
Additional text has been added to the EIS in Chapter 2 expanding the
discussion of alternatives considered and dismissed.
A-014-040
Thank you for your comment. The DoD is considering several options for
disposal of dredged material, including upland placement, ocean
disposal, and beneficial uses such as shoreline stabilization, fill for
berms, and fill for the Port Authority of Guam, as discussed in the EIS
(Chapter 2, Volume 4). Using dredged material for beneficial reuse
projects would depend upon the suitability of the material for these
projects as well as whether the proposed action timeline coincides with
the need for material for a reuse project. Detailed analysis cannot be
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done at this time because specific projects have not yet been identified
with certainty. While beneficial reuse is a priority for the DoD, the final
decision on dredged material management will be made during the final
design and permitting process. Detailed analysis of the potential impacts
from using dredged material for reuse projects will be conducted during
the permitting phase.
The EIS has been revised to include additional clarification on the fill
requirements.
A-014-041
Thank you for your comment. Section revised per your comments.
Information regarding corals is in Chapter 11, Marine Biological
Resources. The Final EIS reflects a revised discussion regarding the
temporal aspects of dredge-related impacts.
A-014-042
Thank you for your comments. The Final EIS has been revised to reflect
your comments. In addition, information regarding potential impacts to
coral is expanded on in Chapter 11, Marine Biological Resources.
A-014-043
Thank you for your comment. The text is referring to the discharge of
dredged or fill material associated with the dredging or construction of
the berth areas and wharf structure. While other actions addressed in
other volumes of the EIS may include analysis of potential impacts to
private or municipal water supplies, the dredging and wharf
construction would have no effect on these supplies.
Subpart H text presents the actions taken to minimize adverse impacts
while Subparts B, C, D, E, and F discuss extensively the impacts
associated with the proposed action. The intent was to account for
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actions taken to minimize the impacts to the specified elements of
Subpart H rather than to duplicate impact discussion for the reader.
Regarding Section 230.77, “Other Actions," text has been added
referring the reader to Volume 7, Sections 7.2 and 7.3 for a discussion of
compensatory mitigation proposals included in this EIS.
The phrase “more practicable” has been deleted and “preferred” has
been added. Clarification to practicability comment noted. The text in the
LEDPA discussion has been revised to show that operational
differences, traffic differences, aesthetics, and utility improvement costs,
among others, are factors related to selection of the NEPA preferred
alternative. The LEDPA discussion and alternatives comparison now
focuses on the environmental differences only.
Regarding wharf placement, the wharf design for both alternatives is the
same and is shown in Figure 2.5-5.
Regarding the comment about General Guidelines Analysis, it is
understood that the comments are not comprehensive and focus on key
considerations.

A-014-044
Thank you for your comment.
A-014-045
Thank you for your comment.
72. Text corrected for FEIS.
73. As stated by the Department of the Army (17 Feb 2010 response to
DEIS): “the employed survey methodology to assess coral reef
resources within the proposed CVN wharf and dredge project area has
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been an extremely contentious subject. Functional assessment
methodologies are an evolving science and the adequacies of existing
methodologies are heavily debated in the scientific community. A
standard functional assessment technique that accurately characterized
and quantifies losses and gains of coral reef aquatic resource functions,
as would ideally be utilized for the proposed action for Section 10/404
compensatory mitigation purposes, is not currently available.
Considering that our office will ultimately be responsible for determining
compliance with federal regulations requiring an appropriate and
practicable functional assessment, we have engaged our Engineer
Research and Development center (ERDC) to provided an independent
technical review of the adequacy of the employed methodology to date
and recommendations for improvements, if necessary. Preliminarily,
ERDC has determined that while the methodology is scientifically valid
and statistically defensible, a more intensive level of data collection may
be necessary to adequately measure habitat function for compensatory
mitigation purposes. We expect a more specific and detailed accounting
of their review in the coming weeks.”
The Navy acknowledges that the issue of coral habitat assessment and
mitigation for this project is contentious and evolving. If necessary, Navy
will collect additional data and provide supplemental information though
supplemental NEPA and/or the USACE permitting process. The Navy
will continue to work with the USACE and EPA/GEPA and do whatever
is necessary to satisfy the requirements of the Section 10/404 and
Section 401 of the CWA.
74. See No. 73.
A-014-046
Thank you for your comments.
Model computed TSS levels (using current data and sediment grain size)
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compared well with the Alpha-Bravo Wharves project measurements
outside the silt curtain. Further explanation on applicability and SEI
(2009) methodology was provided in the DEIS, Volume 9, Appendix E,
Section E.
See SEI (2009). Distance was planar. Sedimentation was considered at
depths and represents the 25% initial indirect significant impacts for
accumulation of “thick” (6 mm) sedimentation for the duration of dredging
activities occurring within 40 ft. from the dredge limit (pp. 11-54).
Text for FEIS has been revised to add references.
A-014-047
Thank you for your comment.
76. This statement identified has been moved to the first paragraph on
pp. 11-56 for the FEIS.
77. The 200 m lateral “buffer area” was a distance that was suggested
by USFWS and agreed upon by the Navy to conservatively define the
extent of a study area that could encompass any potential indirect
effects. This was the area identified as the affected environment, before
the 12 m sediment deposition contour was established through modeling
cumulative impacts. The 200 m area was 3-D evaluated. The 60 foot
depth was established because that was the limits of the satellite
imagery. The 25% estimate is consistent with the expectation that
cumulative sedimentation caused by dredging is expected to be low (less
than approximately one centimeter in affected areas), and the relatively
lower sensitivity of dominant coral in affected area (Porites rus and
Porites cylindrica) to such levels of sedimentation.
78. If dredged material, after testing, is suitable for ocean disposal
transport of the tug and scow would need to be evaluated. Likewise, if
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upland disposal is required, the land use section evaluated those
impacts.
79. The Navy will continue to work with the USACE to provide an
accurate assessment of the potential impacts, satisfying the
requirements of Section 10/404 and Section 401 permit documentation.
A-014-048
Thank you for your comment.
First set of comments:
1. Volume 9, Appendix E, Section F of the EIS contains the HEA and
provides a discussion of the CIH as requested;
2. See No. 1
3. The Navy will continue to work with the USACE and do whatever is
necessary to satisfy the requirements of Section 10/404 permit
documentation.
Second comment:
Text and references supporting 5-year recovery period can be found in
the HEA and has been provided in the FEIS text.
A-014-049
Thank you for your comment. The CVN berth would be used
approximately 63 days per year but the wharf would be available for
other ships as needed. Port Operations has the flexibility to schedule
and manage operations which would accommodate what appears to be
an excess loading for Kilo Wharf.
As noted in Table 4.3-1 and the paragraph following the table, Polaris
Point was selected as the least environmentally damaging practicable
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alternative (LEDPA) for several reasons, one of which is that there would
be less indirect impacts to sensitive areas such as Big Blue Reef. Other
reasons are that there would be less high quality coral removal by
percentage and fewer impacts to threatened and endangered species.
The reality is that impacts of both alternatives are similar (both direct and
indirect) but that Navy has determined Polaris is better than the SRF site
when you consider all environmental factors.
A-014-050
Thank you for your comment. The Port Authority of Guam's (PAG)
harbor improvement projects are listed in the cumulative impact
section. The PAG deep draft harbor project that was to generate most of
the dredged material for the upland placement is no longer a reasonably
foreseeable project and was removed from the cumulative project list.
A-014-051
Thank you for your comment.
85. Without a direct quote from the publication the commentor is
referencing it is difficult to respond to the assertions being made. The
USACE notes one of the publications (Viehman et.al., 2009) that the
Navy identifies the appropriateness of the data parameters collected for
the coral impact assessment conducted for this DEIS. Please see a
direct quote (page 3, section 2.1) from the referenced recent NOAA
publication that describes why data parameters were selected.
"For coral reef grounding injuries in the U.S., NRDAs have traditionally
used a two-dimensional measurement of all biological coral tissue cover
measured as either area or percent cover [17]. The conceptual basis is
that an increase in total coral cover requires successful recruitment and
growth, and will promote reef structural complexity and ecosystem
richness [17]. The advantage of a coral cover metric in the NRDA
process is that the service flow is intuitive; the amount of total coral cover
injured requires that a similar amount of coral cover be restored. Field
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measurements of benthic cover for the initial injury assessment and
recovery monitoring can be relatively straightforward [49,50] (although
less so for branching corals). In addition, coral cover has been a
common parameter in reef monitoring publications for the past several
decades, so landscape-scale historical data may exist for a particular
reef. From an economic perspective, a coral cover metric is a
transparent application of the HEA equation: the amount of coral cover
inside the injury is expressed as a percentage of coral cover in a
reference area (selected to represent the baseline condition of theinjured
area), and this proportion is projected over a time to estimate coral cover
recovery. With a single coral cover metric that treats all coral species
equally, no weighting factors are required within the HEA to equate for
different levels of service contributions by different coral species. A coral
cover metric is easily translatable to compensatory restoration projects
such as transplantation, coral nurseries, and recruitment seeding that
are designed to increase coral cover."
The Navy acknowleges that while there may be additional data
parameters that may in the future add to a more complete picture in
quantifying impacts to coral, those parameters have not been identified
as reliable standards for inputs into the NOAA prefered loss/mitigation
model (Habitat Equivalency Analysis). The Navy selection of percent
coral cover combined with community scale rugosity is appropriate for
this community type given the relative homogenious composition of the
coral coral community found within the proposed dredge area.
Furthermore, the Navy's selection of these parameters are in line with
other USACE approved coral impact assessments completed for a
significant number of dredging projects nation-wide.
86. Viehman et.al., 2009 (page 3, section 2.1) describes the challenges
associated with identifying what components comprise ecological
function of coral reefs. The Navy in its pursuit for capturing the
appropriate components that comprise coral reef ecological function
solicited nine internationally reknowned coral reef scientists and posed
the specific question the commentor has asked the Navy to define. The
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fundamental problem associated with answering this question is that the
system being impacted is an open system comprised of thousands of
factors that contribute to a successful, healthy system. The thousands of
parameters used to quantify the level of impact must be combined into
larger components that can be used to drive a HEA and must be
measurable to an extent that success criteria can be established for
potential mitigation. Percent coral cover has been historically used as a
proxy to consolidate those thousands of ecological parameters.
A-014-052
Thank you for your comment.
Indirect impacts are expected to be temporary, and affected areas are
expected to recover to baseline condition within five years, which the
Navy believes to be a conservative assumption in light of the expected
low level of initial impact and relevant literature (e.g., Brown et al.’s
(1990) study of dredging impacts on intertidal coral reefs at Ko Phuket,
Thailand, which suggests a one to two year recovery period is
reasonable for impacts of this type). The HEA report and supporting
studies in Section D in Volume 9 of the EIS provides a more in depth
literature review. The matter of recovery is complex. The Navy continues
to view 5 years as an overestimate of the recovery time.
As a note, The HEA model assumes the areas directly impacted by
dredging to be permanently injured, and therefore experience a 100%
loss in ecological services in perpetuity (i.e., no recovery). Any recovery
would be lost during future maintenance dredging.
A-014-053
The HEA in Volume 9 has been revised.
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A-014-054
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. DoD will not seek USACE
confirmation of the absence of wetland impacts for projects. It is
incumbent upon the Federal agency taking the action to ensure that
accurate wetlands information is used in planning level
analysis/decisions. DoD feels strongly that wetlands and other WUS
information contained in the FEIS is more than adequate to
assess potential impacts and make an informed decision. DoD is also
aware that additional wetlands data may be required for follow-on
permitting actions.
A-014-055
Thank you for your comment. The proposed actions are complex and
have many components. In order to characterize the affected
environment and potential impacts, sufficient detail needed to be
included in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS was broken down by Volumes
for each major action, and the Executive Summary provides an overview
of the proposed actions to facilitate readability. The Draft EIS was
developed with the intent to balance readability with sufficient technical
information. Components of the proposed action ready for decision
making will be identified in the Record of Decision.
A-014-056
Thank you for your comment. Additional information has been included
in Volume 6 of the Final EIS. In addition, detailed information would be
included in the permit applications for roadway projects that would
impact waters of the United States should the proposed military
relocation program be implemented.
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A-014-057
Thank you for your comment. The format of the Final EIS has been
updated to present a clear summary of impacts to aquatic resources,
consistent across Chapters and Volumes, and is overall consistent with
the DON's approach to analysis and formatting for EISs.
A-014-058
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS includes information as
addressed in your comments regarding impacts of utilities and other
construction projects associated with implementation of the proposed
military relocations. Proposed mitigagtion measures are listed
throughout the document and are summarized in listings provided in
Volume 7.
A-014-059
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
areas. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. The project design will avoid
wetlands.
As discussed in previous responses, DoD is confident that the wetlands
data contained in the FEIS is more than adequate to allow for an
informed decision under NEPA. However, DoD recognizes that
additional wetlands (or other WUS) information may be required to
support any follow-on permitting actions.
A-014-060
Thank you for your comment. This information will be used in the
development of a permitting strategy.
A-014-061
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
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information reflecting additional investigations of potential wetland areas
and jurisdictional waters of the U.S. The Final EIS contains a revised
impact analysis and discussion of potential mitigation measures to reflect
the investigation results.
A-014-062
Thank you for your comment. On-base traffic studies have been
completed and are incorporated into the FEIS. Engineering design and
hydraulic modeling for off-base roadways have not been completed, nor
do they need to be completed for a NEPA analysis. Their effects to
aquatic ecosystems were evaluated based on preliminary design and the
best available information to date. As design progresses, best
management practices and mitigation measures are incorporated into
the design process as dictated by the current applicable
regulatory/permitting requirements.
The DoD is taking the lead for compliance with issues related to the ESA
for the entire proposed action because the impacts from roadway
projects to the resources within the purview of the ESA are very limited
and mostly involves the removal of habitat (from the Guam National
Wildlife Refuge Overlay) at Andersen AFB and NCTS Finegayan for road
widening projects. With regards to the Clean Water Act, the DoD and
the FHWA have split compliance responsibilities on the basis of what is
germane to each agency's mission. FHWA will take responsibility for
transportation related projects such as roads and bridges and the DoD
will take responsibility for actions related to the construction and
operation of a new military installation, and related actions for a CVN pier
and the Army initiative.
A-014-063
Thank you for your comments.
99. The utility requirements were considered for both direct and indirect
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impacts. Total utility demands provided in Volume 6 Chapters 2 and 3
include impacts from construction workers, induced civilian growth, and
normally expected civilian growth. Please see Table 2.1-2 for power,
section 2.2.2.1 and 2.2.2.2 for "On-Base Water Demand" and "Off-Base
Water Demand", section 2.3.3 "Projected Wastewater Flows" (includes
on and off base demand for NDWWTP), and Table 2.4-1 "Projected
Solid Waste Estimates (tons)" including both on and off base demand
estimates. The DEIS looks at how DoD would facilitate providing for the
direct impacts from the proposed buildup, but also looks at what the
overall demand/supply situation would be including all indirect impacts
and how those might be provided. The final EIS has been reviewed and
any confusing statements clarified, plus the discussion of off-base
impacts and potential solutions to utilities has been expanded.
100. Interim and basic utility alternatives are described at the project
specific level as needed for NEPA review. At this stage, these projects
do not have a detailed design, but rather a detailed description of what is
proposed that is adequate to assess the impacts of such actions on their
affected environment. For power, specific location of facilities (both
generating and transmission/distribution (T&D)) and their upgrade
requirements are provided in sections 2.1.4, including Table 2.1-4 of
detailed T&D upgrade requirements and map of Figure 2.1-2 showing
locations of those T&D upgrades. Similar information is provided for the
other utilities as required. Between the draft and final EIS, additional
detailed information on the required refurbishment of the North District
Wastewater Treatment Plant has become available and has been
included in the final EIS. Similar information for the reconditioning of
existing GPA generating facilities is being gathered but was not available
in time for the final EIS. These approaches were studied in four utility
studies which have been updated and referenced in the final EIS.
101. The final EIS has expanded the discussions on how private entities
(a revised name) likely would contractually relate to the Guam utilities
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and DoD.
102. As mentioned above, most of the utility study reports have been
updated for the final EIS. The final EIS has been edited to reference
these reports and the reports are contained in Volume 9 Appendices.

A-014-064
Thank you for your comment. The EIS describes a series of loads that
include DoD, construction workforce, induced growth and growth of the
current Guam population. The power supply growth is based on
reconditioning existing capacity to provide reliable peaking and backup
generation as well as long term generation planning to expand/replace
existing generation with more reliable, lower emission and more efficient
generation. The interim alternatives describe how the baseload energy
generation will be met with existing power plants, and peaking facilities
(Combustion Turbines) will be reconditioned to provide intermittent
power when needed and improve the overall reailbility of the island-wide
power system. The expectation is that short term and interim power
capcaity will be available by 2012/2013 with long term capacity available
2015.
The FEIS has been revised to clarify the above description and to reduce
any confusion with load increases and plans to meet requirements with
current power generation planning.
The Navy expects to meet the CVN power demands in one of the
following ways:
1. Guam Power Authority would have the first option to provide power
to the CVN as they are in the business of selling energy and expect to
have the capacity to support the CVN based on current planning in 2015.
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If they do not have the available capacity due to unforeseen conditions
the Navy will implement one of the other options.
2. The Navy has generation capacity at the Orote power facility and
would use available capacity to support Navy loads as the generation
capacity is available.
3. The Navy also has the option of leaving the CVN on shop power and
not providing hotel power support while in port.
The CVN load and power requirements are included as part of the DoD
buildup in Guam.
A-014-065
Thank you for your comment. The Guam Power Generation Study
Report considered alternative energy options for Guam and included
capital, O&M, fuel, and related costs for each laternative as well as the
current maturity in each technology. The FEIS will include this
information to better present alternative energy costs versus current
energy costs in Guam.
A-014-066
Thank you for your comment.
106) Water demand is estimate for personnel housed on land within the
base assuming a per capita demand. The transient population was not
included in that estimate. Instead, potable water for the 7,222 transients
housed on the CVN is met by 0.14 MGd shore services supplied to the
ship through the Navy Island Wide water system. The text will be
clarified.
107) The GWA unaccounted for water (UFW) estimate of 50 percent was
taken from the GWA’s Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP, 2007).
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Navy water system UFW were taken from the 2005 UTS. Measured
UFW values were included in the current water demand. The measured
values are generally greater than 15 percent. It is assumed that UFW for
expansions to the DoD water system will lose at most 15 percent. The
Marine Corps base will be the primary site requiring higher water
demand as a result of the relocation. It is assumed that the water
sources will be from DoD water supply. Therefore, the ongoing leak
detection and repair being performed by GWA will not result in water
supply that is available to the Marine Corps base, except in an
emergency. Excess supply resulting from improvements to the DoD
water systems is potentially useful to the Marine Corps base, but
because improvements will be made over a significant timeframe, water
would be transported over long distances, and even complete reduction
in water loss from the Navy water system will not result in sufficient
supply to meet the projected DoD demands (assuming UFC), installation
of production wells is needed.
108) Up to 2,000 transients will be housed on the Marine Corps base for
training activities. These are in addition to the up to 7,222 transients
housed on board ship in Apra Harbor.
109, 110, 111) A more detailed analysis of alternatives eliminated from
further consideration is provided below.
Option 4 – Sediment Dredging at the Navy Reservoir
The Navy Reservoir, located in the southern portion of Guam, is a
primary source of potable water for the island and was created through
impoundment of the Fena River valley by a dam. The Navy Reservoir
Dam, constructed by the Navy and completed in 1951, is a zoned earth
and rockfill embankment with a maximum height of 85 ft above original
grade. The entire watershed impounded by the dam covers an area of
5.88 mi2 of moderately to steeply sloped lands, and soil within the
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watershed is predominantly clay of volcanic origin. The slopes and soil
type both contribute to rapid runoff rates and significant erosion,
particularly in areas where the native vegetation has been removed.
Eroded soil is ultimately transported to the reservoir itself by the runoff,
and contributes to ongoing reduction of reservoir capacity due to
sedimentation.
Description
Relevant studies investigating the reservoir in depth include “Utility
Technical Study of the Potable Water Systems, PWC Guam”
(Engineering Concepts, Inc. 2005) and “Maintenance Dredging Study”
(Engineering Management & Planning Services Corporation [EMPSCO]
2006). The information presented for this option is primarily based on
these two studies.
The utility technical study evaluated the water supply system for Guam’s
naval installations as a whole, and included investigations of the
condition and capacity of all potable water sources, and treatment and
distribution systems for naval facilities. As such, it was not focused solely
on the Navy Reservoir, and did not include a specific investigation of the
reservoir itself. Instead, it relied on surveys conducted by others to
evaluate conditions in the reservoir.
The maintenance dredging study was focused solely on the Navy
Reservoir and included reviews of prior surveys of the reservoir, as well
as a new bathymetric survey conducted in 2005 for the study.
Specifically, the maintenance dredging study references the preconstruction survey conducted 1949, as well as other surveys conducted
in 1973, 1979, and 1990. For the new survey conducted specifically for
the maintenance dredging study, the survey area was limited to a 60acre area near the dam.
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The controlling hydraulic structures that establish the maximum water
elevation and minimum usable water elevations in the reservoir are the
spillway and outlet structures. The spillway, which establishes the
maximum water elevation in the reservoir, is a curved 179-ft long flatcrested sill at an elevation of 111.35 ft above mean lower low water
(MLLW). The outlet, which establishes the lowest elevation of usable
storage, consists of an intake structure at an elevation of 66.02 ft MLLW
(Engineering Concepts 2005).
At full stage (i.e., a water elevation in the reservoir of 111.35 ft MLLW),
the reservoir covers an area of 197 acres (roughly 0.31 mi2) and
impounds approximately 7,180 ac-ft of water, according to bathymetry
collected in 1990. Approximately 6,400 ac-ft of the total impoundment is
usable capacity (i.e., water stored above the outlet structure). However,
both the total impoundment and usable capacity are constantly being
reduced due to sedimentation within the reservoir, and the current
storage capacities are not explicitly known.
Analysis of Available Bathymetric Data
In its summary of prior surveys, the maintenance dredging study notes
that the anticipated total impoundment of the reservoir, based on the
1949 pre-construction survey, was 8,300 ac-ft. No estimate of the usable
capacity of the reservoir was presented. The 1973 survey reported a
total capacity of 7,500 ac-ft, with no estimate of the usable storage
presented. The 1979 survey purportedly shows a total capacity of 7,860
ac-ft. No usable capacity estimate from the 1979 survey is identified, and
the maintenance dredging study indicates that unrevised stage-capacity
curves from the 1949 and 1973 surveys are presented in the report for
the 1979 survey. The 1990 survey is reported to show a total capacity of
about 7,180 ac-ft, of which 6,400 ac-ft is usable capacity. The storage
capacity identified in the 1973 survey appears anomalous when
compared to the 1979 and 1990 survey results. According to the
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maintenance dredging study, the 1973 survey used updated aerial
photography and 500 depth soundings to determine bathymetry.
Considering that this represents a sounding density on the order of 2.5
soundings per acre of water surface, the accuracy of this survey is
questionable; consequently, this survey is excluded from further use in
this analysis.
The 2005 survey did not cover the entire reservoir, and focuses only a
60-acre area immediately near the dam itself; as such, direct
comparisons of this survey to the prior surveys to establish rates of
sedimentation are not possible. Calculations comparing the 1949 and
2005 surveys indicate that approximately 800 ac-ft of sedimentation has
occurred since 1949 within the 60-acre area of the 2005 survey. The
estimated loss of total capacity in the reservoir between 1949 and 1990
is 1,120 ac-ft. If the rate of sedimentation is assumed to be linear, the
total loss of reservoir capacity would be in excess of 1,300 ac-ft as of
2005.
Dredging Options
The maintenance dredging study presented two distinct options for
restoration of storage volume through dredging. “Level 1” dredging would
restore the Navy Reservoir bathymetry to that identified in the 1949 preconstruction survey, and would require approximately 1.29 million cubic
yards (MCY), or 800 ac-ft, of dredging. “Level 2” dredging would remove
sediments that have accumulated since 1949 above an elevation 1 ft
below the elevation of the outlet structure (66 ft MLLW; thus, sediments
accumulated above 65 ft MLLW would be removed). This option entails
dredging 0.29 MCY (180 ac-ft) of sediment.
Costs
Generally, costs for a dredging project are divided into a
mobilization/demobilization fee and the dredging cost. For the Navy
Reservoir dredging project, the maintenance dredging study estimated a
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unit dredging cost of $24/cubic yard (CY), and a handling and disposal
cost of $6/CY, for a total dredging unit cost of $30/CY. As this price is
reflective primarily of labor, fuel and equipment costs for workers and
material actually onsite during the actual dredging work only, the location
of the work in Guam is not likely to materially alter the unit price of the
dredging work itself. Dredging costs are therefore estimated at
$38,580,000 for Level 1 dredging, and $8,733,600 for Level 2 dredging.
The mobilization/demobilization cost, however, will reflect the difficulties
of working in a relatively remote location in the form of a higher base
cost. The maintenance dredging study estimated the mobilization and
demobilization cost as $500,000. In light of the potential difficulties likely
to be encountered in contracting for a dredge, which may increase the
distance across which a dredge must be mobilized by at least a factor of
2 (as the study assumed a dredge mobilized from within 2,000 miles),
this estimate is similarly scaled by a factor of 2, to a total of $1,000,000,
for the life-cycle costs. Furthermore, while a mobilization for Level 1
dredging would likely entail the movement of a larger dredge to Guam
than Level 2 (based on the significant difference in targeted dredge
volume), it is assumed that mobilization and demobilization costs would
essentially be equal, as the bulk of the cost is expected to be associated
with the large distance across the equipment is being mobilized, and in
the disassembly and reconstruction of the plant in Guam for overland
transportation. Consequently, Level 2 dredging would be negatively
impacted by elevated mobilization costs.
Based on the costing rationale described above, and assuming the
remaining “incidental” items estimated in the maintenance dredging
study have not changed appreciably since 2005, the total the Level 1
dredging project would remove approximately 1.29 MCY of material from
Navy Reservoir at a cost of $40,580,000, while the Level 2 project would
remove approximately 0.29 MCY at a cost of $10,733,600. Assuming a
constant rate of sedimentation of 27.3 ac-ft per year (44,100 cy/year)
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based on the comparison of the 1990 and 1949 surveys, the life cycles
of the Level 1 and 2 projects are approximately 29 and 6.5 years,
respectively.
The increased water supply from implementation of Option 4 would
serve DoD demands in south Guam. Provided water is supplied from the
Northern Aquifer near the Finegayan Base Complex, water supply from
implementation of this option would not support the USMC relocation,
but would provide additional supply in the south that could be
transported to north Guam if necessary.
Viability
Potential benefits of the proposed dredging alternatives are several.
First, the proposed work is relatively simple in its execution, and does
not present a great demand for skilled labor trades that may be difficult
to procure from the limited labor pool on Guam. Secondly, the dredging
alternatives do not result in the creation of new capital structures which
must be operated and maintained on an indefinite basis. The dredging
alternatives also maintain the existing hydrology of the reservoir system,
and do not require inundation of additional land. Finally, these
alternatives do not require changes to the existing water distribution
network, in that the existing discharge and bypass points are maintained
in place.
Potential obstacles and drawbacks exist, as well. In particular, the
potential difficulties in mobilizing a dredge to project site due to its
remote location and the large mobilization distances to dredges will
cause uncertainty in actual project costs. In addition, there are significant
logistics difficulties in managing dredged material on Guam, as noted in
the maintenance dredging study (EMPSCO 2006). While that study
assumed equal dredged material management unit costs for both
dredging alternatives, the lack of sufficient land area may complicate
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implementation of the Level 1 alternative. Dredging in the 60-acre area
near the dam also does not address upland causes of decreasing
reservoir capacity. Without implementation of a comprehensive
watershed management plan, the rate of sedimentation will continue
unabated, and may increase as climatic conditions and land
development increase runoff, and therefore erosion.
Although Option 4 is a viable alternative, it cannot be sustained as a
stand-alone alternative for USMC relocation. Water supplied by this
option would require transportation to the north to supply the primary
USMC relocation water demands, but would provide additional supply for
the DoD facilities in southern Guam. It is recommended that this
alternative be retained as a means of increasing the DoD water supply.
Option 5 - Expand Naval Reservoir Storage Capacity by Raising Dam
Crest
Description
Option 5 involves raising the dam crest of the Navy Reservoir to increase
capacity. Structural requirements for dam improvements will need to be
assessed, designed and implemented building on the Surface Water
Development Study (Barrett, 1994) and subsequent investigations by the
Navy.
Additional Yield
Based on a review of topographic maps depicting the immediate vicinity
of the Navy Reservoir, the topography is such that raising the elevation
of the dam crest by 20 ft would not significantly change the surface area
of the reservoir, which is currently 197 acres at full stage. Consequently,
for the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that a 20-ft increase in the
dam crest would yield a 3,940 ac-ft, or 55 percent, increase in total
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reservoir capacity. The assumption that increases in surface area with
rising elevation are negligible is a conservative assumption from the
standpoints of estimating both safe yield (as the total impounded volume
is somewhat underestimated) and capital cost per unit of water delivered
(as the cost is assessed against a lower capacity, and is thus an
overestimate).
The entire increase in volume would be usable storage, and would
represent roughly a 62 percent increase in usable storage over the last
known usable storage volume estimate of 6,400 ac-ft (based on the
stage-capacity curves determined from the 1990 survey). Assuming that
the watershed generates sufficient runoff to ensure reliability of this
supply, the safe yield of the reservoir would therefore increase from 11.4
to 15.4 MGD (Barrett 1994), an increase of 4.0 MGD, or 35 percent. This
option requires further study to determine whether the safe yield is
sustainable in dryer weather.
Conceptual Design for Capturing Water
Preliminary designs for raising the dam called for a rather conventional
technique involving placement of additional fill on both the upstream and
downstream faces of the dam, thereby raising the crest. A significant
drawback of this conventional approach, however, is the volume of fill
material required. Further investigation of the existing dam’s stability
found that impounding additional water using a reinforced soil system
cap along the existing dam crest would be feasible (Barrett 1994).
The reinforced soil system consists of modular concrete facing panels
retaining a compacted earth fill reinforced with metal strips or geogrids.
Effectively, this alternative builds an extension of the dam crest in the
form of a wall. The proposed construction is similar to that often used to
create retained fills or reinforced embankments on highway and land
development projects, and is often generically referred to as “reinforced
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earth.” Although this alternative requires the construction of a significant
quantity of new structural elements, the volume of fill required is
substantially reduced, resulting in significant reductions in cost and
length of construction. The actual feasibility of this alternative, however,
is dependent upon additional geotechnical and structural analyses of the
dam.
Costs
Construction Cost
Based on the estimate provided in Barrett (1994), the present worth
construction cost for the reinforced earth alternative is estimated at
$4,300,000, not including costs for expansion and improvement of the
existing water treatment facility and distribution system. Also not
included in this estimate are any operation and maintenance costs that
would be associated with this alternative. While operations costs, as
such, could be minimal, maintenance costs will be determined by the
extent of the maintenance program, which has yet to be developed. In
particular, they will be driven by the labor and material costs to perform
routine inspections, as well as “typical” non-capital type repairs. These
ongoing costs have not yet been established. Further analysis is
necessary to validate the assessment and costing provided in Barrett
(1994).
The increased water supply from implementation of Option 5 would
serve DoD demands in south Guam, provided water is supplied from the
Northern Aquifer near the Finegayan Base Complex.
Viability
The primary benefit of this alternative is that it provides a significant
increase in usable storage capacity at a relatively low cost, especially as
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compared to other in-reservoir options (i.e., dredging). Provided that the
existing watershed generates sufficient runoff to reliably supply an
expanded Navy Reservoir (an assumption which must be confirmed by a
detailed hydrologic analysis), this option provides increased storage and
daily use capacity without altering other waterways in ways that may
affect downstream ecosystems. This option can also be implemented
entirely on lands currently owned by the military, and would therefore not
require acquisition of privately-owned lands or displacement of existing
residential or commercial land uses.
There are potential drawbacks to the expanded reservoir option, as well.
As noted in Barrett (1994), fringe wetlands around the perimeter of the
reservoir would be inundated as a result of raising the dam crest, and
would be considered as a “fill” by the US Army Corps of Engineers. As a
result of the inundation of fringe wetlands, this option would also disturb
nesting areas for the moorhen, an endangered species. The swiftlet, fruit
bat, giant fern, and starling are other endangered species known or
suspected to exist within the project area (Barrett 1994), though it is not
clear how or if implementation of this option would affect these species.
Further review and analysis is necessary to determine the
implementability of this option, e.g., whether this option is reasonable
and safe; whether the reservoir can be used while construction is
ongoing; and what modifications to the spillway might be necessary.
This alternative has the advantages of improving the DoD water supply
by increasing its storage capacity in the Navy Reservoir. However, the
disadvantages and uncertainties are significant and include:
Technical complexity of design and implementation;ÂŸ Potential
adverse environmental impacts; Uncertainties with respect to relative
advantages compared to other viable alternatives; Studies (hydraulic,
geotechnical, seismic) required; Potential difficulties during construction
limiting use of the reservoir; and
Overall cost may be greater than estimated.
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The viability of this option is less certain than Options 1 and 2. Therefore,
it is recommended that this alternative be eliminated from further
evaluation.
Option 6 - Potable Water Reclamation through Effluent Reuse
Description
Wastewater collected from the Finegayan base complex is subject to
tertiary treatment as described in the pre-Final Draft Wastewater Utility
Study (Earth Tech 2007). The treated, potable water is returned to the
main water supply for reuse. An estimated average daily flow of 8.8
MGD treated wastewater from the DoD will be available for potable water
use.
While much research has been conducted in the direct potable reuse of
reclaimed water, this is not a current practice within the US. However,
indirect potable reuse through groundwater reinjection is developed
through wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) effluent being combined
with well water prior to injection. The perception of effluent reuse is an
issue to be dealt with since such an option is likely to be met with
significant public opposition. This indirect potable reuse alternative has a
psychological advantage in that the injection of the treated effluent into
groundwater reduces the perception of reclaimed water (treated effluent)
used as potable water.
This alternative includes construction of a new tertiary treatment plant,
providing primary treatment, secondary biological treatment, and
advanced tertiary treatment, near the proposed development on DoD
land. It will treat the DoD wastewater from existing sources and
proposed future expansions in Northern Guam region including USMC
relocation to drinking water standards.
This treatment application is categorized as direct potable reuse of
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reclaimed water, and normal treatment practice consists of primary
settlement, submersible membrane bioreactor, disinfection, reverse
osmosis (RO), and advanced oxidation.
While this discharge eliminates the option of building an outfall,
discharging treated wastewater directly to a potable water treatment
plant does not have a proven track record. Only few direct potable reuse
applications have been reported worldwide (Metcalf & Eddy, 2007). Even
without factoring in its extremely high capital investment cost and
sophisticated process operation, it might be difficult to gain regulatory
acceptance of this approach, and it is not likely that community
acceptance of this approach can be achieved. Currently there are no
direct potable reuse applications in the United States. All reclaimed
water that is treated by wastewater treatment plants has been used as
potable water in an indirect way which includes a temporal or spatial
separation such as natural buffers, either a stretch of river or a ground
water aquifer, between the reclaimed water introduction and its
distribution to the potable water treatment plant.
In addition, brine generated from RO operation will need to be managed.
Typical brine disposal routes include evaporation, crystallization, deep
underground injection, ocean or sewer discharge. From an economic
standpoint, only the last two may be feasible, and will require permission
from either the EPA or the GWA. Since there are no regulations on the
reclaimed water potable reuse application, the process of establishing
treatment requirements and performance monitoring standards for this
option will also add time and cost to the project.
A new interceptor system would be constructed to convey wastewater
flow from AAFB. A new effluent discharge pipe would be constructed to
convey the effluent to the proposed or existing water treatment facility.
The plant biosolids treatment and disposal would be managed by the
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DoD and comply with EPA’s 40 CFR Part 503 regulations.
Construction of the plant on a site that is located in forested or
preservation areas that are populated by native species of animals and
vegetation may require mitigation activities to satisfy the GDAWR.
The water supply provided by implementation of Option 6 would support
the USMC relocation.
Viability
Studies have shown treated wastewater can consistently meet potable
water standards, but as listed in EPA (2004), this practice is unlikely to
be adopted in the U.S. because:
Opinion surveys show the public will accept many types of nonpotable
reuse but are reluctant to accept potable reuse.
Indirect potable reuse is more acceptable to the public than direct
potable reuse.
Direct potable reuse is not often necessary.
Other disadvantages include:
Construction of a WWTP is required.
Conveying the effluent to new or existing water treatment plant
GDAWR mitigation requirements
Longer planning effort and longer construction schedule
This alternative remains viable; however, using treated effluent as
potable water has certain negative connotations. It might be more
acceptable if potable water supplies were less readily available. This
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alternative is tied directly to decisions made in the wastewater study and
has been rejected as a viable alternative.
In discussions with GEPA, no opposition to this alternative was
expressed. However, concern was raised about public perception on
effluent reuse for potable water needs and it was noted that it was
unlikely that such an option would be acceptable to the public given
other viable options for water supplies.
Although this is a viable alternative, it cannot be sustained as a standalone alternative. The availability of other viable options doesn’t justify
consideration of this alternative given the potential hurdles in
implementation and the likely negative public response. Therefore, it is
recommended that this alternative be eliminated from further evaluation.
Option 7 - Non-Potable Water Reclamation through Effluent Reuse
Description
Non-potable water reclaimed from effluent reuse can be used to
recharge the aquifer. This section addresses use of the reclaimed water
to supplement the water supply. Wastewater collected from the MCB is
subject to tertiary treatment as described in the Wastewater Utility Study
(Earth Tech 2007). Based on the Pre-Final Draft Wastewater Utility
Study, an estimated average daily flow of 8.8 MGD of treated
wastewater will be available for non-potable water use during peak
conditions.
Use of water reclamation for industrial uses is not considered in this
section because industrial water demand consists of only 6 percent of
the total water and does not justify the added complication of a dual
water system.
This alternative includes construction of a new tertiary treatment plant
near the proposed development on DoD land. It will treat the DoD
wastewater from existing sources and future proposed military buildup in
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the Northern Guam region, including USMC relocation. Treated effluent
would be injected into underground aquifer for groundwater recharge or
to limit salt water intrusion. The DoD would be responsible for treatment,
groundwater monitoring, and biosolids disposal. A separate sewer
interceptor and a transmission line would be constructed to convey
reclaimed water to the injection wells. The cost of the transmission line
and its operation will depend on topographical condition of piping route
and locations of the injection wells that are determined by underground
geological structure and required set back distance between injection
wells and withdraw wells.
Construction of the plant on a site that is located in forested or
preservation areas that are populated by native species of animals and
vegetation and may require mitigation activities to satisfy the GDAWR.
The water supply provided by implementation of Option 7 would support
the USMC relocation.
Injection of Treated Wastewater Effluent
Wastewater production resulting from transfer of DoD assets to Guam is
estimated at 8.8 MGD average daily flow. Groundwater injection is one
potential means of disposal of wastewater effluent. Two possible
injection scenarios were considered. The first is disposal by injection of
treated effluent in wells approximately 1,500 to 2,000 ft inland at a
location near the proposed WWTP. In this option, treated effluent is
disposed in the ocean by leakage from freshwater lens underlying
northern Guam, but the placement of the discharge could result in a
barrier to saltwater intrusion. In the second option, the highly treated
wastewater effluent is used to recharge the freshwater lens at a location
that would support the proposed new production wells at AAFB.
Under the disposal option, four injection wells would be located east of
Tanguisson Point in a line approximately parallel with the coast with a
separation distance between wells of approximately 1,000 ft. Each well
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would be capable of an injection rate of approximately 1,600 gpm
yielding a maximum combined injection rate of 6,400 gpm. Under nonpeak loads, two to three wells would be operated allowing distribution of
effluent injection across a 4,000-ft front while enabling at least one well
to be removed from service for maintenance and upkeep.
The aquifer recharge option would also include four 1,600-gpm wells
with a 1,000-ft spacing. This option would allow one or more wells to be
down for maintenance and upkeep during non-peak operations. The
recharge option has the wells located in a 4,000-ft line parallel and to the
north of Marine Drive on the southern boundary of AAFB. The injection
wells are arrayed in a line conforming to a ridge in the volcanic basement
below the water bearing limestone. The ridge was chosen because
proposed production wells for DoD expansion on Guam are located on
either side of the volcanic basement ridge allowing the injected effluent
to directly recharge the portions of the aquifer that will be heavily
pumped to supply water for new military and support personnel arriving
on Guam.
The disposal option utilizes the freshwater lens as the receiving water for
the treated wastewater effluent. Injection of the wastewater would
elevate the water table surface in the disposal zone. This could have a
positive effect on the potable production wells in the Finegayan subbasin directly upgradient from the injection area. If the doming effect of
the injection zone extended inland sufficiently, this could result in slightly
higher capacities from the potable production wells in the affected area.
However, preliminary calculations tend to indicate no increase as a result
of effluent injection.
Two major issues are associated with the aquifer recharge option. The
first issue is transferring the treated effluent across the island to the
injection point, a distance of 6 to 8 miles (depending on route) and an
increase of elevation of 300 ft. The second issue is acceptance of highly
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treated wastewater effluent as recharge for potable production wells.
This issue has two components: public perception, and technical
requirements. The public may perceive that treated wastewater is used
as drinking water and therefore reject the concept of aquifer recharge
with treated effluent. The technical difficulty is that at the selected
injection point, the recommended 9 to 12 month effluent detention time in
the aquifer prior to removal could not be met.
The injection wells are assumed to be 12-inch diameter, which readily
accommodate an 8-inch conductor pipe and couplings.
At present, there are no Federal regulations that specifically address
indirect or direct potable reuse of reclaimed water. The EPA developed
Guidelines for Water Reuse in 2004 and suggested the quality standard
for treated municipal wastewater injection into underground potable
aquifer as listed in Table 1
California, Florida, and a few other states are in the forefront of
developing discrete criteria relating to planned indirect potable reuse of
reclaimed water. California has prepared draft criteria for groundwater
recharge (the most recent being in 2004), and are shown in Table 2
With concerns on reliability of some unregulated trace constituents
removal, and consideration of source water that meets all drinking water
standards, it does not necessarily indicate that the water is safe. The
California draft groundwater recharge regulations reflect the mitigation
necessary to address these concerns. In present practice reclaimed
injection into underground pota
A-014-067
Thank you for your comment. A more detailed analysis of the water
reuse alternatives that are eliminated from further consideration is
provided below. These options are not discussed in DEIS because they
are not viable alternatives. Option 6 - Potable Water Reclamation
through Effluent Reuse DescriptionWastewater collected from the
Finegayan base complex is subject to tertiary treatment The treated,
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potable water is returned to the main water supply for reuse. An
estimated average daily flow of 8.8 MGD treated wastewater from the
DoD will be available for potable water use. While much research has
been conducted in the direct potable reuse of reclaimed water, this is not
a current practice within the US. However, indirect potable reuse through
groundwater reinjection is developed through wastewater treatment plant
(WWTP) effluent being combined with well water prior to injection. The
perception of effluent reuse is an issue to be dealt with since such an
option is likely to be met with significant public opposition. This indirect
potable reuse alternative has a psychological advantage in that the
injection of the treated effluent into groundwater reduces the perception
of reclaimed water (treated effluent) used as potable water.This
alternative includes construction of a new tertiary treatment plant,
providing primary treatment, secondary biological treatment, and
advanced tertiary treatment, near the proposed development on DoD
land. It will treat the DoD wastewater from existing sources and
proposed future expansions in Northern Guam region including USMC
relocation to drinking water standards.This treatment application is
categorized as direct potable reuse of reclaimed water, and normal
treatment practice consists of primary settlement, submersible
membrane bioreactor, disinfection, reverse osmosis (RO), and advanced
oxidation.While this discharge eliminates the option of building an outfall,
discharging treated wastewater directly to a potable water treatment
plant does not have a proven track record. Only few direct potable reuse
applications have been reported worldwide (Metcalf & Eddy, 2007). Even
without factoring in its extremely high capital investment cost and
sophisticated process operation, it might be difficult to gain regulatory
acceptance of this approach, and it is not likely that community
acceptance of this approach can be achieved. Currently there are no
direct potable reuse applications in the United States. All reclaimed
water that is treated by wastewater treatment plants has been used as
potable water in an indirect way which includes a temporal or spatial
separation such as natural buffers, either a stretch of river or a ground
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water aquifer, between the reclaimed water introduction and its
distribution to the potable water treatment plant.In addition, brine
generated from RO operation will need to be managed. Typical brine
disposal routes include evaporation, crystallization, deep underground
injection, ocean or sewer discharge. From an economic standpoint, only
the last two may be feasible, and will require permission from either the
EPA or the GWA. Since there are no regulations on the reclaimed water
potable reuse application, the process of establishing treatment
requirements and performance monitoring standards for this option will
also add time and cost to the project.A new interceptor system would be
constructed to convey wastewater flow from AAFB. A new effluent
discharge pipe would be constructed to convey the effluent to the
proposed or existing water treatment facility.The plant biosolids
treatment and disposal would be managed by the DoD and comply with
EPA’s 40 CFR Part 503 regulations.Construction of the plant on a site
that is located in forested or preservation areas that are populated by
native species of animals and vegetation may require mitigation activities
to satisfy the GDAWR.The water supply provided by implementation of
Option 6 would support the USMC relocation. Viability Studies have
shown treated wastewater can consistently meet potable water
standards, but as listed in EPA (2004), this practice is unlikely to be
adopted in the U.S. because: Opinion surveys show the public will
accept many types of nonpotable reuse but are reluctant to accept
potable reuse. Indirect potable reuse is more acceptable to the public
than direct potable reuse.Direct potable reuse is not often necessary.
Other disadvantages include:Construction of a WWTP is
required.Conveying the effluent to new or existing water treatment
plantGDAWR mitigation requirementsLonger planning effort and longer
construction scheduleThis alternative remains viable; however, using
treated effluent as potable water has certain negative connotations. It
might be more acceptable if potable water supplies were less readily
available. This alternative is tied directly to decisions made in the
wastewater study and has been rejected as a viable alternative. In
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discussions with GEPA, no opposition to this alternative was expressed.
However, concern was raised about public perception on effluent reuse
for potable water needs and it was noted that it was unlikely that such an
option would be acceptable to the public given other viable options for
water supplies.Although this is a viable alternative, it cannot be
sustained as a stand-alone alternative. The availability of other viable
options doesn’t justify consideration of this alternative given the potential
hurdles in implementation and the likely negative public response.
Therefore, it is recommended that this alternative be eliminated from
further evaluation. Option 7 - Non-Potable Water Reclamation through
Effluent ReuseDescriptionNon-potable water reclaimed from effluent
reuse can be used to recharge the aquifer. This section addresses use
of the reclaimed water to supplement the water supply. Wastewater
collected from the MCB is subject to tertiary treatment as described in
the Wastewater Utility Study (Earth Tech 2007). Based on the Pre-Final
Draft Wastewater Utility Study, an estimated average daily flow of 8.8
MGD of treated wastewater will be available for non-potable water use
during peak conditions. Use of water reclamation for industrial uses is
not considered in this section because industrial water demand consists
of only 6 percent of the total water and does not justify the added
complication of a dual water system.This alternative includes
construction of a new tertiary treatment plant near the proposed
development on DoD land. It will treat the DoD wastewater from existing
sources and future proposed military buildup in the Northern Guam
region, including USMC relocation. Treated effluent would be injected
into underground aquifer for groundwater recharge or to limit salt water
intrusion. The DoD would be responsible for treatment, groundwater
monitoring, and biosolids disposal. A separate sewer interceptor and a
transmission line would be constructed to convey reclaimed water to the
injection wells. The cost of the transmission line and its operation will
depend on topographical condition of piping route and locations of the
injection wells that are determined by underground geological structure
and required set back distance between injection wells and withdraw
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wells. Construction of the plant on a site that is located in forested or
preservation areas that are populated by native species of animals and
vegetation and may require mitigation activities to satisfy the GDAWR.
The water supply provided by implementation of Option 7 would support
the USMC relocation.Injection of Treated Wastewater
EffluentWastewater production resulting from transfer of DoD assets to
Guam is estimated at 8.8 MGD average daily flow. Groundwater injection
is one potential means of disposal of wastewater effluent. Two possible
injection scenarios were considered. The first is disposal by injection of
treated effluent in wells approximately 1,500 to 2,000 ft inland at a
location near the proposed WWTP. In this option, treated effluent is
disposed in the ocean by leakage from freshwater lens underlying
northern Guam, but the placement of the discharge could result in a
barrier to saltwater intrusion. In the second option, the highly treated
wastewater effluent is used to recharge the freshwater lens at a location
that would support the proposed new production wells at AAFB.Under
the disposal option, four injection wells would be located east of
Tanguisson Point in a line approximately parallel with the coast with a
separation distance between wells of approximately 1,000 ft. Each well
would be capable of an injection rate of approximately 1,600 gpm
yielding a maximum combined injection rate of 6,400 gpm. Under nonpeak loads, two to three wells would be operated allowing distribution of
effluent injection across a 4,000-ft front while enabling at least one well
to be removed from service for maintenance and upkeep.The aquifer
recharge option would also include four 1,600-gpm wells with a 1,000-ft
spacing. This option would allow one or more wells to be down for
maintenance and upkeep during non-peak operations. The recharge
option has the wells located in a 4,000-ft line parallel and to the north of
Marine Drive on the southern boundary of AAFB. The injection wells are
arrayed in a line conforming to a ridge in the volcanic basement below
the water bearing limestone. The ridge was chosen because proposed
production wells for DoD expansion on Guam are located on either side
of the volcanic basement ridge allowing the injected effluent to directly
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recharge the portions of the aquifer that will be heavily pumped to supply
water for new military and support personnel arriving on Guam.The
disposal option utilizes the freshwater lens as the receiving water for the
treated wastewater effluent. Injection of the wastewater would elevate
the water table surface in the disposal zone. This could have a positive
effect on the potable production wells in the Finegayan sub-basin directly
upgradient from the injection area. If the doming effect of the injection
zone extended inland sufficiently, this could result in slightly higher
capacities from the potable production wells in the affected area.
However, preliminary calculations tend to indicate no increase as a result
of effluent injection.Two major issues are associated with the aquifer
recharge option. The first issue is transferring the treated effluent across
the island to the injection point, a distance of 6 to 8 miles (depending on
route) and an increase of elevation of 300 ft. The second issue is
acceptance of highly treated wastewater effluent as recharge for potable
production wells. This issue has two components: public perception, and
technical requirements. The public may perceive that treated wastewater
is used as drinking water and therefore reject the concept of aquifer
recharge with treated effluent. The technical difficulty is that at the
selected injection point, the recommended 9 to 12 month effluent
detention time in the aquifer prior to removal could not be met.The
injection wells are assumed to be 12-inch diameter, which readily
accommodate an 8-inch conductor pipe and couplings. At present, there
are no Federal regulations that specifically address indirect or direct
potable reuse of reclaimed water. California, Florida, and a few other
states are in the forefront of developing discrete criteria relating to
planned indirect potable reuse of reclaimed water. California has
prepared draft criteria for groundwater recharge (the most recent being
in 2004), and are shown in Table 1With concerns on reliability of some
unregulated trace constituents removal, and consideration of source
water that meets all drinking water standards, it does not necessarily
indicate that the water is safe. The California draft groundwater recharge
regulations reflect the mitigation necessary to address these concerns.
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In present practice reclaimed injection into underground potable aquifer
normally has multiple barrier protection system (such as RO and
advanced oxidation process) for advanced treatment to avoid unknown
potential health risks. Table 1: California Draft Groundwater Injection
RegulationsParameter Requirement Turbidity 0.2 NTU Total nitrogen 2.2
total coliform/100 mL Total Organic Carbon 0.5 mg/L Set back distance
2,000 ft Retention time underground 12 month Drinking water standards.
Meet all drinking water maximum contaminant levels (except nitrogen
and new federal and state regulations as they are adopted) Source: Draft
Groundwater Recharge Regulations, California Department of Health
Services. The northern part of Guam is set on a karst limestone high
plateau, where highly porous and channelized limestone subsurface
media with a high hydraulic conductivity exist. From ground surface to
groundwater surface is approximately 200 to 350 ft. This geology
provides little reliable opportunity for soil aquifer treatment which offers
additional treatment as water passes through the soil vadose zone to an
underlying aquifer. Due to limited surface area contact, flow through
fractured limestone media may offer inefficient soil aquifer treatment.
Since GWUDI in the Northern Guam area has already been a concern to
the GEPA, to gain public confidence on the practice of injecting
reclaimed water directly into potable aquifer in a karst limestone region,
a treatment processes train similar to California practice is used for this
study. Groundwater recharge with reclaimed water in the Orange County
Groundwater Replenishment Project, which treats secondary effluent
from Orange County Sanitation District Plant #1, employs a process
including microfiltration, RO, advanced oxidation with ultraviolet (UV),
and hydrogen peroxide.
Hydraulic Feasibility of Injection Wells
When water is discharged into a well, a cone develops above the
potentiometric surface in much the same way as a cone develops below
the potentiometric surface when water is pumped from a well. When
water is injected, the cone is reversed. In other words, it becomes a cone
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of impression or recharge rather than a cone of depression or discharge.
This cone of impression surrounds the pumping well and can be
analyzed mathematically in a very similar way as the cone of depression.
The amount of water introduced into the aquifer depends on the rate of
injection, hydraulic conductivity, type of well, and potentiometric levels.
However, the most important factor in any injection system is proper
design of injection wells. A properly designed injection well will operate
more efficiently requiring less hydraulic pressure with reduced
probabilities of incrustation, thus resulting in longer well life and
decreased overall operating costs.
To calculate injection pressures and water build-up in the injection wells,
it was assumed that each injection well will receive 1,600 gpm
continuous flow. This flow rate is well below the legally permissible
injection rates under the EPA UIC regulations of 3.5 MGD (2,430 gpm)
and velocity restriction of 8 fps.
It is important to determine injection pressures to ensure that there are
no concerns from the engineering, economic, and regulatory points of
view. Flow and pressure restrictions are imposed to protect the receiving
formation from potential fracturing pressures. Fracturing pressures for
limestones are approximately 600 pounds per square inch (psi). It is
prudent to maintain a safety factor and maintain injection pressures in
the limestone at less than 200 ft of water or below 87 psi.
Estimates of water level build-up and injection pressures were made
using the Theis equation and hydraulic conductivities of 50 ft/day, 100
ft/day and 200 ft/day. Assuming a hydraulic conductivity of 200 ft/day,
the head in the injection well above the top of the aquifer would be
approximately 21 ft and the injection pressure head will be about 9 psi. If
hydraulic conductivity is 100 ft/day, the head in the injection well above
the top of the aquifer would be approximately 39 ft and the injection
pressure head will be 17 psi. At the lowest hydraulic conductivity of 50
ft/day, the head in the injection well above the top of the aquifer would be
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approximately 74 ft and the injection pressure head will be 32 psi.
The calculated injection pressures are low and appear to have adequate
safety factor for potential adverse aquifer affects that may reduce flow.
The equations used are based on assumptions of perfect aquifer
hydraulics and ideal water quality conditions in the aquifer; including (for
example) homogeneous formation, isotropic aquifer characteristics, fully
penetrating wells, and laterally extensive aquifers. Over time, injection
pressure will increase as a result of screen plugging from incrustation
and biological fouling. It would be important to clean and maintain the
wells every few years.
Viability
This option is considered further because:Use of treated wastewater to
recharge the aquifer is not considered a viable option because the
residence time is far smaller than the EPA-recommended time of 9
months.Use of treated wastewater to act as a barrier to saltwater
intrusion is not considered viable because calculations show the disposal
of the treated water to be an ineffective barrier.
Additionally, this option may not meet regulatory approval. GEPA UIC
regulations categorize sewage treatment effluent recharge wells as
Class V wells. GEPA does not specify the treatment standards and
criteria for underground injecting the sewage treatment effluent to
recharge the aquifer. GEPA will review the design and documents before
approving the groundwater injection of treated effluent.
Additional disadvantages include:
Existing DoD wastewater diverted from GWA to a new DoD
WWTPWWTP construction GDAWR mitigation
requirementsGroundwater discharge permit Longer planning effort and
longer construction schedule leading to increased costs
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A-014-068
Thank you for your comment.
A-014-069
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated to include the
volume of water required during construction. Approximately 50,000
gallons of water will be needed on average per day for concrete
production based on the total square footage of the planned facilities. It
is assumed that water demand the construction will be provided by the
contractor from off base sources.
A-014-070
Thank you for your comment. The conclusions drawn for the Lost River
are from a 2007 study. Relevant available data for the watershed was
incorporated into the study including rainfall data from 1996 to 2006 and
Fena Reservoir level and supply from 1996 to 2006. The Lost River daily
discharge and peak flood stage data were determined from a USGS
gaging station which has data available from 1994 to 2002. Complete
daily discharge data is available from 1998 through 2001 which is a
period containing four consecutive dry periods. The estimates of Lost
River supplemental dry season supply from the 1998 through 2001 are
conservatively low.
Use of the Lost River is a long term alternative. Additional studies will be
conducted to more fully assess implementation of this option.
A-014-071
Thank you for your comment. The new Layon Landfill is designed to
accommodate municipal solid waste from all current and future DoD
sources as well as civilian and commercial sources. Based on
conservative waste generation rates, the new landfill will reach capacity
in approximately 33 years. The DoD will be implementing diversion and
recycling programs that will significantly reduce solid waste generation
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and will help to extend the life of the landfill. Details of these programs
have been added to Volume 6, Chapter 2.
The Navy is preparing a Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion Study for
DoD Bases, Guam that has established a diversion goal of 50 percent,
not including construction and demolition debris. The Study is
considering the following alternatives: 1) DoD would construct two refuse
transfer facilities, one in northern Guam and one in Southern Guam; 2)
DoD would implement a source separation recycling program at all
facilities; 3) DoD would construct recycling center(s); and 4) DoD would
construct a materials resource recovery facility.
Additionally, the Navy is preparing a Construction and Demolition (C&D)
Debris Reuse and Diversion Study for DOD Bases, Guam that
addresses waste characterization, processing, recycling and disposal of
construction debris. Information from this study will be used to update
the FEIS.
The study is considering the following alternatives: 1) Contractors would
continue to process all C&D debris, and DoD would construct a
composting facility to process green waste and 2) DoD would construct a
C&D debris central processing facility and a composting facility to
process green waste.
Through project specific contractual requirements, DoD contractors
would be required to process and divert 50% of C&D debris that is
generated on each project. Another alternative would be for the DoD to
construct a central processing facility that would be used to recover and
reuse or recycle scrap metal, concrete (without lead-based paint),
asphalt concrete, and untreated wood. Contractors would be required to
haul C&D to this facility. Based on the C&D debris composition assumed
in the study, the Navy will be able to achieve a C&D debris waste
diversion goal of greater than 50% by the end of fiscal year 2015. A site
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for the central processing facility is currently being evaluated but will
most likely be located in northern Guam. Disposal of C&D debris that is
not divertible or recyclable will be disposed at the Navy Hardfill at Apra
Harbor. The study also evaluates the construction of a composting
facility to handle green waste generated by land clearing activities
required for new development.
A-014-072
Thank you for your comment.
116. Comment acknowledged. Text has been revised to add that any
impacts on coral reefs or other aquatic resources could require
mitigation from indirect impacts associated with the outfall.
117. Citations for the studies have been added. The following statement
has also been added: "The applicablility of this statement for the coastal
waters of Guam have not been evaluated."
A-014-073
Thank you for your comment. Impact analysis and proposed mitigation
measures for each resource category from the construction and
operation of the improved roadway system are analyzed in the various
chapters of Volume 6 beginning with Chapter 3. Traffic volumes were
modeled for each buildup alternative to understand the impact on the
existing roadway network, including already DPW-programmed road
improvements. With current capacities, this initial modeling effort
showed severe military-related congestion along several routes in the
northern and central portions of the island. The results formed the
proposed roadway improvements such as roadway widening, pavement
strengthening, bridge replacements, and others, needed to mitigate
impacts on traffic and on the existing roadway system itself. Individual
road projects were identified from these transportation and traffic studies.
A specific combination of projects to support each main cantonment
Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

alternative formed each roadway alternative (refer to Volume 6, Chapter
2, Section 2.5).
A-014-074
Thank you for your comment. The proposed construction for the Agana
River Bridge Replacement project which is part of the proposed Haul
Road Network will take into consideration the Agana River Flood Control
Project during the US Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 permitting
process which will occur during the design phase of the project.
A-014-075
Thank you for your comment. The noted inconsistencies have been
reconciled in Volume 6 in the Final EIS. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting additional investigations of potential wetland
areas. The source of this additional data has been provided. The Final
EIS contains a revised impact analysis and discussion of potential
mitigation measures to reflect the investigation results.
A-014-076
Thank you for your comment. Volume 7, Chapter 3 contains a table that
summarizes the Clean Water Act Section 404 actions. This table is
updated in the Final EIS.
A-014-077
Thank you for your comment. Text revised. The Final EIS contains
updated information reflecting the additional investigation of potential
wetland areas. The project design will avoid wetlands. Field data sheets
are not included in the Final EIS.
A-014-078
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
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for all components of the proposed action and an assessment of the
additive impacts of the proposed action on other past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects. A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses that were necessarily qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of the
preferred alternatives for the entire proposed action on Guam and
Tinian. This is the aggregate analysis that you requested in your
comment. The impacts of Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by
resource. At the end of Volume 7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table
summarizing the combined impacts of all components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health due to anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic factors that impact
resource health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described.
The discussion of trends in resouce health reflect the no action
alternative. There is a section that compares the preferred alternatives to
the no action under each resource category. This section includes
limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts. For example,
special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed action and
current amount of habitat available island-wide is presented in Volume 7,
Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily available
for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact analysis was
qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the Draft EIS proposed actions when compared
to potential impacts of past, present and reasonably foreseeable
projects. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact analysis
was 2004 and 2019. The project list was based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There was no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there was insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed
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to conduct a quantitative impact analysis. There is a table at the end of
Chapter 4 that summarizes the potential cumulative impacts. Potential
significant cumulative impacts are identified for some resources.
Volume 7, Section 3.5 is dedicated to summarizing the Section 404
actions.
Volume 7 is intended to summarize the best management practices,
mitigation and compensatory mitigation proposals. The available details
of compensatory mitigation are presented in the Marine Biology Section
of Volume 2. The compensatory mitigation proposals will be finalized
during the Army Corps of Emgieers permitting process.
A-014-079
Thank you for your comment but it is too general for a substantive
response. Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the proposed
actions were assessed. A good faith effort was made to apply standard
methodologies for each resource impact assessment. Impacts and
mitigation measures are disclosed. 100 percent engineering design
would not be available until after the Record of Decision. All scientific
data has a degree of uncertainty or confidence.
A-014-080
Thank you for your comment. Volume 3 discusses the specific proposed
actions and environmental effects related to training on Tinian. As
indicated in Section 2.3.3.2 of Volume 3, no new transportation
infrastructure would be required except for bio-security quarantine and
inspection areas that would be constructed at arrival locations.
A-014-081
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS contains updated
information reflecting the additional investigation of potential wetland
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areas. The Final EIS contains a description of the investigation methods
used. The investigations were conducted in accordance with standards
commensurate with the methods used. The project design will avoid
wetlands.
A-014-082
Thank you for your comment. The unsubstantiated statement referenced
has been removed.
A-014-083
Thank you for your comment. Potential Mariana common moorhen
nesting areas in proposed training areas are known except at a location
near one of the proposed ranges on Tinian. This situation was
addressed in TB-27 of the DEIS and is also addressed in the Final EIS.
A-014-084
Thank you for your comment. The use of BMPs and mitigation has been
clarified throughout the FEIS. Volume 7 of the FEIS contains a
comprehensive list of BMPs and mitigation.
A-014-085
Thank you for your comment. DoD will work with the USACE regulatory
branch and other Federal and Guam/CNMI resource agencies to
develop satisfactory and project specific BMPs and mitigation measures
during the permitting phase of this proposed military relocation program.
As noted, the permits would include compliance with Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act should any discharge of dredged and fill materials be
part of the proposed project.
A-014-086
Thank you for your comment. DoD will work with the USACE to finalize
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mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts during the permit phase of
the proposed project.
A-014-087
Thank you for your comment. Development and impacts undertaken by
others with the responsibility and authority to implement is not the
responsibility of the DoD.
A-014-088
Thank you for your comment. The tables in Volume 7 are modified per
your request in the Final EIS.
The compensatory mitigation plan for loss to coral ecosystems and
wetlands will be prepared to support the Army Corps of Engineers
permits. This is anticipated to meet the 33 CFR 332 requirements.
A-014-089
Thank you for your comment. Text has been added to the EIS.
A-014-090
Thank you for your comment. DoD will work closely with the USACE
during the permitting phase of this proposed project and will incorporate
best management practices, mitigation measures including monitoring
and other aspects of adaptive management to minimize adverse impacts
on the environment.
A-014-091
Thank you for your comment. The Final EIS reflects this point of
clarification regarding regulatory purview.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-014-092
Thank you for your comment. DoD agrees with your comment about the
timeframe needed to monitor for success of mitigation measures to
compensate for the adverse impacts caused by implementation of the
proposed action. DoD will work closely with the USACE during the
permitting phase of the proposed project to develop satisfactory
mitigation and monitoring measures as required.
A-014-093
Thank you for your comment. These noted inconsistencies have been
reconciled in the Final EIS.
A-014-094
Thank you for your comment. DoD will work closely with the USACE to
develop and implement required mitigation measures during the
permitting phase for the proposed project.
A-014-095
Thank you for your comment. DoD has continued to study and present
options for mitigation measures. Additional studies including watershed
assessments and potential for reforestation programs have
been conducted following the publication of the DEIS. Information from
these studies is included in the EIS in Volumes 4 and 9 (Appendix) of the
FEIS. DoD will continue to work closely with the USACE on these issues
during the permitting phase of the proposed project.
A-014-096
Thank you for your comment. Due to the complexity of the project, there
are two parts of the cumulative impact analysis: the summary of impacts
for all components of the proposed action (Volume 7 Chapter 3) and an
assessment of the additive impacts of the proposed action in
combination with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
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projects (Volume 7, Chapter 4). A systematic methodology was applied
in both analyses.
Volume 7, Chapter 3 summarizes the combined potential impacts of all
of the preferred alternatives on Guam and Tinian. The impacts of
Volumes 2 through 6 are discussed by resource. At the end of Volume
7, Chapter 3.3 there is a table summarizing the combined impacts of all
long-term (operational) components of the preferred
alternatives. Significant impacts are identified. Trends in the resource
health on Guam and Tinian since World War II are described. This
section includes limited quantitative data for proposed action impacts.
For example, special-status species habitat loss due to the proposed
action and current amount of habitat available island wide is presented in
Volume 7, Section 3.3. There is no quantitative island-wide data readily
available for most of the resource areas assessed and the impact
analysis is often qualitative.
Volume 7, Chapter 4, Cumulative Impacts, assesses the potential
additive impact of the EIS proposed actions when combined with
potential impacts of other past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future actions. The period of consideration for the cumulative impact
analysis is 2004 to 2019. The project list is based on best available
information from DoD and the Guam Land Use Commission database.
There is no National Environmental Policy Act (or similar) document
disclosing project impacts for most of the cumulative projects listed;
therefore, there is insufficient data on most cumulative projects listed to
conduct a quantitative impact analysis. In Chapter 4 a table summarizes
the potential cumulative impacts on Guam and another table
summarizes the potential cumulative impacts on Tinian. Potential
additive cumulative impacts are identified for a number of resources.
Mitigation measures are proposed earlier in the EIS. The cumulative
impacts analysis has been expanded in the FEIS, including the addition
of climate change analysis and analysis of cumulative impacts to coral.
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A-014-097
Thank you for your comment. This level of information will be provided
during the permitting process.
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A-015-001
Thank you for your comment. The DoD carefully considered all requests
to extend the length of the comment period beyond the 45-day minimum
required by NEPA. In evaluating multiple options, DoD leadership
determined that a 90-day comment period best balanced the need for
sufficient time to review a complex document with the requirement to
reach a timely decision regarding the proposed military buildup on
Guam.
A-015-002
Thank you for your comment, which focused on how Guam was chosen
for the military relocation rather than other places within the Pacific
region. Volume 1 at Section 1.4 in the Draft EIS provides a Global
Perspective Background, which explains the various international and
military capability requirements that were considered for the realignment
of military forces. Because this section of the Draft EIS explains the
background analysis of strategic military capability locations within the
Pacific, it will remain the same for the Final EIS. For instance, this
section describes how several locations were considered throughout the
Pacific region for the military relocation based upon 1) response times,
2) freedom of action (the ability of the U.S. to use bases and training
facilities freely and without restriction at a particular locale), and 3)
international treaties and agreements with Japan and other Western
Pacific allies. The U.S. locations in the Pacific region considered for the
military relocation were Hawaii, Alaska, California, and Guam. Non-U.S.
locations considered included Korea, the Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand, and Australia, because they are allies to the U.S. and are well
situated for strategic force deployment. After analyzing the international
and military capability requirements for each locale mentioned above,
Guam was the only location for the relocation that met all the criteria.
A-015-003
Thank you for your comment.
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A-015-004
Thank you for your comment. DoD understands and recognizes the
significance of cultural and recreational sites located on DoD property in
Guam. Restricting access to certain DoD areas at certain times is
required to maintain public safety. It is the intent of DoD to maintain
public access to DoD lands that contain cultural sites consistent with
safety and operational requirements. Access will be granted at approved
times such as when the lands are not being used for military training.
Final plans concerning access to sites potentially impacted by the
proposed action have not been developed. DoD looks forward to
working with stakeholders to develop plans for cultural stewardship and
access that balances operational needs, public safety concerns, and the
continuing public use and enjoyment of these sites.

Guam and CNMI Military Relocation DEIS/OEIS

A-015-005
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS has been updated.
A-015-006
Thank you for your comment.
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A-016-001
Thank you for your comment.
A-016-002
Thank you for your comment.
A-016-003
Thank you for your comment.
Comment 5. The complete date for ISR/Strike ROD is added to the Final
EIS as suggested.
Comment 6. N-4 is corrected to list Air Force as lead agency.
Comment 7. The comment likely refers to N-7. Title is corrected as
suggested.
Comment 8. Point of contact is added to cumulative project C-28 row.
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